
From: William Fales
To: Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky; Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry
Subject: Spring Valley development
Date: Sunday, September 15, 2024 3:14:32 PM

You don't often get email from cmrmarj@aol.com. Learn why this is important

September 15, 2024

Dear Garfield County Commissioners,

The proposed Spring Valley development is too big for this rural area for many
reasons:

The impact on the road from 577 houses.

These 6,000 acres provide critical habitat for deer, elk and all wildlife; as well as
supporting food production, and a ranch that protects the ecosystem values of Spring
Valley. Our ranching community is historically and culturally important, but also
ecologically needed to support our declining deer and elk populations, raptors, and
songbirds. When land is developed, non-urban bird species decline. Birds are
important in the control of insects world-wide.

577 houses require water and the development of wells may adversely affect the
neighbors’ wells. Upscale developments are a problem across the mountain west,
making it harder for middle class people to own houses as the tax basis rises and
they can no longer afford to live in the area.

Please turn down this proposal.

Sincerely,

Marj Perry

Cold Mountain Ranch

Carbondale, CO
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From: Ginny Harrington
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky
Cc: Ginny Harrington; Tom Harrington
Subject: More info to support Denial of Proposed Spring Valley Ranch Development
Date: Sunday, September 15, 2024 8:13:43 PM
Attachments: BCLT news VH article.pdf

Some people who received this message don't often get email from ginny.a.harrington@gmail.com. Learn why
this is important

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners 
108 8th Street, Suite 101 Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners,

I received the following info from Erik Glenn of the Colorado Cattlemen's Agricultural
Land Trust in February 2023 when opposing the proposal of a gravel pit in Montrose
County on farm ground in rural Montrose County directly across from the 40 acres my
mom and I own where mom and my brother live. This info is relevant in the Spring
Valley Development Proposal as well as it explores the loss of farm and ranchlands
and its impacts. It also allows some searching by state and county.

Erik states, The best source of data on the conversion subject (Ginny's Note:
conversion of farm and ranchlands to commercial or residential
development/subdivisions) is American Farmland Trusts Farms Under Threat report.
(Ginny's Note: I included the report in the previous email sent to you. However, the
info below expands on this and further pinpoints some state and county data.)

You can access the report here https://farmland.org/project/farms-under-threat/. It
breaks down the data by state and county. (Ginny's note: I did not have the info
handy on the interactive map when I sent you the previous email.) You can access
the interactive map here: http://development2040.farmland.org/. In the map, click
on Colorado and then click on the approximate location of Garfield. This map also
provides a forecast for future loss. Here is the Colorado-specific
info: https://farmlandinfo.org/statistics/colorado-
statistics/#FU T; https://storage.googleapis.com/csp-fut2040.appspot.com/state-
reports/FUT2040_CO.pdf.

(Ginny's note: Regarding the CSU Cost of goods and services I sent previously as an
attachment-- Erik states--
In 2003 CSU Extension completed the attached report on the impact of rural
residential development. Data is outdated but conclusions are still relevant.)

Here are more links I have found in my files regarding the importance of protecting
ranchlands:

http://www.farmland.org/programs/protection/default.asphttps://farmland.org/our-
work/keeping-farmers-on-the-land/?mission-area=19

https://farmland.org/our-work/protecting-farmland/?mission-area=6

I have also attached a newsletter from Black Canyon Land Trust in 2006 when I was
working for them. I wrote an article about the importance of keeping ranchlands
intact. I hope you will take time to read it.

9/15/24
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Goodbye Adell 
 


 On July 12th, the Black Canyon Land Trust had its first day 
without Executive Director, Adell Heneghan.  After five years with 
the land trust, Adell returned to the corporate world taking a posi-
tion in environmental engineering and regulatory compliance.  
Adell will be missed for her leadership and dedication to the land 
trust and landowners she served.  She was an asset to the field of 
conservation, and a joy to all those she came in contact with.  Al-
though Adell is moving  on, she will remain as a consultant to 
BCLT until 2006 projects are finalized.   
  Jedd Sondergard, Land Protection Specialist for the past two 
years, has been appointed by the board to serve as Interim Execu-
tive Director.  Andrea Thomas, Greg Clifton, and Ginny Harrington 
remain on staff and will assume various duties during the search for 
Adell’s successor. 
 Details of the Executive Director position are available on 
our website: www.blackcanyonlandtrust.org   
 


Thank you Adell, we’ll miss you! 
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  Summer 2006 


Newsletter of the Black Canyon Land Trust 


2006 Love Your Valley Festival 
 


The 11th annual Love Your Valley 
Festival was Saturday, June 10th in 
Ridgway Town Park.  The weather 
was wonderful and the event was a 
huge success with just shy of 400 
people showing up; the most atten-
dants ever.  There were nine brewers 
showcasing their wares, over 60 do-
nated items auctioned off, two live 
bands, kids crafts, a dog trick con-
test, and a whole lot of fun. 
 
A special thanks to all of the those who donated goods/services 


and volunteered their time! 


 
Black Canyon Land Trust 
1500 E. Oak Grove Road, Suite 201 


Montrose, CO 81401 
 


Office:  
(970) 252-1481 


 


Fax: 
(970) 252-7209 


 
Email: 


info@blackcanyonlandtrust.org 
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 To promote and ensure the 
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Lower Gunnison 


watersheds 







 


CONSERVATION NOTES 
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BCLT Welcomes Three New 
Board Members 


 


Since the Winter/Spring 2006 edition of 
Conservation Notes, we are proud to have 


welcomed three new members to the 
BCLT Board of Directors.   


 
Pete Eastman comes to us from the North 
Fork, where he still runs the family farm on 
Rogers Mesa. The Eastman family donated a 
conservation easement to BCLT in 2004.  
Pete’s practical experience in the orchard and 
personal experience with the easement proc-
ess bring invaluable perspective to the board.  
 
Bob Koehler, of Crawford, provides a bal-
anced outlook to BCLT. He has extensive 
legal experience in Civil and Administrative 
Law, and has served as a Peace Corps Volun-
teer and Instructor for community develop-
ment in Latin America.  We’re excited to 
have Bob’s diverse work/volunteer experi-
ence, and interest in outdoor activities and 
ranching as a steering voice of BCLT. 
 
Ed Page, of the CSU Cooperative Extension 
Office in Montrose, brings a wealth of 
knowledge from his business experience with 
agricultural operations and education in agri-
culture, ecology, and public administra-
tion.  Ed is dedicated to the mission of 
BCLT, working within ecological limits, and 
creating sustainable human communities. 


Extra! Extra! Read All About It... 
 


The Black Canyon Land Trust now has 
a website where you can find: 


 


Tax Regulation Info. 
Board/Staff Directory 


BCLT Mission & History 
Brochures and Newsletters 


Easement and Event Photos 
Landowner Information Forms 


Northern San Juan Initiative Info. 
Conservation Organization Web Links 


And Much More! 
 


Check it out at: 
www.blackcanyonlandtrust.org  


Colorado Tax Credit 
Program 


 
On January 1, 2007, the Conservation Ease-
ment Tax Credit Program in Colorado will 
change.  Governor Owens signed Colorado 
House Bill 06-1354 into effect on May 1, 
2006, changing the formula under which tax 
credits are earned. 
 
The legislation was passed in an attempt to 
ensure conservation easements encumber 
properties of greater conservation benefit 
with fewer transactional steps.  It will allow a 
flat 50% of the donation’s fair market value 
to be claimed as a state tax credit (as opposed 
to the current system of 100% of the first 
$100,000 and 40% of the remaining), and in-
crease the maximum amount of credit that 
may be claimed (the “cap”) from $260,000 to 
$375,000.   
 
The current two tiered law will remain in ef-
fect for all donations made through 2006. 


Save Paper 
 


In the future, if you would like to receive 
Conservation Notes electronically,  


just send an email to: 
info@blackcanyonlandtrust.org  


 
and type in the subject line: 


Newsletter via email  
 


Thanks! 
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~Wish List~ 
 


Due to increased inquiries into conser-
vation, our copier has been working 
overtime and community presentations 
have become far more frequent; which is 
great for conservation, but we lack the 
resources to meet this need.  If you are 
interested in donating or helping us ac-
quire a reliable copier or power point 
projector, contact Andrea or Jedd at 
252-1481.  


Don’t forget,  
your donation is tax deductible! 


Memorial Donations 
 


Thank you to all who made donations 
toward the Northern San Juan Initiative 


in memory of Bill “Fergie” Ferguson. 
 
Your gift enables the Black Canyon Land 
Trust- Northern San Juan Initiative to con-
tinue conserving the rural way of life Bill 
was so committed to.  Thank you! 


Why Are You Conserving? 
Do you know-- Colorado 


 


• Did you know Colorado contains 75% of U.S. 
land with an altitude over 10,000 feet? 


 


• Did you know Grand Mesa is the largest of all 
of the world’s flat top mountains? 


 


• Did you know there are nearly 20 rivers whose 
headwaters begin in Colorado, with the Conti-
nental Divide directing each river's course? 


 


• Did you know there are 11 national forests 
within the state of Colorado and 38 state parks 
and recreation areas? 


 


• Did you know Colorado means “colored red”, 
after our beautiful soil? 


-Information taken from  
www.coloradodirectory.com/funfacts   


 
Clearly, this vast land we live in is blessed with 
remarkable mountains, flowing rivers, supple  


forests, valuable parks, and bountiful soil.  
It’s up to each of us to keep it that way-  
for past, present, & future generations. 


 
 


"We have not inherited the  
world from our forefathers - -  


We have borrowed it from our children." 
-Kashmiri proverb  


Northern San Juan Initiative Update 
 


On June 1st and June 8th, 
the Northern San Juan Ini-
tiative hosted workshops 
for those interested in see-
ing ranching remain a vital 
part of the economy, land-
scape, and lifestyle of 


Ouray County.  Robbie Baird LeValley, a live-
stock specialist with the 
CSU Cooperative Exten-
sion, presented at two ses-
sions.  Her first session 
explained the cattle health 
issue BVD, while the sec-
ond educated listeners of 
the Premise ID Program.  Adell Heneghan, 
then executive director of BCLT, discussed 
Conservation Easements, and Jim Link pre-
sented on Real Life Farm & Ranch Estate 
Planning. 


On June 4th, the NSJI 
hosted a barbeque at the 
historic Von Hagen Ranch 
in Pleasant Valley.  It was  
a great chance for many of 
the local ranchers and 
farmers to meet around a 


common goal.  After the BBQ, there was a tra-
ditional ranch roping exhibition. 
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CONSERVATION NOTES 


Ranching History, Preserving Our Heritage 


By Ginny Harrington, NSJI Director 
 
 Recently I have found myself asking, “What’s In A Place?”. Why does my community really matter to 
me and what do I find most important? I was raised in Montrose and this area has been home to my family 
since as early as 1879.   My family came to be ranchers and farmers and some went to work in the mines; liv-
ing their lives working in and on the land.  I have seen change that neither my grandparents, nor my great-great 
grandparents could have fathomed. While I have welcomed some changes, I feel others have come at the cost 
of losing a sense of our heritage, a sense of place that I call home. One of the elements of our heritage that still 
exists, although I believe it is threatened, is ranching.   The following is a short story that voices how I feel 
about ranching and my intentions of doing my part to help ranching remain a vibrant part of our community. 
 


What’s In A Place? -- A Rancher’s Perspective 
 A patchwork quilt of native grass meadows, each brilliant stem reaching high to the azure sky, 
waving in the gentle breeze sending out a welcome to the summer monsoons. Queen Ann’s lace and Indian 
Paintbrush have crept in at the edges of the meadows and are now gracefully scattered throughout. But he 
doesn’t mind. 
 It reminds him of the embroidery his grandmother so meticulously stitched on her kitchen towels. 
He always wondered why she spent so much time embellishing an everyday item that just became stained 
and worn with use. He now realizes it was to add some sparkle to a life of sometimes mundane difficult 
tasks and heartache. And he knows now that the hard times are far outweighed by the blessings of living 
on this land. 
 A momma cow of the babysitter variety chews her cud next to half a dozen spring calves basking 
in the sun. She has drawn the short straw today and will quietly take her turn watching the young ones.   
Near the ditch up the hill on the juniper ridge a doe watches her fawn and gently scolds the young bucks 
down the way, racking their antlers against each other,  one quickly turning to hide behind another of the 
comrades.   All heads lift as they sense someone else has entered this idyllic picture.  
 He is an older fellow now, his trademark seed company cap on his head, shovel resting on his shoul-
der, he gently finds his way along the ditch bank, glancing at the feeder ditches as they carry the precious 
moisture across the meadows.   His hip high boots slapping his thighs as he moves. They make that funny 
slurping sound with each step he takes. That sound that made him giggle when as a young boy he would 
sneak out to follow his father, leaving his homework behind on the kitchen table. But oh, the lessons he 
learned about water, and wildlife, and the facts of life, like birth and death, and how his family was doing 
a noble work, providing food for others.   
 It’s time to make another set. He needs to make it across the meadow with his irrigating water soon. 
If rains don’t come they might make a call on the water and they’ll all, his neighbors and he, have to make 
do with less. Today’s sprinkles were only enough to tease the lupine to raise its purple head. 
 The rancher bends down lifting the grass and dirt clods that held the tarp in place from the bottom 
of the ditch and the sides of the outstretched tarp. His hands are cracked and worn, calluses grace his fin-
gertips. He remembers his fathers’ fingers bleeding at night and his mom scolding him as she gently 
rubbed bag balm into the cracks.  His father did this before, as did his grandfather. Bringing life to this 
soil.  
 The deer and elk found their way to the meadows in the early days and have stayed around since. 
That bald eagle family has returned to the same cottonwood along the river for as long as he can remember.  
Just the other day he startled a momma duck and her babies at the pond his great uncle helped his paw to 
build. The babies sure were cute as they scooted to the other side. 
 Their little webbed feet spinning as fast as they could reminded him of the time that his youngest 
son Jimmy was learning to ride his bicycle and thought the hillside behind the house would get him a good  







start so he could make it up the grade of the driveway and check the mail for Mom. His feet paddled just 
like the baby ducks, and he would have made it, except for that branch of the old cottonwood that had fallen 
overnight. It wasn’t a bad scratch and his older sister brushed him off, wiped his tears, and pushed him the 
rest of the way to the mailbox.  
 His thoughts drift back to the present. He sure misses the kids now and he sees his wife growing 
older, each line in her face reflecting the hard work she has done alongside him. Nobody can nurse a baby 
calf back to health like she does; run to town to pick up parts when the swather gives out; get a hot meal on 
the table; and tend a garden with such care and tenderness- with no complaints at the end of a long day. 
She sure has put her heart and soul in to this place, and he wishes she didn’t worry so much about what’s to 
come. That should be his job.   
 That youngest son is now in college and he wonders will he return here to the land or will other 
things draw him away? His older brother works in town at the bank. He helps the ranchers and farmers 
with operating loans. It has been hard on him to make the calls on loans when drought left crops standing 
in the fields and neighbors and friends couldn’t make their payments.  
 It sure is hard to think what will happen if young folks don’t return to the land.  
 Just down the road a ways houses have started to dot the landscape. Old Jones, who he went to school 
with, sold out when his wife passed and he couldn’t hold out anymore after his permit on the mountain was 
cancelled. He made some money and bought a new pickup truck and a small house down the valley. He 
hangs around at the coffee shop and the hardware store visiting, but it seems that sparkle has gone out of 
Old Jones’ eyes.  It sure seems like things are a changing and he wonders if it is worth holding on.  
 Glancing down, he sees that he has made his way to where he must place the next dam in the ditch. 
His shovel cuts sharp through the sod and he tosses the plug onto the tarp and he realizes one way or the 
other he will make sure that this land his grandfather homesteaded will remain. He sure doesn’t want to be 
like Old Jones’, like a balloon that all the air has gone out of. He has solved difficult problems before, al-
ways remembering what his grandpa said – “A man gathers strength from the land. Take care of the land 
and it will take care of you”.  
 
 When I ask myself, “What’s In A Place?”, I think about the wrinkles in the faces of dear friends I have 
come to know and the stories they have told.  I think of my Grandmother and Grandfather and how they held 
on to the past and what our community had been. They were fearful of some of the change they believed was 
coming, but I scoffed at many of their worries. Now I recognize their wisdom. I think of the knowledge each 
has shared and I begin to see how each wrinkle of the brow tells a story. A story that I will not forget.     


 Their stories are the stories of this special place. A place that still has vast green meadows abutting the 
juniper hillsides and sagebrush flats. A place where ribbons of silver water still streak across the meadows 
bringing its lifeblood to native grass and wildflowers alike. Where deer, fox, and coyote still cross through the 
middle of town. Where elk and eagles alike still have a home. Where families can still celebrate rural values 
and culture; values that formed this community.     


 I realize the lesson they wanted me to learn was that while change isn’t bad, one must learn what is 
important to save from change. Protecting and preserving ranching preserves the lifeblood of our community 
by upholding the very values that we hold most dear. We must hold on dearly and nourish the roots of a com-
munity. For without roots, a community, like a flower, will dry up and blow away in the wind. Preserving the 
ranching of our community also preserves the scenic views that we all have come to appreciate, the same views 
that draw visitors to the area, who in turn spend their money in local businesses.   


 It is imperative that each one of us find a way to contribute to preserving our community’s heritage. 
Whether it is offering a kind word or a helping hand to a rancher or farmer you know; buying their product; 
raising awareness in our schools and organizations regarding the contributions of ranching and agriculture to a 
community; or attending meetings that affect how our community plans for the future: you can play a part. 
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I hope you will consider this information and VOTE NO ON THE PROPOSED SPRING
VALLEY RANCH DEVELOPMENT!

Sincerely,
Ginny Harrington
Concerned Rancher
Carbondale, CO
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From: Ginny Harrington
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky
Cc: Ginny Harrington; Tom Harrington
Subject: Letter, documents and links in OPPOSITION TO THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH DEVELOPMENT
Date: Sunday, September 15, 2024 5:16:29 PM
Attachments: rick knight ranching contributes.docx

Maestas et al (2003) Con Bio 17(5) 1425-1434.pdf
RanchersKeystoneSpecies.Rangeland.pdf
CSU cost of community services study.pdf
AFT_cost of goods Making_the_Case_Final.pdf
Cost of County Services - Colorado LUPR 03-03.pdf

Some people who received this message don't often get email from ginny.a.harrington@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Sept. 15, 2024 

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners

108 8th Street, Suite 101 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

 

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners, 

 

My husband and I are residents who reside in Garfield County. I am writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with our
strong opposition to the proposed development of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs.

 

I am sending these articles and links that support and defend my husband Tom and my opposition to the Spring Valley Ranch Proposed
Development Plan in its entirety. These are articles speaking to the things ranchlands provide that disappear with development and the costs of
such development to communities. Please place these in the record for OPPOSITION TO THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

 

As ranchers, my husband and I have the lived experience of what ranching and livestock provide for our communities and the environment. We
have lived and worked on ranches for the majority of our lives, at least 50 plus years. 

 

My family roots to ranching in Colorado date back to 1868, in Gardner and the Wet Mountain Valley of Colorado. Then Montrose and Ouray
County from 1879 on. Unfortunately, fate and circumstances through the years would be such, that my family does not have a ranch of our own
since 1971, when I was a mere 8 years old. It was then that my grandfather passed and tax complications forced us off the family place, which was
shortly planted with houses. My dad would support our family by working as a ranch hand, hard rock miner, welder and mechanic. 

 

My mom and brother currently reside on 40 acres in the Spring Creek area of Montrose that my paternal great grandfather and great
grandmother purchased around 1932. They are surrounded by a sheep ranch and some farm ground but there are developments that continue to
encroach in the area. My brother is a ranch foreman for an absentee landowner in and around Montrose and Cimarron. Ranching is in our family
blood. Tom's mom also resides in Montrose. We all lament the unchecked development and growing population that has changed the rural
character of much of Western Colorado and threatens the farms and ranchlands.

 

My husband Tom has worked for ranches since he was 14. First working on a ranch for Gene Adams and daughter Denise that owned much of
what would later be swallowed up by the Telluride Ski Area.  After we were married in the fall of 1981, my husband first worked as a general ranch
hand. First in Delta, then in Ridgway. A wealthy absentee landowner purchased this Ridgway Ranch in 1980 when death taxes would force the
heirs of the previous rancher to sell the ranch. Her heirs were folks who had helped her over the years, as she had no blood relatives living. 

 

Still on the ranch in Ridgway, in 1989 we made the decision to leave. So it was that about nine years out of high school with our seven-year-old
daughter in tow, we went back to college. My husband and I realized we could not afford a ranch of our own and we knew we wanted to continue
working on ranches and in agriculture. It was and is our life passion. 

 

We believed getting a degree to help us be more equipped to handle the increasing challenges animal agriculture imposes would help us to be
marketable as ranch managers. Therefore, we could live out our dream of working and raising our daughter on a ranch, and later see grandkids
learn the value of ranching and agriculture and being stewards of the land, water, environment, wildlife and livestock.  

 

Since receiving his Masters in Ranch Management and Animal Reproduction, in Dec. 1994, Tom has worked as a ranch manager. I received a BS in
Agriculture business at the same time. We have lived and worked in WY, AZ, MT and our home state of CO. Living in Carbondale for the last 16
years. 

 

I have worked in many capacities from accounts payable to producing seedstock/purebred sales catalogs and livestock records for the ranches we
lived and worked on, worked for a land trust, the MT Dept of Ag, Director of the Ouray County Historical Society Museum and writing ranching
history stories for the Ridgway Public Library. I now gladly and proudly work as a ranch wife who rides and cooks for the crew, runs errands and
attends important meetings when others can't be spared.  

 

We both also volunteer and serve on many community organizations including Holy Cross Cattlemen's Assoc., Carbondale Wild West Rodeo,
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Wyoming Livestock Roundup

CSU’s Knight: ranchers provide connection between food and open space July 27th, 2009

Written by Christy Hemken



https://www.wylr.net/2009/07/27/csus-knight-ranchers-provide-connection-between-food-and-open-space/



Salt Lake City, Utah – According to Colorado State University professor Rick Knight, the American view of ranching and open spaces in the West is shifting, but it’s not going to show up on the front page of the Washington Post or the New York Times. 
    Knight was present to address the late-February meeting of the Public Lands Council in Salt Lake City, Utah, which brought together over 120 people from 40 agricultural and conservation organizations.
    “The reason why we’re here is that the majority of the public, for too long, have become disconnected from the fundamentals,” said Knight. 
    He noted several quotes, some of which read, “Welfare ranching: the subsidized destruction of the American West,” a book title, and “Yes, we are destroying a way of life that goes back 100 years. But it’s a way of life that is one of the most destructive in our country…ranching is one of the most nihilistic lifestyles the planet has ever seen. It should end. Good riddance,” a quote published in the Washington Post. 
    However, he said there is an emerging alternative vision, quoting a scientific journal as saying, “There is a consensus opinion among ecologists that says ‘exurban’ development alters ecological processes and biodiversity to a greater extent than either logging or ranching.”
    Scientists and ecologists use the term ‘keystone species’ for a species whose impact on a region far exceeds its total numbers. “That’s what ranchers are,” said Knight. “Because there are so few in the American West, but they have a disproportionate impact on the ecology, economics and cultural heritage of the West.”
    “From an economic point of view, we’re living in a time when we are losing a million acres of farm and ranch land each year and what is appearing is exurban development,” said Knight, explaining “exurban” as a suburb taken and dropped 20 miles outside city limits. 
    “You can’t talk about the economics of ranching unless you also acknowledge the alternative economies of alternative land use,” said Knight. “It’s so interesting that, at a time when the red ink in the world’s greatest economy is fully capable of swamping the ship, ranching is fiscally conservative.”
    He gave Wyoming as an example, where, for every dollar paid in property tax on farm and ranch lands, the counties and school districts must generate 69 cents of services. The alternative, ranchettes, “puts an onerous financial burden on county governments and school districts to the tune of $2.40 for every dollar coming off property taxes,” said Knight, noting that as an example of deficit spending on a local level. “Ranching and farming are in the black.”
    He said food production is a sustainable economy, although not necessarily lucrative. “Ranching as a process and an economy basically dances on either side of that profit/loss margin,” said Knight. “It’s right there in the economic margin, and if you want the definition of a sustainable economy, don’t look under ‘lucrative’ in the dictionary. Ranching and farming have profitable years and years of loss, and that’s what a sustainable economy is.”
    He said that, because grass grows on an annual basis, ranching is one of the few land uses in the American West that can be done year after year. “We’ve been ranching parts of the West for over 400 years,” he said. 
    Regarding grazing lands subsidies, Knight said they aren’t a bad word. “Subsidies are simply a legitimate use of taxpayer dollars,” he said, noting that recreation is the most subsidized use of public lands in the West, followed by energy. 
    “What our American public doesn’t understand is that the Forest Service and BLM grazing leases support approximately 30,000 Western families who own an estimated 108 million acres of private ranch lands that are kept open and out of development,” said Knight. “Those are usually ranch operations that might not be economically viable if the public land grazing leases weren’t there. It’s important to point out the positive sides of what the public gets in that public/private bargain.”
    According to Knight, the ecology of ranching comes into play when considering that ranching minimizes fragmentation and keeps the West open. “In the alternative land use, homes perforate the landscape, which is dissected by roads,” he noted, adding that gives the same “natural heritage” of a Fort Collins, Colo. suburb. “Those areas support the same biodiversity – robins, magpies, garter snakes, skunks and raccoons – instead of mountain lions, bears and big game.”
    In a study of the Southern Rocky Mountain Ecoregion – which includes southern Wyoming, Colorado and northern New Mexico – it was found private ranchlands maintain 21 percent of the lands with an immediate connection to federal lands through grazing leases. Of the private lands surrounding public lands, 43 percent within a kilometer of federal land boundaries belonged to those ranching families with grazing permits. 
    “Those private ranchlands that are kept out of exurban development – that are being fiscally responsible in supporting their counties and school districts – also provide incredible public benefit by increasing public lands because they buffer from the harmful ecological effects once the lands are subdivided,” said Knight. 
    Knight said cultures matter more as more Americans are aware of respect for cultures different from their own. “It’s ironic that we do show this respect for a much older culture, even than ranching, of the first Americans. We show this respect and wish to acknowledge the importance of those cultures, while at the same time we seem to try to sweep up the second oldest culture,” he said. 
    Knight quoted author Wendell Berry as saying, “As important a reason as any to support ranching, farming, irrigating and logging is that our society will need them as teachers, mentors and critics in the years to come.”
    “What he meant is that the production of food is fundamental,” said Knight. “Food is one of the basics.”
    He said another aspect of the American West is that ranchers are clearly playing a leadership role as the country moves forward. “Ranchers are now playing the leadership role in a West that works. They’re the groups hard at work building healthy human and natural communities in regions of the West.”
    He said ranching is the natural connection between food and open space, and the public movement is beginning to recognize that, partly through the local food movement. “It’s the fastest growing segment of the food business, and some studies say it’s the only growing part,” said Knight.
    In 2004 there was a single quarter where the U.S. was a net importer of food. “That was the first in American history,” said Knight, noting that food independence is, in part, an issue of homeland security. “Food is still a fundamental importance and we can no longer take it for granted.”
    “Ranchers produce exactly what the public wants – food and open space,” concluded Knight. “They’re the only thing I can think of that’s the living embodiment of the natural connection between the two. This is what our message should be about.”
    Christy Hemken is assistant editor of the Wyoming Livestock Roundup and can be reached at christy@wylr.net.
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Abstract:


 


Private lands in the American West are undergoing a land-use conversion from agriculture to ex-
urban development, although little is known about the ecological consequences of this change. Some nongov-
ernmental organizations are working with ranchers to keep their lands out of development and in ranching,
ostensibly because they believe biodiversity is better protected on ranches than on exurban developments.
However, there are several assumptions underlying this approach that have not been tested. To better inform
conservation efforts, we compared avian, mesopredator, and plant communities across the gradient of inten-
sifying human uses from nature reserves to cattle ranches to exurban developments. We conducted surveys at
randomly selected points on each type of land use in one Colorado watershed between May and August of
2000 and 2001. Seven bird species, characterized as human commensals or tree nesters, reached higher den-
sities (all 
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 0.02) on exurban developments than on either ranches or reserves. Six bird species, character-
ized as ground and shrub nesters, reached greater densities (all 
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 0.015) on ranches, reserves, or both of
these types of land use than on exurban developments. Domestic dogs (


 


Canis familiaris


 


) and house cats (


 


Felis
catus


 


) were encountered almost exclusively on exurban developments, whereas coyotes (


 


Canis latrans


 


) were
detected more frequently (
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 0.047) on ranchlands than exurban developments. Ranches had plant com-
munities with higher native species richness and lower non-native species richness and cover than did the
other types of land use (all 
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 0.10). Our results support the notion that ranches are important for protect-
ing biodiversity and suggest that future conservation efforts may require less reliance on reserves and a
greater focus on private lands.


 


Biodiversidad a lo largo de un Gradiente de Uso de Suelo Rural


 


Resumen:


 


Los terrenos privados del oeste de América están experimentando una conversión del suelo de un
uso agrícola a un uso urbano, aunque se conoce poco acerca de las consecuencias ecológicas de este cambio.
Algunas organizaciones no gubernamentales están trabajando con granjeros para que sus tierras permanez-
can sin urbanizar, ostensiblemente porque piensan que la biodiversidad se protege mejor en tierras rurales
que en urbanizaciones. Sin embargo, hay varios supuestos subyacentes a este modelo que no han sido com-
probadas. Para informarnos mejor sobre los esfuerzos de conservación, comparamos comunidades de aves,
mesodepredadores y plantas a lo largo del gradiente de intensidad de uso humano de reservas naturales,
granjas y zonas de urbanización. Realizamos muestreos en sitios seleccionados aleatoriamente en cada uso
de suelo en una cuenca del Colorado entre mayo y agosto de 2000 y 2001. Siete especies de aves, caracteriza-
das como comensales humanos o nidificantes arbóreos, alcanzaron densidades más altas (todas 
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 0.02)
en urbanizaciones nuevas que en granjas o reservas. Seis especies de aves, caracterizadas como nidificantes
de suelo y arbustos, alcanzaron densidades mayores (todas 
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 0.015) en granjas, reservas o usos mixtos del


 


suelo que en las nuevas urbanizaciones. Se encontraron perros (


 


Canis familiaris


 


) y gatos (


 


Felis catus


 


) domés-
ticos casi exclusivamente en nuevas urbanizaciones, mientras que se detectaron coyotes (


 


Canis latrans


 


) más
frecuentemente (
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 0.047) en granjas que en nuevas urbanizaciones. Las granjas tenían comunidades de
plantas con mayor riqueza de especies nativas y menor riqueza y cobertura de especies no nativas que en to-


 


dos los demás usos de suelo (todas 
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 0.10). Nuestros resultados apoyan la noción de que las granjas son im-
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Introduction


 


A profound change in human population size and land
use is currently underway in the Rocky Mountain states
(Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mex-
ico, Utah, and Wyoming) of the American West. With
population growth rates two to three times the national
rate, this region had the five fastest growing states in the
country between 1990 and 2000 (Perry & Mackun 2001).
Although metropolitan areas have accommodated much
of this in-migration, growth in rural areas is occurring at
a faster rate and is requiring more land because of the
large lot sizes associated with rural development (Sullins
et al. 2002). Between 1994 and 1997 in the United States,
nearly 80% of the land used for constructing houses was
in nonmetropolitan areas, with 57% of houses being
built on lots 


 


�


 


4 ha in size (Heimlich & Anderson 2001).
Driven by economic and quality-of-life factors such as
outdoor recreation, people are choosing to live where
they play (Power 1996; Masnick 2001). Concomitantly,
the region is experiencing a conversion in private land
use from ranching and farming to rural residential—or
exurban—development (Riebsame et al. 1996; Sullins et
al. 2002).


Outside incorporated city limits, three of the principal
types of land use in the Rocky Mountain West are live-
stock ranching, nature protection, and exurban develop-
ment ( Vesterby & Krupa 1997 ). On ranches, the pri-
mary human use is livestock production. Protected
areas, or nature reserves, provide some degree of pro-
tection from the permanent conversion of natural land
cover and support human uses such as nature conserva-
tion and outdoor recreation. Exurban developments are
low-density residential developments ( typically one
house per 4–16 ha) that occur beyond incorporated city
limits, with lands being used for either part-time or year-
round residence. The amount of land being designated
as nature reserves is increasing slowly, with small por-
tions being acquired annually by both governmental and
nongovernmental natural resource and conservation or-
ganizations. Land in ranching and development is chang-
ing rapidly, however, as private ranches are sold and
converted to exurban developments. Between 1990 and
2000, approximately 12 million ha were developed at
exurban densities nationwide (Theobald 2001).


Although it is seldom the focus of scientific investiga-
tion, this conversion in land use has alarmed conserva-


tionists because of its potential implications for native
biodiversity ( Knight 1997; Hansen & Rotella 2002;
Hansen et al. 2002 ). Wildlife and plant communities
have been well studied in and adjacent to metropolitan
areas ( e.g., Emlen 1974; Beissinger & Osborne 1982;
Mills et al. 1989; Engels & Sexton 1994; Blair 1996; Ger-
maine et al. 1998; Bock et al. 1999; Crooks & Soulé 1999),
whereas few studies have examined wildlife communi-
ties on exurban developments ( Vogel 1989; Harrison
1997, 1998; Odell & Knight 2001; Hansen & Rotella
2002) and none have assessed plant communities in ex-
urban areas. Little is known about the ecological conse-
quences of converting ranchland to exurban develop-
ment, yet some conservationists suspect that it is
resulting in a simplification of our natural heritage by
promoting species that are adaptable to human-altered
environments and eliminating specialist species (Knight
1997; Marzluff et al. 1998; Boren et al. 1999; Hansen &
Rotella 2002).


The threat of population declines for species sensitive
to exurban development has generated a new response
to biodiversity protection among conservation organiza-
tions in the Rocky Mountain region. The traditional
means of protecting biodiversity from intense human
land uses has been to purchase land and designate it as a
nature reserve. One emerging technique for conserving
biodiversity is to work with ranchers to keep private land
out of development. Typically, this is accomplished
through conservation easements that restrict develop-
ment rights but allow livestock production to continue
(Morrisette 2001; Alexander & Propst 2002). This ap-
proach is becoming increasingly popular, especially among
nongovernmental organizations such as The Nature Con-
servancy and state and local land trust groups (Morri-
sette 2001). To date, more than 1200 land trusts in the
United States have protected over 1 million ha of land
through conservation easements ( Land Trust Alliance
2001).


Underlying this emerging response to biodiversity
protection are some fundamental assumptions that have
not been tested. First, it is assumed that biodiversity is
better served on intact ranches than on land that is sub-
divided for rural residences ( Morrisette 2001 ). Non-
governmental organizations continue working with
ranchers even though there has been no scientific ex-
amination of this assumption. Additionally, some envi-
ronmentalists argue that ranching is not compatible


 


portantes para la protección de la biodiversidad y sugieren que los futuros esfuerzos de conservación pueden


 


requerir de menos confianza en las reservas y un mayor enfoque en terrenos privados.
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with the maintenance of native biodiversity in the West
(Fleischner 1994; Wuerthner 1994). Second, this con-
servation approach is commonly used as a means by
which to expand the size of nature reserves by buffer-
ing core reserve areas with private ranchlands (Morri-
sette 2001; Hansen & Rotella 2002). This assumes that a
land-use gradient exists for biodiversity protection, in
which nature reserves are the most effective, ranches
the next most effective, and exurban developments the
least effective for maintaining native biodiversity. Yet
conservation planners acknowledge that biological re-
sources on many existing nature reserves have been
poorly inventoried (Groves et al. 2002), so the assump-
tion that biodiversity is best protected on these lands
may not be justified.


We examined biotic communities associated with
these three types of land use to test the assumptions of
this conservation strategy. We limited our study to avian,
mesopredator, and plant communities because these
groups contain many species with diverse life-history re-
quirements, and they could be sampled reliably within
our logistical constraints. We compared these three tax-
onomic groups along the gradient of intensifying human
use from nature reserves to cattle ranches to exurban
developments in one watershed.


 


Methods


 


Study Area and Sampling Design


 


We restricted our study to the north fork of the Cache la
Poudre River watershed in northern Larimer County,
Colorado ( lat. 40
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50
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N, long. 105
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15


 


�


 


W). The nearest
metropolitan area, Fort Collins, is 40 km southeast of the
watershed. The land-use matrix of the region is a mix-
ture of private ranchland, nature reserves, and exurban
developments. The plant community type is a mosaic of
shrub and grassland, with some trees occurring on
moister sites and higher elevations. Dominant grasses in-
clude needle-and-thread (


 


Hesperostipa comata


 


), blue
grama (


 


Bouteloua gracilis


 


), western wheatgrass (


 


Pas-
copyrum smithii


 


), and cheatgrass (


 


Bromus tectorum


 


).
Mountain mahogany (


 


Cercocarpus montanus


 


), skunk-
bush sumac (


 


Rhus trilobata


 


), and bitterbrush (


 


Purshia
tridentata


 


) constitute most of the shrub overstory.
Common forbs include fringed sage (


 


Artemisia frigida


 


)
and hairy goldaster (


 


Heterotheca villosa


 


). Average an-
nual precipitation ranges from 33 to 46 cm, with 75% of
it falling between April and September (Moreland 1980).


In this watershed, we randomly located 93 points over
20,000 ha to sample avian, mesopredator, and plant
communities among the three land-use types. To reduce
confounding variables among points due to biophysical
features (Hansen & Rotella 2002:1121), we limited sam-
pling points to sites with the same shrub-grassland plant


community type, elevations ranging between 1740 and
2200 m, and similar mixtures of soil type (Rocky Loam,
Stony Loam, Loamy Foothill Range sites ) ( Moreland
1980). Also, points were randomly located on areas that
met the following criteria: 
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75 m from riparian areas,
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35% slope, 
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20 m from built structures and roads, and
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300 m from the next nearest sampling point. The 93
points covered two nature reserves (


 


n
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 30 ), three
ranches (


 


n
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 30), and two exurban developments (


 


n
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33). These seven sites constituted our replicates of land-
use type.


Nature reserves were Wildlife Areas of the Colorado
Division of Wildlife that were protected 18 and 33 years
prior to our study. These lands were used principally for
wildlife protection and outdoor recreation, with livestock
grazing, logging, mining, and water development activi-
ties prohibited. Management activities on reserves were
primarily custodial, restricted largely to road and fence
maintenance.


Ranches were privately owned and used for cattle pro-
duction, with grazing managed through deferred-rotation
systems. Although specific grazing intensities on these
ranches were not obtained, visual inspections of forage
utilization suggested that all three ranches were moder-
ately grazed. These areas have been in livestock produc-
tion for 


 


�


 


100 years.
Exurban developments have been built up over the


last 25 years, the average house age being 9 years (range:
1–25). The average lot size per house was 16 ha (range:
14–20 ), with 93% of the houses being used for year-
round residences. The amount of forage utilization var-
ied from no livestock use to high-intensity grazing, with
72% of homeowners having at least one grazing animal
(e.g., horses).


 


Avian Sampling


 


We surveyed birds at the 93 sampling points four times,
twice during each of the breeding seasons (mid-May to
mid-June) in 2000 and 2001. We conducted 75-m fixed-
radius point counts to record bird species detected vi-
sually or aurally and the distance, in meters, to those
detections. We collected distance data to obtain detectabil-
ity-based density estimates, which are more reliable than
traditional index counts and provide a more valid basis
for inference ( Rosenstock et al. 2002 ). Point counts
were 8 minutes long, with an initial 30-second quiet pe-
riod, and were conducted within a 3-hour period after
sunrise. Birds that flushed upon arrival on or departure
from the point and within the 75-m radius were re-
corded as being at the station (Ralph et al. 1995). Sur-
veys were not conducted when it rained or when wind
was 


 


�


 


3 ( 19.3 km/h ) on the Beaufort wind strength
scale. The same observer conducted all point counts and
was extensively trained in bird identification and dis-
tance estimation prior to sampling.
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Mesopredator Sampling


 


We monitored scent stations to record the presence of
medium-sized mammalian predators at each of the 93
avian sampling points between May and August of 2000
and 2001. We established scent stations by clearing veg-
etation, rocks, and other debris from a circle of ground
1 m in diameter (Linhart & Knowlton 1975). Soil from
within that station was sifted with a 2-mm-mesh screen
to create a uniform tracking surface approximately 0.5
cm thick (Roughton & Sweeny 1982; Andelt & Woolley
1996 ). In 2000, one fatty acid scent tablet ( scented
predator survey disks; Pocatello Supply Depot, Poca-
tello, Idaho) was placed in the center of the station as an at-
tractant, and each station was monitored for one 4-day pe-
riod. In 2001 each station was again monitored for one
4-day period, but we used a fatty acid scent tablet the first
day and a perforated can of tuna (170 g) the next 3 days.
Tuna cans, with labels removed, were secured to the cen-
ter of the station with a 14-cm nail. Stations were examined
daily for the presence of mesopredator tracks. We identi-
fied tracks left in the soil using field guides by Murie
(1974) and Halfpenny and Biesiot (1986). We re-estab-
lished and monitored stations for an additional day if
weather or excessive use rendered them unreadable.
Mesopredators observed at or near a scent station during
predator sampling were recorded as being present at
that point.


 


Vegetation Sampling


 


We used a modified version of the Daubenmire cover
method to sample plant communities between late June
and mid-July of 2001 (Daubenmire 1959). Because we
kept our sampling within this period of peak plant bio-
mass, we were only able to survey 69 points ( 23 per
land use ) of the original 93 avian and mesopredator
points. Thirty-meter transects were established in the
four cardinal directions (N, S, E, W) radiating out from
each sampling point (no transects intersected gardens,
non-native lawns, ornamental landscaping, irrigated pas-
tures, or built structures ). Sampling occurred within
20 


 


�


 


 50 cm microplots placed on the left side of each
transect at 10, 20, and 30 m from the point, for a total of
12 microplots per point. Canopy coverage ( i.e., cover)
of individual plant species, as well as percentages of
rock, litter, and bare ground, were estimated to the near-
est percent within each microplot. Lichens were not re-
corded separately, and sedges (


 


Carex


 


 spp.) and mosses
were not identified to the species level. A trained plant
taxonomist made all cover estimates, while another ob-
server recorded the data to reduce observer bias. Plants
that could not be identified in the field were collected
and identified in the herbarium at Colorado State Univer-
sity. Less than 1% of species encountered could not be
identified and were categorized as unknown.


 


Statistical Analyses


 


We used distance sampling data and the program Dis-
tance 3.5 to estimate bird densities (birds/ha) for spe-
cies that had reliable detection functions (Thomas et al.
1998). We selected models for detection functions by
using Akaike’s information criterion ( AIC ) and by in-
specting probability density functions and chi-square
goodness-of-fit statistics (Buckland et al. 1993). If more
than one model seemed plausible, we model-averaged
density estimates to reduce bias associated with esti-
mates from a single selected best model ( Burnham &
Anderson 1998). We calculated final density estimates
for bird species for each study site and compared means
using one-way analysis of variance (PROC GLM, SAS In-
stitute 1999). We conducted pairwise comparisons of
individual means by the least-significant-difference (LSD)
method when the overall 


 


F


 


 test was significant (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


0.10). Confidence intervals were log-based because the
density parameter was strictly 


 


�


 


0, and the sampling dis-
tribution was assumed to be log normal (Burnham et al.
1987).


We used data collected from scent stations during
each 4-day sampling period to estimate the proportion
of points visited by mesopredator species within each
land-use category. To test for statistical differences among
these detection frequencies, we used Fisher’s exact test
(PROC FREQ, SAS Institute 1999). We also used Fisher’s
exact test to conduct pairwise comparisons of proportions
if the overall test was statistically significant (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.10).
For plant communities, we calculated the average


cover and species richness for the microplots surveyed.
We used one-way analysis of variance to test for statisti-
cal differences in cover and species richness across
types of land use (PROC GLM, SAS Institute 1999). When
the overall 


 


F


 


 test was significant (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.10 ), we con-
ducted a least-significant-difference means comparison.
To meet assumptions of normality and homogeneity of
variances, data were square-root transformed for analy-
sis, but results are presented in the original scale. An 


 


	


 


 


 


�


 


0.10 was established a priori for all analyses to decrease
the probability of committing a Type II error.


 


Results


 


Avian Communities


 


We made a total of 4964 detections of 58 different bird
species over two field seasons, with 39 species detected
on reserves, 41 on ranches, and 52 on exurban areas.
We were able to generate reliable density estimates for
17 of these species based on the total number of individ-
uals recorded and detectability models. Seven species
reached their greatest densities on exurban develop-
ments (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.02 ) ( Fig. 1 ). Six species reached their
greatest densities on ranches, reserves, or both of these
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types of land use (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.015) (Fig. 2). The Lark Sparrow
(


 


Chondestes grammacus


 


), Western Meadowlark (


 


Stur-
nella neglecta


 


), and Mourning Dove (


 


Zenaida macroura


 


)
reached their greatest densities on ranches and exurban
developments (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.03 ). No statistical difference
among sites was observed for the Brown-headed Cow-
bird (


 


Molothrus ater


 


) (


 


p


 


 


 


�


 


 0.50). Although we could
not obtain reliable density estimates for many species, it
is worth noting that some species occurred on only one
type of land use (Table 1).


 


Mesopredator Communities


 


We detected coyotes, bobcats (


 


Lynx rufus


 


), red foxes
(


 


Vulpes vulpes


 


), striped skunks (


 


Mephitis mephitis


 


),
domestic dogs, and house cats at scent stations over the
two field seasons of sampling. Red foxes ( two detec-
tions on ranches, one on a reserve) and striped skunks


Figure 1. Densities and 90% log-based confidence
intervals of bird species that reached their greatest 
densities on land used for exurban development.
Different letters next to density estimates indicate a 
statistically significant difference at the 0.10 level.


Figure 2. Densities plus 90% log-based confidence
intervals of bird species that reached their greatest 
densities on land used for ranching or reserves.
Different letters next to density estimates indicate a 
statistically significant difference at the 0.10 level.


 


Table 1. Bird species detected on only one of the types of land use 
in the north fork of the Cache la Poudre River watershed, Colorado.*


 


 Presence of species by
land use (


 






 


)


Species Exurban Ranch Reserve


 


House Finch (


 


Carpodacus 
mexicanus


 


)


 






 


Red-winged Blackbird (


 


Agelaius 
phoeniceus


 


)


 






 


Common Raven (


 


Corvus corax


 


)


 






 


Mountain Chickadee 
(


 


Parus gambeli


 


)


 






 


Say’s Phoebe (


 


Sayornis saya


 


)


 






 


White-crowned Sparrow 
(


 


Zonotrichia leucophyrs


 


)


 






 


Killdeer (


 


Charadrius vociferus


 


) 

Eastern Kingbird (Tyrannus 


tyrannus) 

Lewis’ Woodpecker (Melanerpes 


lewis) 

Lark Bunting (Calamospiza 


melanocorys) 

Horned Lark (Eremophila 


alpestris) 

Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus 


sandwichensis) 



* Each species was detected �12 times, so we could not ob-
tain reliable density estimates.
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(two detections on ranches ) were not detected often
enough to allow valid statistical analyses.


Detections of domestic dogs differed among the three
land-use categories ( p � 0.001) (Fig. 3). Dogs were de-
tected more frequently on exurban developments than ei-
ther ranches or reserves (both p � 0.001). House cats
were detected only on exurban developments (p � 0.001).
Detections of coyotes differed statistically among the
three types of land use ( p � 0.093). Detection frequen-
cies were higher on ranches ( p � 0.047) than exurban
developments but did not differ between ranches and
reserves ( p � 0.472) or reserves and exurban areas ( p �
0.340). Detection frequencies of bobcats did not differ
statistically across types of land use ( p � 0.262).


Plant Communities


We identified 162 plant species among the three types
of land use, 26 of which were non-native species. Cumu-


latively, land in exurban development had the greatest
number of non-native species (Fig. 4). Mean non-native
species richness and cover were higher on exurban de-
velopments and reserves than on ranches (p � 0.03 )
(Table 2). Mean native species richness was higher on
ranches than on exurban developments (p � 0.096) and
reserves ( p � 0.038), but cover of native species did not
differ among types of land use ( p � 0.204) (Table 2).


Examining plant cover by life form revealed that
ranches had the lowest forb cover ( p � 0.10). However,
ranchlands had the lowest cover of non-native grasses
( p � 0.03) and lower cover of non-native forbs than ex-
urban areas ( p � 0.009) (Table 3). The dominant non-
native plant, cheatgrass, differed in cover among types
of land use ( p � 0.009); cover was higher on reserves
(p � 0.002 ) and exurban developments ( p � 0.050 )
than on ranches.


Discussion


Our results indicate that biotic communities differ along
the rural land-use gradient. Exurban developments sup-
ported greater densities of tree-nesting and human-
commensal bird species (Fig. 1) and elevated numbers
of domestic mammalian predators (Fig. 3). Reserves and
ranches, however, had increased densities of ground
and shrub-nesting bird species (Fig. 2) and virtually no
domestic mesopredators (Fig. 3). Ranchlands differed
from both reserves and exurban areas in that their plant
communities contained a smaller proportion of non-
native species (Table 2). These patterns have ecologi-
cally plausible explanations and ramifications that are
supported by previous research and species life-history
information.


Bird species with elevated densities on exurban devel-
opments have likely responded to human-provisioned
resources on those landscapes that were mostly absent
from reserves and ranches. Bird feeders were common
on exurban developments, which may allow some spe-


Figure 3. Frequencies (
SE) of mesopredator
detections at scent stations surveyed on exurban
developments, ranches, and reserves.


Figure 4. Cumulative number of non-native plant 
species by land use. The same number of microplots
(n � 276) were sampled on exurban developments, 
ranches, and reserves.


Table 2. Mean species richness and percent cover of native and 
non-native plants among types of rural land use in northern 
Colorado.*


Mean no. of species  Mean percentage cover


Land use
native
(SE)


 non-native
(SE)


native
(SE)


non-native
(SE)


Exurban 24.4a (1.0)  4.7a (0.4) 72.0a (3.7) 26.8a (3.7)
Ranch 27.0b (1.0)  3.2b (0.3) 80.4a (3.7) 17.0b (4.1)
Reserve 23.9a (1.2)  4.5a (0.5) 75.6a (2.3)  28.4a (2.4)


* Letters next to the means within a column represent the results of
pairwise comparisons using the least-significant-difference method
after conducting a one-way analysis of variance. Different letters in-
dicate statistically significant differences at the 0.10 level.
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cies such as the Broad-tailed Hummingbird (Selaspho-
rus platycercus) to reach larger populations (Calder &
Calder 1992). Artificial nest boxes erected throughout ex-
urban developments may promote occupancy by cavity-
nesters, such as the European Starling ( Sturnus vul-
garis) and House Wren ( Troglodytes aedon ) ( Cabe
1993; Johnson 1998 ). Deciduous trees used for land-
scaping near houses may provide the vertical habitat
structure, otherwise missing from this shrub-grassland
plant community, for tree-nesting birds such as the Bul-
lock’s Oriole (Icterus bullockii) (Barrett 1998). Finally,
human garbage and waste from horses and other pets
may attract species such as the Black-billed Magpie
(Pica hudsonia ) and Brewer’s Blackbird ( Euphagus
cyanocephalus ), allowing them to occur at elevated
densities (Marzluff et al. 1994). Similar opportunistic
and human-commensal bird species are known to reach
elevated abundances in urban and suburban areas
(Emlen 1974; Beissinger & Osborne 1982; Mills et al.
1989; Blair 1996), but further research is needed to un-
derstand how human alterations of landscapes allow
these species to proliferate.


Patterns we observed in the mesopredator communi-
ties are consistent with the findings of other studies con-
ducted on exurban developments. Domestic dogs and
house cats used exurban areas almost exclusively,
whereas coyotes were most common on ranchlands (Fig.
3). Odell and Knight (2001) recorded fewer coyotes and
red foxes but more dogs and cats on exurban develop-
ments than on undeveloped lands. In central New Mex-
ico, gray foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteous) were tol-
erant of exurban developments with housing densities
up to one house per 0.8–2 ha; beyond this threshold
they avoided developments (Harrison 1997). Gray foxes
also exhibited temporal avoidance of exurban develop-
ments. They used developments less during daytime and
undeveloped areas more at nighttime, possibly because
of the increased presence of dogs on developments dur-
ing daytime (Harrison 1997). Although bobcats in our
study showed no statistical difference among types of
land use, detection frequencies were higher on the less
intensive types (Fig. 3). This corroborates the results of a
survey of exurban homeowners that reported bobcats


being seen frequently near houses in developments but
more often near undeveloped areas (Harrison 1998).


Elevated populations of human-commensal species on
residential developments can be detrimental to other
species (Marzluff et al. 1998). For instance, the Black-
billed Magpie is a nest predator that may lower the re-
productive success of other birds in an area. The Blue
Jay (Cyanocitta cristata ), a similar nest predator, has
been shown to increase in numbers with urbanization
and contribute to the decline of the endangered Golden-
cheeked Warbler (Dendroica chrysoparia ) (Engels &
Sexton 1994). House cats and domestic dogs are subsi-
dized mesopredators that can extend the realm of hu-
man influence and have negative impacts on wildlife
populations (Churcher & Lawton 1987; Miller et al.
2001). House cats, in particular, have been implicated in
the decline and extinction of scrub-breeding songbirds
by two studies in California (Hawkins 1998; Crooks &
Soulé 1999). Demographic evidence suggests that the
long-term effect of increasing exurbanization could be
added conservation problems caused by an escalating
rate of expansion among opportunistic species and de-
clining populations among sensitive species (Hansen et
al. 2002).


We documented increased richness and cover of non-
native plant species on exurban areas and reserves (Tables
2 & 3; Fig. 4). Human activities can change plant com-
munities by accidentally or deliberately introducing in-
vasive and non-native species (Mack et al. 2000). On ex-
urban developments, disturbances caused by the
construction of houses, roads, trails, or overgrazing by
domestic animals may result in the increased prevalence
of non-native plants. Roads and trails, in particular, are
well recognized as corridors for the spread of non-native
flora (Tyser & Worley 1992). Our nature reserves had few
roads, but the trail systems were quite extensive and pop-
ular among motorized and nonmotorized recreationists,
which may have helped spread non-native species.


Non-native plants can alter ecosystem dynamics by
disrupting ecological processes and degrading the qual-
ity of wildlife habitat (Trammell & Butler 1995; Mack &
D’Antonio 1998; Masters & Sheley 2001). For instance,
cheatgrass proliferation in the Rocky Mountain West has


Table 3. Mean percent cover (�SE) of native and non-native plants by life form among types of rural land use.a


Forb cover Grass cover Shrub coverb


Land use  native non-native  native non-native  native


Exurban 26.1a (2.3) 5.8a (1.4) 27.1a (2.0) 21.0a (3.3) 18.8a (2.3)
Ranch 24.0a (1.7) 2.2b (0.4) 36.9b (3.1) 14.8b (4.0) 19.6a (1.6)
Reserve 30.2b (1.5) 3.8ab (0.9) 30.9ab (1.7) 24.6a (1.9) 14.5a (1.8)
a Letters next to the means within a column represent the results of pairwise comparisons using the least-significant-difference method after
conducting a one-way analysis of variance. Different letters indicate statistically significant differences at the 0.10 level.
b No non-native shrubs were detected.
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altered historic fire regimes, favoring non-native, annual
grasslands over native, perennial species. This invasive
plant has displaced native plants and altered the occur-
rence of shrub-obligate songbirds that utilize these eco-
systems ( Rotenberry 1998 ). In our watershed, cheat-
grass was more prevalent on reserves and exurban areas
than on ranches. Also, 8 of 23 non-native plant species
found on exurban developments were unique to that
type of land use. Two of these species, spotted knap-
weed (Centaurea maculosa) and leafy spurge (Euphor-
bia esula), are noxious weeds that can lower the value
of rangeland ecosystems, both ecologically and econom-
ically (Masters & Sheley 2001).


Finally, few bird species were completely absent from
exurban areas (Table 1 ), but some ground and shrub-
nesting bird species had elevated densities on land de-
voted to either ranching or reserves (Fig. 2). Previous
studies indicate that floristic composition and structure
are important factors associated with the distribution
and abundance of these passerine species (Wiens & Ro-
tenberry 1981; Knopf et al. 1990; Berry & Bock 1998).
Brewer’s Sparrows (Spizella breweri ) reached higher
densities on ranchlands than on either exurban areas or
reserves, perhaps because of differences in habitat het-
erogeneity. Other factors may help determine species
densities as well. For instance, Vesper Sparrows (Poo-
ecetes gramineus) appeared sensitive to exurban devel-
opment, which could be related to the elevated levels
of human disturbance and increased numbers of avian
and mammalian nest predators on developed areas. De-
mographic studies are needed to determine how these
features affect population dynamics, especially for spe-
cies of conservation concern such as the Vesper Spar-
row and Brewer’s Sparrow, which have shown long-
term population declines across their ranges according
to Breeding Bird Survey data (Sauer et al. 2001).


Our study was observational and was conducted in a
single watershed, so inferences to other watersheds are
not warranted. We assumed that sites had been in exur-
ban development, ranching, or reserves long enough to
help shape the communities we observed, but former
types of land use can influence what species exist on a
site. Both the reserves and the exurban developments
had been in livestock ranching before their present uses.
If these sites had been degraded through overgrazing be-
fore present uses, our results could be confounded.
However, we observed several species of birds, preda-
tors, and plants that occurred solely on exurban devel-
opments, which suggests that, at a minimum, contempo-
rary land uses influence what biodiversity exists on
these sites. It is also important to note that our water-
shed is part of a region with a long evolutionary history
of grazing, with factors such as climate playing more
critical roles in determining plant community composi-
tion (Milchunas et al. 1988; Milchunas et al. 1990; Hart
2001).


Conservation Implications


Inferences beyond our watershed should be viewed as
speculative but may serve to stimulate additional re-
search. One generalization is that exurban develop-
ments promote non-native and human-commensal spe-
cies, perhaps at the expense of other native species.
Another generalization is that nature reserves may not
protect biodiversity as well as they are assumed to. Both
of these notions have implications for landscape-scale
conservation and provide ecological justification for
groups who work with private landowners to protect
biodiversity.


Because privately owned ranches are often located on
highly productive, low-elevation sites (Scott et al. 2001),
development of these lands can be especially detrimen-
tal to wildlife. In the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem,
Hansen and Rotella (2002) showed that exurban develop-
ments occurred disproportionately close to bird hotspots.
They also demonstrated that low-elevation lands serve as
population sources for native bird species if they are not
subdivided, but function as sinks when they are devel-
oped for rural residences. Exurban developments may
have degraded habitat quality owing to human distur-
bance and invasive species and could operate as ecologi-
cal traps, where wildlife assess land as suitable but, as a
result of increased predation, competition, and parasit-
ism, suffer reduced fitness when they attempt to reside
there.


Because of biophysical factors and existing ecosystem
conditions, nature reserves may currently be inadequate
to fully protect biodiversity. Considering that most re-
serves occur on the least productive soils and at the
highest elevations (Scott et al. 2001), it becomes appar-
ent that these areas are biased toward the harsher envi-
ronmental conditions. Furthermore, the population via-
bility of some species on nature reserves could be
threatened by the development of ranchlands because
subpopulations on reserves rely on dispersal from unde-
veloped, low-elevation lands (Hansen & Rotella 2002).
Reserves are often assumed to protect biodiversity, but
our results suggest that reserves were somewhat ecolog-
ically degraded. Ranches can be more effective than re-
serves at maintaining native biotic communities in some
instances, suggesting that the conversion of ranchland
to exurban development has negative consequences that
extend beyond administrative lines (Knight & Clark 1998;
Hansen et al. 2002).


Cumulatively, these findings stress the relative impor-
tance of low-elevation ranchlands for conservation and
support the emerging strategy for biodiversity protec-
tion. As private lands are increasingly converted to exur-
ban development, the amount of low-quality habitat on
western landscapes may become more prevalent and
jeopardize the persistence of some species on private
and public lands (Donovan & Thompson 2001; Hansen
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& Rotella 2002). Efforts to protect the natural heritage
of the Rocky Mountain West may require less reliance
on nature reserves and a greater focus on private lands.
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Ranchers as a Keystone 
Species in a West That Works
By Richard L. Knight


Editor’s Note: This paper is a portion of the presentation by Dr 
Knight at the Plenary Session, Society for Range Management, 
Reno, Nevada, February 12, 2007.


K    eystone species—a species whose importance is 
  disproportionate to its numbers.


Ranchers and ranching are both an occupation 
  and a process that encompass the realities of the 


American West. As the landscape of the West is blended, 
half public and half private, ranching builds connections 
between public and private lands, and between rural and 
urban communities. Ranching works well, ecologically, 
economically, and culturally. If ranching declines rather 
than prospers, so too will the health of human and natural 
communities decline.


Ecologically, ranching as a land use is compatible with 
the natural heritage of the West. It keeps lands open and 
stewarded, keeps human densities low, and safeguards 
private lands from fragmentation. Economically, ranching 
provides home-grown food, pays its own way, and supports 
a fi scally responsible economy. Culturally, ranching covers 
a time frame dating back over 400 years, one of the oldest 
land uses that Euro-Americans have given the New 
World. 


A natural alliance exists between urban consumers of 
food and open space, and rural producers of food and open 
space. Regretfully, this logical symbiosis has waned during 
past decades. A strong rural–urban partnership is as essential 
to a healthy West as is a strong public–private land connec-
tion. As these relationships deepen, so too will the health of 
the human and natural communities of this region.1


A honest appraisal about ranching as a land use in the 
New West, however, fi rst requires that we acknowledge the 


current “highest and best uses” of the West, both private 
and public. Exurban development and outdoor recreation 
are presently the highest and best uses of the private and 
public lands, respectively, in today’s West.2,3 These land uses 
have replaced livestock grazing as the principle use of the 
West only decades earlier, particularly in the arid West.4,5 


Because land health is dependent upon land use, it is 
impossible to discuss ranching without also discussing the 
land uses that are replacing it. Some people might think it 
is a far stretch to connect livestock grazing on private and 
public lands with exurban development and outdoor recre-
ation on private and public lands, but I see it differently. 
The protection of open space, food production, ecosystem 
services, and the aesthetics of rural areas runs right through 
agriculture. At one end stands a rancher, at the other end a 
developer. We have arrived at a point in our history where 
conversations about western lands and land health, grazing, 
ranchettes, and recreation are entwined and cannot be 
separated. They must be dealt with simultaneously when 
discussing the future of our Next West. Importantly, these 
discussions need to include more than just the ecology 
of competing land uses; they also need to address the 
economics and the cultural aspects of these land uses as 
well.6


Ecology
Although land ownership in the West is blended, the divi-
sion is not equal. The private lands are the best-watered, 
occur at the lower elevations, and contain the richest soils.7,8 
Understanding the history of settlement of the public 
domain is key to appreciating why the federal lands are 
largely “rock and ice” or “desert and thorn.” The implica-
tions to biodiversity of this historical truth are even more 
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important. The private lands are disproportionately impor-
tant to the maintenance of our region’s natural heritage 
because they are disproportionately more productive. 
Although no one has calculated the ratio, private lands 
may be an order of magnitude more important to the main-
tenance of the region’s biodiversity than are the public lands. 
Truthfully, however, species of conservation concern could 
no more survive on just the private lands of the West than 
they could survive on just the public lands. 


Ranching, because it encompasses large amounts of 
land with low human densities, and because it alters native 
vegetation in modest ways, has been found to support bio-
diversity that is of conservation concern. The alternative 
uses of private and public lands do not tread so lightly. 
Outdoor recreation is the second leading cause for the 
decline of Federally threatened and endangered species 
on public lands, and residential development is the second 
leading cause for the listing of these species on all lands in 
the United States, both private and public.9,10


Whereas ranching is synonymous with minimal human 
visitation and structures, both exurban development and 
outdoor recreation are year-round activities of elevated 
human densities that both perforate and internally dissect 
land with roads, trails, house sites, and recreational facilities 
(camp sties, picnic areas, viewing areas).11


When rural lands, whether in farms or ranches, are sub-
divided, there follows an increase in landscape-level frag-
mentation. For example, when ranches in Larimer County, 
Colorado were subdivided, there was an almost ten-fold 
increase in road densities and fragmentation from houses 
that perforated the previously intact rangelands.12 This 
observation led us to wonder how biodiversity, from song-
birds to carnivores to plants, differed across the principle 
land uses of today’s West. Accordingly, we examined these 
taxa on a landscape that was part ranchland, part exurban 
development, and part protected area without livestock.13


We found that the ranchlands and protected areas sup-
ported birds and carnivores of conservation concern, while 
the exurban developments supported pretty much the same 
songbird and carnivore community one found in suburban 
areas in town (Figs.  1–3). The plant story was a little differ-
ent. Both the protected areas and the exurban developments 
were far more weedy than the ranchlands (Fig.  4).14 
Stewardship, the judicious use of herbicides and livestock, 
and a discerning eye were the differences here. Ranchers 
apparently are doing what Aldo Leopold suggested when he 
wrote, “The central thesis of game management is this: game can 
be restored by the creative use of the same tools which have 
heretofore destroyed it—axe, plow, cow, fi re, and gun.”15


Critical to understanding the edge affect associated 
with fragmentation by ranchettes is the awareness that 
species composition changes as a result of the homes. 
Human-adapted species, such as brown-headed cowbirds, 
black-billed magpies, and American robins, all occurred at 
higher densities near homes and at lower densities away 
from homes. These species can affect the fi tness of birds of 


Figure  1. Densities and 90% log-based confi dence intervals of bird 
species that reached their greatest densities on land used for exurban 
development. Different letters next to density estimates indicate a 
statistically signifi cant difference at the 0.10 level.


conservation concern through nest parasitism, nest preda-
tion, and competition for nesting sites, respectively.


When ranches support viable populations of species 
sensitive to the harmful effects of sprawl, they serve much 
the same role as protected areas because they act as “sources” 
(areas where birth rates of species exceed death rates) of 
sensitive plant and animal species. If ranchettes serve as 
“sinks” (places where death rates exceed birth rates) for 
species of conservation value, populations on these areas are 
kept afl oat by the addition of surplus individuals dispersing 
from nearby protected areas and ranchlands.16 


The upshot of the biological changes associated with 
the conversion of ranchlands to ranchettes will be an altered 
natural heritage.17 In the years to come, as the West gradu-
ally transforms itself from rural ranches with low human 
densities to increasingly sprawl-riddled landscapes with 
more people, more dogs and cats, more cars and fences, 
more night lights perforating the once-black night sky, 
the rich natural diversity that once characterized the rural 
West will be altered forever. We will have more generalist 
species—species that thrive in association with humans—
and fewer specialist species—those whose evolutionary 
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ungrazed areas on national forests in Colorado, Wyoming, 
Montana, and South Dakota.19 The exclosures averaged 
over 30 years without livestock (once more proving the ben-
efi t of having national parks, refuges, and other protected 
areas across the Western mosaic of landscapes). 


The scientists found no differences between the grazed 
and ungrazed areas in a number of factors: plant species 
diversity; cover by grasses, forbs, and shrubs; soil texture; 
and the percentage of nitrogen and carbon in the soil. The 
authors concluded that: 


1) grazing probably has little effect on native species 
richness at landscape scales; 2) grazing probably has 
little effect on the accelerated spread of most exotic plant 
species at landscape scales; 3) grazing affects local plant 
species and life-form composition and cover, but spatial 
variation is considerable; 4) soil characteristics, climate, 
and disturbances may have a greater effect on plant species 
diversity than do current levels of grazing; and 5) few 
plant species show consistent, directional responses to 
grazing or cessation of grazing.


A word of caution regarding all of these fi ndings. The West 
is not one place, but many places that grade into each other. 
They have different biological histories, and different eco-
logical structures and functions, upon which cultural 
histories and landscape have been and are being superim-
posed. These regional and local differences in the ecology 
of the West have implications for grazing by domestic 
ungulates. Slope matters, as does elevation and aspect, and 
local rainfall. On a longer view, so does the post-Pleistocene 
environment in the presence of large, social ungulates: bison, 
elk, pronghorn. At a fi rst approximation, then, some places 
should be more compatible with grazing by large, social, 
domestic ungulates than others. 


Figure  2. Densities plus 90% log-based confi dence intervals of 
bird species that reached their greatest densities of land used for ranch-
ing or reserves. Different letters next to density estimates indicate a 
statistically signifi cant difference at the 0.10 level.


Figure  3. Frequencies (± SE) of carnivore detections at scent stations 
surveyed on exurban developments, ranches, and reserves. 


Figure  4. Cumulative number of nonnative plant species by land use. 
The same number of microplots (n = 276) were sampled on exurban 
developments, ranches, and reserves.


histories failed to prepare them for elevated human densities 
and our advanced technology. Rather than lark buntings and 
bobcats, we will have starlings and striped skunks. Rather 
than rattlesnakes and warblers, we will have garter snakes 
and robins. Is that the West we want? It will be the West 
we get if we do not slow down and get to know the human 
and natural histories of our region better, and then act to 
conserve them.


Livestock grazing on public lands is believed by some to 
threaten biodiversity.18 But is it? One of the most thorough 
analyses on the ecological effects of grazing on public lands 
compared 26 long-term grazing exclosures with similar 
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Grass and shrubs co-evolved with herbivores, species that 
grazed and browsed their new growth. The West has always 
been defi ned by large populations of herbivores, although 
the actual identity has changed over time. Whether it was 
mastodons and sloths, or bison and pronghorn, or grasshop-
pers and rodents, grass and shrubs need the stimulating 
disturbance brought about by large, blunt-ended incisors 
clipping their aboveground biomass, not to mention the 
dung and urine incorporated by hoof action facilitating more 
effi cient nutrient cycling. Today the mastodons are gone 
and there are fewer bison and pronghorn than what had 
once occurred. And there are cattle, though not as many 
as we saw in the last century. But, we have learned that 
grazing by livestock, when appropriately done, contributes 
to the necessary disturbance that rangelands require. Perhaps 
we have come to the point where we measure land health 
premised on disturbance rather than just rest and realize 
there is no “balance of nature,” but instead a “fl ux of nature.” 
Getting the disturbance patterns right is the challenge.20 


Nor are ranchers all one type. Ranching, done right, can 
coexist with healthy land or even restore land back to health. 
Done wrong, it can damage and destroy.


Economics
During a time when America’s red ink is swelling large 
enough to swamp the world’s largest economy, it is encour-
aging to realize that ranching tends to be fi scally responsible. 
On private lands ranching is far preferable to the “highest 
and best” alternative, exurban development. Study after 
study has reported the same fi nding: property taxes from 
rural residential developments come nowhere near paying 
the costs of county governments and school districts, whereas 
farming and ranching allow counties and schools to remain 
in the black. In Montana, for example, for each dollar of 
property taxes from ranchettes, counties and school districts, 
on average, have to ante up $1.45 to meet these costs.21 
On farms and ranches, however, they show a surplus, having 
to produce only $0.25 of goods and services for every dollar 
of property taxes.


What about subsidized grazing on our nation’s public 
lands? Ranchers are accused of feeding at the public trough.22 
Wait a minute, what land use is not subsidized on our 
public lands? Indeed, outdoor recreation, our “highest and 
best use” is the most heavily supported public-land use with 
our tax dollars. This is appropriate, considering that all of 
us, ranchers included, recreate on public lands. 


Importantly, however, the American public benefi ts from 
allowing ranchers to graze on America’s public lands. It is 
estimated that the 21,000 ranch families that use approxi-
mately 30,000 grazing permits on BLM and USFS lands, 
own about 107 million acres of private land.23 Let me ask a 
question and you provide your own answer to this public–
private policy issue. In your estimation, is it a fair bargain if 
over 100 million acres of ecologically-rich Western private 


lands are kept open and productive (the private half of the 
bargain), knowing that approximately 85% of federal lands 
are being grazed at some time of the year (the public half)? 
I am not sure how much the public values ranching, but, 
perhaps if they knew that by keeping private ranchlands out 
of development they are helping keep the West open and 
out of exurban development.


Another societal benefi t from this public–private partner-
ship between ranchers and our federal land agencies is the 
buffering effect of the private lands. Since our region is 
characterized by its blend of private and public lands, the 
spatial context of private ranchlands might be an indicator 
of their regional conservation value. In the Southern Rocky 
Mountain Ecoregion we evaluated this by comparing the 
relative proportion of the landscape comprised of private 
ranchlands between all private land in the study area with 
that component of the private land within 1 km of public-
land grazing allotments.8 The privately owned grazing lands 
represent 21% of all private lands in this ecoregion. But if 
we just look at the private lands within 1 km of the public 
land grazing allotments, the proportion of private grazing 
lands increases to 43%. This observation supports the notion 
that private ranchlands provide a land-use buffer around our 
public lands.


Culture
The West is a region of diverse ecosystems, cultures, and 
economies. Ranching as a land use, and ranchers as a culture 
have been with us for over 400 years, dating back to the 
early Spanish colonists who struggled northward over El 
Paso del Norte and found a home for their livestock 
near present-day Espanola, New Mexico. If what I have 
presented in this essay is true, that ranchers and ranching 
are disproportionately important to the ecology, economy, 
and culture of a West that works, then why are ranchers and 
ranching vilifi ed? Consider this quote by a learned academic 
at a Western university:


The primary environmental objection to expanded resi-
dential activity is that subdivisions and urbanization 
damage the landscape in a variety of ways. But that is 
rarely an alternative use to which the land would be put. 
The appropriate comparison is between the environmental 
impact of ranching activity and that of residential use. We 
must put our agrarian sympathies aside: ranching does not 
step lightly on the land.24


Or this by Kieran Suckling of the Center for Biological 
Diversity:


Yes, we are destroying a way of life that goes back 100 
years. But it’s a way of life that is one of the most destruc-
tive in our county...Ranching is one of the most nihilistic 
life styles that the planet has ever seen. It should end. Good 
riddance.25
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What does one say to such fi nal pronouncements of cultural 
continuation? If ranching is to fl ourish, persist, or disappear 
in the West, it should be a conscious decision, based on 
informed discussions, not due to apathy or neglect. Or 
hate.


Perhaps these infl ammatory statements are refl ections of 
nothing more than different values. Might some Westerners 
want the public and private lands free of manure, cows, 
sheep, and fences because they want them for their own 
uses, such as mountain biking and river rafting? Do some 
want ranchers and their livestock off the Western ranges 
because they believe what others have told them—that cows 
and sheep sandblast land and that cattle barons are arrogant 
and intolerant of any but their own kind? Perhaps Americans 
are content to import their food from distant lands rather 
than have a more intimate association with the origin of 
their food. 


My own sense is that differing values and distorted 
mythology can obscure facts, and that at the end of the 
day, emotion may trump judgment. Would it make any 
difference if we found that ranchers are stewards of the land; 
that cows are being used as a tool in the recovery of arid 
ecosystems; or that open space, biodiversity, and county 
coffers are enriched more from ranching than from the 
rapidly eclipsing alternative, ranchettes? Perhaps. 


There are those who say the only difference between 
ranchers and realtors is a rancher is someone who hasn’t 
sold his ranch yet. Do ranchers care for the land, or are they 
developers in sheep’s clothing? Certainly there are quite a 
few that see their ranch as their last cash crop, their private 
401K account. On the other hand, mounting evidence sug-
gests that ranchers care for the West’s geography every bit 
as much as those of us in the cities and suburbs. In Colorado 
the state cattlemen’s association has formed a land trust. 
To date, 150 conservation easements, totaling over 250,000 
acres, have been entrusted to it from ranch families. Indeed, 
in Colorado, the cattlemen’s land trust is second only to 
The Nature Conservancy in acres protected under conserva-
tion easements. Considering the economies associated with 
Western ranching, it is evident that today’s ranchers are in 
it for its lifestyle attributes, far more so than as a way to reap 
great profi ts.


Western ranching has spanned the time scale from the 
First Americans to the astronauts, avoiding the moving-on 
mandate of the get-rich-quick industries of mining and 
logging. Charles Wilkinson, among the most distinguished 
of our region’s scholars, had this to say about the region’s 
ranchers and farmers:


Yet these industries are the foundation for local economies 
and provide food for the nation and the world. They 
preserve open space. As a culture, the people of the ranches 
and farms have settled in so deeply and for so long that for 
all practical purposes they are indigenous societies.26


In the heated arguments between ranchers and environmen-
talists, I will admit to coming down on the rancher’s side. 
In our New West that is increasingly dominated by urban, 
suburban, and recently exurban Westerners, it occurs to me 
that perhaps we could settle the New West better than we 
conquered the Old West if we listened to the cultures that 
had been here before us (and that endure still). Might we 
have made a better place of this region if we had slowed 
down enough to listen to the First Americans? Did they 
have something to teach us about the region’s wildlife, rivers 
and streams, grass and forests? In the words of Wendell 
Berry, “As important a reason as any to support ranching, 
farming, irrigating, and logging is that our society will need 
them as teachers, mentors, and critics in the years to come.”27 


So today, in our haste to remake ourselves once more 
into the Next West, might we avoid some mistakes if we 
showed respect to the ranching culture? A defi nitive answer 
to that question eludes me but my gut says yes, going slow 
and getting to know one’s human and natural histories is 
essential to living well on a place. 


Conclusion
Do ranchers, the noun, and ranching, the verb, qualify as 
keystone species based on their ecological, economic, and 
cultural importance? Ranch families working viable ranches 
that sustain ecosystem services and contribute to the social 
fabric and local economies are critical to a West that works. 
Ranchers, in addition to their other vital services, are an 
essential component to an intact rather than a subdivided 
West. Whether the land that is now in ranching remains in 
ranching or shifts to other uses, we are up against the same 
need: to keep this land unfragmented.


America is gradually waking up to one consequence 
of our globalizing economy; the loss of locally produced 
food on private lands that provide critical ecosystem services 
and open space. As ranching diminishes in the West and 
agricultural jobs move offshore, so too does the opportunity 
for our urban publics to reconnect with the rural tasks of 
husbanding food on well-stewarded land.1 


Interestingly, these fragile relationships even relate to 
homeland security. When viewed in the light of rural and 
urban America, our government’s concern over “Homeland 
Security” misses the most important point. A secure home-
land is not simply based on military might. Home, land, 
and security blend together when urban people realize that 
ecologically sustainable food production is possible and that 
rural cultures matter, and when urban people are prepared 
to compensate farmers and ranchers for a healthy food 
product as well as for protecting open space, wildlife habitat, 
and watersheds. Gary Nabhan captured this when he 
wrote:


The simplest fact about Western ranches is the one most 
folks tend to forget: raising range-fed livestock is one of the 
few economic activities that produces food—and potentially 
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ecosystem health and fi nancial wealth—by keeping 
landscapes relatively wild, diverse, and resilient.28


Imagine a time when Westerners eat locally produced 
food from private and public open spaces, offered and 
received with grace and a fair market value by urban people 
who no longer take for granted the societal services of local 
farmers and ranchers. Equally important to this winning 
equation are rural people who acknowledge the importance 
of urban areas and offer a friendly handshake to their urban 
neighbors. Perhaps to envision this, we need to remind our-
selves that humans, whether rural or urban, can be keystone 
species or the ultimate weedy species, depending on their 
relationships to the land. 
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I. Introduction 
Homes, businesses, crops and pasture are all common uses of private lands in 
Colorado. County and municipal leaders must make decisions that guide the use 
of the lands within their jurisdictions. One of the factors that guide community 
land use decisions is its relative contribution to the tax base. Different land uses 
command different tax rates and generate different amounts of tax revenues. 
However, different land uses also demand different amounts of community 
services. As a result, the net effect of land use alternatives on the tax base is of 
interest to community leaders.  
 
In many rural areas of the United States, including Colorado, agricultural lands 
are under pressure to convert to rural residential uses. In Colorado, residential tax 
rates are higher than agricultural rates. Rural residential land use implies greater 
population density than agriculture, but less density than urban residential land 
use. Relative to agriculture, residential land use typically implies greater demand 
for community services, including police, emergency services, and schools and 
transportation infrastructure. Cows and corn don’t go to school, as they say.  
 
In this report, we analyze the relative cost of providing community services to 
agricultural lands versus rural residential development across the state of 
Colorado. The study focuses on measuring the net impacts of rural residential 
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development on the fiscal structure of Colorado county governments and school districts. The analysis 
presents estimates of the fiscal impacts of rural residential development using an econometric model of 
county revenues, county expenditures, school district revenues, and school district expenditures. This 
approach reveals incremental as well as average costs, and can make possible projections about cost 
and revenues of future development. The scale of analysis is at the county level, where many of the 
impacts of rural residential development are felt and where many land use decisions are made. As 
among the most significant public service demands of residential development, this report summarizes 
the statistical analysis of school revenues and school expenditures, in addition to total county revenues 
and expenditures for Colorado counties.  
 
II. Relevant Literature: Approaches and Results 
The conversion of crop, pasture and forest land into rural residential development is a widespread 
phenomenon in many Colorado counties and throughout the United States. Counties located in isolated, 
but amenity-rich areas are confronted with issues similar to those experienced by counties near growing 
urban areas (Heimlich and Anderson, 2001). A recent study by the American Farmland Trust (2002) 
estimates that 11 percent of all prime ranchlands (those with rural development densities, located near 
to public lands, year-round water availability, mixed grass and tree cover, and high variety of 
vegetation classes) are susceptible to conversion to residential development. Current and presumed 
future community preferences help guide local elected officials to make informed decisions about the 
use of these lands.  
 
Farmland preservation advocates have taken a variety of approaches to make their case. They have 
argued for the importance of national, regional and/or local food security and of rural communities, 
against the irreversible loss of high quality soils and wildlife habitat, and for the importance of fiscal 
stability and responsibility (American Farmland Trust, 1995). Farmland preservation advocates have 
essentially argued that land markets fail to reflect society’s values for these productive and 
nonproductive attributes of agricultural lands. Market failure in local, regional, state or national land 
markets provides a justification for governmental policies of various types (e.g., zoning, density 
regulations, incentives, taxes, land purchases) and scales of intervention to redress this disparity.  
 
As is common in public policy debates, critics of formal government programs for farmland 
preservation are also in evidence. Most often, critics of farmland preservation programs question the 
notion of loss of value (Gordon and Richardson, 1998). They argue that the benefits of farmland 
preservation are overstated in part because preserving farmland has the potential for restricting the 
supply of developable land, thereby increasing land prices, reducing the stock of affordable housing, 
and potentially depressing economic development. They also have maintained that the allocation of 
scarce public funds to open space preservation amounts to a subsidy to the rich and potentially takes 
away from programs targeted to the poor. Daniels (1999) contends that fears surrounding threats to 
U.S. food supply are unwarranted. However, he also makes the case that there are areas where 
dispersed development can cause fiscal and environmental problems. He argues that planners and 
policy makers need to be “strategic” and “aim for balanced growth”. The ultimate “solution” for any 
single community, as always, depends. It depends on community human and natural resources, on its 
economic base, its social and cultural traditions, and its plans for the future.  
 
Farmland preservation advocates and critics largely agree that transitions to higher intensity land uses 
from lower intensity land uses should “pay for themselves” from a public policy perspective. That is, 
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new land development that creates an additional tax burden on current residents on a per capita basis 
should be viewed skeptically. Rural residential development may be clustered or dispersed. Dispersed 
rural residential development tends to have a more pronounced negative effect on the desirable 
attributes of open landscapes valued by both owners and non-owners of these lands including 
viewscapes, wildlife habitat, open space, rural lifestyle, flood control, community buffers. It is logical 
that if these desirable features of the landscape are lost, tax revenues may be reduced due to a decrease 
in the value of the total housing stock relative to what it might have been under a development design 
that would maintain or enhance these desirable attributes. 
 
The American Farmland Trust (AFT) has been a leader in investigating the fiscal impacts of 
agricultural land conversion through the publication of dozens of “cost of community services”(COCS) 
studies across the United States (AFT, 2000). In a review of 70 COCS studies the AFT reports that, on 
average, residential development requires $1.15 in community services for every $1 of tax revenues it 
contributes. They report that farm and forest land uses require only $0.35 in services for every $1 of tax 
revenue generated, while commercial or industrial uses demand even less ($0.27: $1) relative to their 
contribution. Studies reviewed from the Western United States include Haggerty (1996, Montana), 
Hartmans and Meyer (1997, Idaho), Snyder and Ferguson (1994, Utah), and the AFT (1999, 
Washington). All were supportive of the general national results, although in Idaho agricultural and 
forest land uses were greater net contributors per acre to county revenues than commercial and 
industrial uses (1:0.48 versus 1:0.83 on average, respectively). The USDA (2001) reviewed 88 COCS 
studies and reported that, on average, residential development required $1.24 in community services for 
every $1 of tax revenue generated, while agriculture demanded only $0.38 in services per $1 of tax 
revenue contributed. In sum, commercial, industrial, agricultural and forest uses of lands pay for 
themselves from a public policy perspective and residential development, on average, is a net drain on 
county coffers.  
 
There are a number of reasons why these results might be observed. First, residential development and 
commercial development tend to demand a high level of services while agricultural and forestlands 
tend to demand fewer services on a per acre basis. Commercial and industrial land uses counter these 
high per acre service demands by paying a high tax rate generating high tax revenues. However, 
residential tax rates are lower and agricultural tax rates lower still, diminishing the tax revenue 
generated per acre. The “bottom line” accounting is positive for commercial, industrial, agricultural and 
forestland use, but not for residential uses. The traditional logic has been that taxing both the place of 
business and the places where the employees of the business reside amounts to a sort of double 
taxation. This logic is supportable so long as the business and the residences lie within the same tax 
district. However, conflicts can arise when net revenue generating commercial properties and net 
service consuming residential properties lie in different tax districts. Anecdotal evidence of this 
calculus abounds in Colorado as many municipalities are annexing commercial property as fast as they 
can get it, paying little attention to residential needs. Debates across county lines surround who has to 
house the commuters to whose commercial and industrial sectors.  
 
As intuitively appealing as these results may be, the AFT approach has been criticized as 
methodologically inadequate and as advocacy research rather than objective science (e.g., Deller, 2002; 
Kelsey, 1996; Ladd, 1998; Heikkila, 2000). The principal criticisms of the typical COCS techniques are 
as follows: 1) The AFT approach is largely a non-statistical accounting categorization of rural and 
urban fiscal flows (AFT, 1999). Such case study approaches can be unsystematic and party to 
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subjective assignment of service demands of the various land uses. 2) Case studies tend to be resource 
intensive (expensive) and their results are often nontransferable to other communities. 3) Moreover, 
these reports are taken at a particular point in time rather than over an appropriate period of years to 
account for public investment and variation in service demands over time. 4) They ignore potential 
economies of scale and the public good aspects of public services. That is, once the school building is 
built, each additional student doesn’t cost nearly as much as the first students to occupy the building, at 
least until capacity is reached. Or, the cost of public transportation and emergency services for a 
community of 100,000 is quite likely less than 10 times the cost of these services for a community of 
10,000. Each additional person/family does not imply a greater need for police services. Such services 
are affected after response times decrease and services suffer due to many more people. 5) Finally, and 
related to the last criticism, typical COCS studies report average rather than incremental (marginal) 
fiscal impacts. That is, there may be infrastructural capacity sufficient to accommodate the first 100 
residences at little additional cost, but not for the 101st, which throws the accounting to negative as new 
large fixed infrastructure costs are encountered (Deller 2002).  
 
In this report we endeavor to address these principal criticisms of the COCS literature in the following 
ways: 1) An econometric analysis is used. 2) Secondary data are employed. 3) The analysis extends 
across all Colorado counties. 4) The data and analysis incorporate six years of annual revenue and 
expenditure data. 5) The approach allows for both average and incremental effects to be evaluated.  
 
III. Methodological Approach and Data 
The econometric model employed here is derived from Coupal, McLeod and Taylor (2002) and 
Heikkila (2000). The analysis addresses changes in the distribution of county revenues and 
expenditures due to a change in land use. Four equations are specified to understand two important 
fiscal relationships: county revenues (CREV), county expenditures (CEXP), school district revenues 
(SCHREV) and school district expenditures (SCHEXP). All monetary variables were represented in 
real 1998 dollars. The hypothesis to test is whether rural residential development exacts a higher cost to 
the taxpayer as land is moved from agriculture or forest to residential uses. 
 
The expectation is that county revenues should balance county expenditures over time and that school 
district revenues should balance school district expenditures over time. Municipal government is not 
considered in this modeling framework since the issue relates to policies in unincorporated areas of 
counties. Urban school districts are included because it was impossible to separate out urban versus 
rural attendance. School districts and county governments have jurisdictional control in rural areas.  
 
The arguments in each function are proxies that represent the user groups who contribute to revenues 
and exact a demand for services. The county revenue equation is estimated as a function of rural 
personal income (RUPINC), urban personal income (URPINC), acres of private rangeland (RANAC), 
acres of cropland (CROPAC), and county total assessed valuation of private property (TOTVAL). The 
county expenditures equation substitutes government employment (EMPL), a proxy for the provision 
of government services, for TOTVAL, a proxy for the basis upon which county revenue is generated. 
School district revenue and expenditure equations are estimated as a function of rural population 
(RURPOP), urban population (URPOP), acres of private agricultural land (AGLAND) and total 
assessed valuation (TOTVAL). School employment data were not available to proxy school service 
provision in a direct analogy to the county revenue and expenditures estimates. 
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Total assessed valuation is included to account for overall wealth effects. Rural and urban personal 
income is used instead of rural and urban population, where possible, in order to capture both income 
and population effects without incurring statistical problems; urban population and personal income are 
strongly correlated when they are used as separate arguments in the equations. Rural and urban 
personal income is calculated by multiplying average county per capita income by the respective 
populations. Comparing household incomes in urban census districts and primarily rural census 
districts within counties tested the differences between rural and urban income. The average difference 
between districts within counties was less than five percent. 
 
County revenues come from property taxes, sales tax recapture and intergovernmental transfers. 
Intergovernmental transfers and sales tax recapture are largely a function of population. Tax revenues 
(severance and federal mineral royalties) from mineral activities (coal, oil, gas, trona, and other 
minerals) are distributed based upon changes in population. So the model takes into account increases 
in these revenue categories through population change.  
 
The model was transformed from a linear function to a log-log structure in order to account substantial 
size differences in Colorado’s 63 (now 64) county governments. The log-log performs best, statistically 
speaking, when compared to the linear and log-linear specifications, as revealed through an F-test. The 
parameter estimates in a log-log specification are interpreted as percent changes in both the dependent 
and independent variables. That is, a one percent change in an independent variable is correlated with 
the parameter value percent change in the dependent variable. 
 
The modeling effort also had to contend with substantial variation in county size, developable area 
(private land), amount of agricultural acreage, size of urban population, and imprecise data of various 
sorts. Early estimation attempts incorporated the potential effect of public land acreage, regional 
variation (east, west and front range metropolitan), number of business establishments, and proximity 
to the metro core. The inclusion of these variables did not improve the explanatory power of the 
estimations, typically due to a lack of variation over the time period under analysis (e.g., public land 
acreage, proximity to metro core). The results detailed here were the best obtainable given these 
considerations and the quality of the available data. 
 
Data were assembled from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), Division of Property 
Taxation and the Colorado Department of Education for the years 1994 to 1999. Total expenditures are 
operating expenditures only. Urban and personal incomes are estimated based upon the 1990 Census 
estimates of per capita income in rural versus urban census tracts. Agricultural land acreages are taken 
from the DOLA Division of Property Taxation. Valuation data are collected from the county assessors 
offices by DOLA. Counties with particularly active open space programs may hold significantly more 
public land in agriculture or forestry than counties with less active open space programs. Unfortunately, 
available data did not allow consideration of nonfederal public lands used in agricultural activities or 
forestry. 
 
IV. Results 
Interpretation of the Econometric Estimations 
The four estimated relationships can be meaningfully interpreted individually and in appropriate pairs. 
All of the parameter values for independent variables in all of the estimated equations were of the 
expected positive sign. Rural personal income (RUPINC) was a statistically significant predictor of 
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county revenues (CREV) and county expenditures (CEXP). Total assessed value (TOTVAL) was a 
statistically significant predictor of CREV, CEXP and school expenditures (SCHEXP). Government 
employment (EMPL) was a significant predictor of county expenditures. Rural population (RURPOP) 
was marginally statistically correlated with school revenues (SCHREV) and SCHEXP. Urban personal 
income (URPINC) was predictive of SCHEXP. Acres of agricultural land (AGLAND) was only 
tenuously predictive of SCHREV and SCHEXP. When acres of agricultural land were broken out into 
cropland (CROPAC) and rangeland (RANAC), each variable was less statistically significant than the 
more aggregated variable, but their inclusion retained the expected signs and significance on the other 
predictive variables, whereas AGLAND did not.  
 
The estimated coefficient on RUPINC in the CREV equation implies that a 1% increase in average 
rural personal income, either driven by an increase in rural population or income, is associated with a 
0.19% increase in county revenues. However, the estimated coefficient on RUPINC in the CEXP 
equation implies that a 1% increase in RUPINC, presumably driven by rural population rather than 
income growth, is also associated with a 0.41% increase in county expenditures. A 1% increase in 
TOTVAL implies a 0.52% increase in CREV, while a 1% increase in county government employment 
implies a 0.32% increase in CEXP. Assuming that county revenues and expenditures balance over time, 
these results imply that an increase in rural personal income results in a net drain on county fiscal 
health. The results also suggest that for crop and rangelands, the marginal contributions to revenues are 
greater than those to expenditures. This would validate the supposition that rural residential 
development is a net fiscal loss to the county government and schools while agricultural land is a net 
fiscal gain. 
 
On the other hand, the coefficient on URPINC in the CREV equation is not significantly different than 
its coefficient in the CEXP equation. This suggests that city dwellers payment to county tax rolls is not 
an unencumbered source of revenues. Urbanites pay taxes to and receive services from both the city 
and county. Since local governments often function under balanced budget provisions, the implication 
is that city population increases should generate revenues for county government such that county 
government can increase the quality and quantity of services provided. Counties often regard municipal 
population growth as a draw on their resources, particularly in rural areas, since the county provides 
law enforcement, health, and other public services that very small communities cannot or do not 
provide. 
 
The estimated coefficient on TOTVAL in the SCHREV equation implies that a 1% increase in county 
total assessed valuation is associated with a 0.53% increase in school revenues. The parallel coefficient 
in the SCHEXP equation implies a 0.58% increase in school expenditures, due to a 1% increase in total 
assessed valuation. Similarly, a 1% increase in rural population (RURPOP) is associated with a 0.054% 
increase in school revenues and a 0.056% increase in school expenditures, implying that a marginal 
increase in rural population is a net drain on school district fiscal health. Assuming that school 
revenues and expenditures balance over time, these results would imply that an increase in total 
assessed valuation and rural population result in a net drain on county fiscal health. The results also 
suggest urban population (URPOP) and acres of agricultural land (AGLAND) tend to influence school 
district budgets positively on balance, generally supportive of the central hypothesis. 
 
While the negative net effect of rural residential development was expected, the effect of total assessed 
value may seem counter-intuitive. One explanation is that wealthier communities, those with greater 
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total assessed value, spend a greater proportion of their tax dollars on public education than the average 
Colorado county. Alternatively, counties with higher total assessed values may be growing more 
quickly than average and may have found it necessary to invest in new school infrastructure, throwing 
the school district into deficit over the focal period of this study, at a greater rate than the average 
Colorado county.  However, the most persuasive explanation for this result may be that wealthier 
and/or faster growing counties have a greater tendency to be experiencing sprawled rural residential 
development and that this type of development may increase total assessed value, but also results in 
service demands greater than the tax revenues it generates. 
 
However, literal interpretation of these results should proceed with caution since none of these pairs of 
coefficients are clearly statistically distinct from one another. As a result, it can only be confidently 
asserted that changes in TOTVAL, URPOP, RURPOP, and AGLAND are fiscally neutral with respect 
to school finance. These equations show that the average difference between school revenues and 
expenditures is found in the intercept term rather than in the explanatory variables. This implies that a 
constant proportion of school revenues is spent and that Colorado school districts are, on average, 
operating in budget surplus by a constant proportion of revenues. 
 
Simulated Effect of Dispersed Rural Residential Development 
The econometrically estimated relationships can be used to simulate the fiscal impact of particular 
development scenarios in Colorado. One useful scenario would be to calculate the predicted fiscal 
impact of dispersed rural residential development in Colorado using ratios similar to those commonly 
found in the published literature.  
 
Thirty-five acres of agricultural land are replaced by one new rural household in the county to evaluate 
the relative role that rural residential development plays in a county fiscal structure. Average county 
household income, home value and family size are assumed for the simulated change. Thirty-five acres 
are used for two reasons. First, a smaller acreage expansion (e.g. one or even five acre expansions) is 
usually connected with subdivision development which, while fragmentation nonetheless, can begin to 
approximate cluster development. This can allow for population growth without the more egregious 
consequences of fragmentation. Baseline analysis uses family sizes for rural populations equal to the 
average family size specific to the county. Likewise, county-wide average incomes are used. The 
scenario assumes a new rural residence that is approximately the same size and generating the same 
income as the average household in the specific county. As a result, the actual effect of any particular 
rural residential development will depend upon the extent to which the development is or is not 
consistent with these county averages. More expensive homes, higher incomes, and smaller families 
than the county average would tend to increase the revenue contributions and decrease the service 
expenditure demands of any particular rural residential development. 
 
The models are used to calculate changes in revenues and expenditures for both county government and 
schools. County rural population (RURPOP), rural personal income (RUPINC), and assessed valuation 
(TOTVAL) rise as a result of the new household. Agriculture’s contribution through total assessed 
valuation declines by a small amount. The predicted net changes in both revenues and expenditures are 
used to calculate average ratios of total county expenditure (CEXP and SCHEXP) changes to total 
county revenue (CREV and SCHREV) changes. On average, this simulation indicates that dispersed 
rural residential development in the conversion of 35 acres of agricultural land in Colorado costs 
county government and schools $1.65 in expenditures for every dollar of new revenue received. All 
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Colorado counties, except Elbert County ($0.536:1), show a negative net fiscal impact of dispersed 
rural residential development and the majority lie within a range consistent with AFT (1999) findings 
(Figure 1 and Table 4). It was impossible to calculate this ratio for Denver County since there is no 
private agricultural land within the jurisdiction.  
 
However, there is substantial variation across counties. Rio Blanco ($1.052:1) and Sedgwick ($1.097: 
1) Counties demonstrate the least negative fiscal impact of land conversion. Jefferson ($5.775: 1), La 
Plata ($5.145: 1), Summit ($4.758: 1), Clear Creek ($3.519: 1), San Juan ($2.23: 1), Larimer ($2.217: 
1) and Gilpin ($2.195: 1) illustrate strongly negative fiscal impacts of agricultural land conversion to 
rural residential development, and lie somewhat outside of the currently published range. One 
explanation for these latter results, potentially appropriate for all except Larimer County, is that a 
combination of large proportion of federal, state or local public land and a small proportion of private 
agricultural land relative to the Colorado average would have a greater tendency to generate such ratios 
and that they are misleading. An alternative explanation, potentially appropriate for all except San Juan 
County, is that the population growth rate of these counties was substantially faster than the Colorado 
average over this period causing forward thinking local governments and school districts to invest in 
service and educational infrastructure at a rate somewhat greater than the state average and causing 
expenditures to be higher than average over the short term. This would imply that the ratios are 
accurate, but the analysis too short term to reflect the true cost of development over time. 
 
VI. Summary & Conclusions 
The amount of land in a county is essentially fixed. Land can be converted from relatively low intensity 
uses (e.g. cropland, forestland, pastureland, idle land) to higher intensity uses (e.g., residential, 
commercial and industrial), but not the converse. As a result, county level economic development 
decisions affecting land use are largely irreversible.  
 
Higher intensity land uses commonly require more government services than lower intensity uses on a 
per acre basis. Higher intensity land uses commonly require higher quality roads and more road 
maintenance, water and sewer infrastructure, and greater communications infrastructure. Higher 
intensity land uses, particularly residential land use, may also require greater school expenditures, 
emergency medical services, fire services, and public transportation services than lower intensity land 
uses. Generally speaking, these publicly provided human service costs increase with distance and 
dispersion on a per capita basis. That is, you need less sewer pipe and fewer ambulances to serve a 
dense development within the city limits than a widely spread development far from the city center.  
 
On the other hand, higher intensity land uses tend to generate greater income, employment and tax 
revenues than lower intensity uses. This is particularly the case in Colorado where agricultural land 
uses are taxed based upon their value in production rather than their “best and highest” use, which is 
often nonagricultural. The basic question facing community government leaders is whether a proposed 
land use generates more or less tax revenue than it demands in services. Fiscally responsible 
governance may require a positive revenue balance to justify approval of a proposed land use in the 
absence of nonpecuniary objectives. A corollary question is whether a proposed land use generates the 
greatest amount of tax revenue relative to services demanded among all possible uses of the land; is this 
the highest and best use of the land from a public finance perspective, ceteris paribus?  
 
Policy makers are right to be concerned about rural residential development. The abundance of AFT-
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type studies and this research also, suggest that rural residential development in the aggregate is a net 
fiscal loss to county governments. What these results suggest though is that the character and type of 
development should be studied before one can say that a particular development is itself a net fiscal 
loss.  
 
Rural residential development poses several policy questions for state and local policymakers. Rural 
residential development affects wildlife, public land access, open spaces, and ultimately fiscal structure 
of the county. The fiscal impact model developed in this research partially validates the AFT results 
that rural residential development costs taxpayers more than it contributes in revenues; and conversely, 
that agricultural land contributes more to county coffers than it asks for in services. However, relying 
on simple averages to make the case is risky. County land use and planning policy should encourage 
agricultural land protection in order to capture the fiscal savings as well as the attending flows of public 
goods associated with non-fragmented lands.  
 
Both the school district and county budget results suggest that the type of rural residential development 
may affect the fiscal impact to the county. Development distance from public service nodes, the 
composition of the in-migrating households, the density of development and the natural resource land 
base all may be important factors to integrate into a fiscal impacts model. Such data should be obtained 
and analyzed in order to assist county officials with planning strategies. 
 
The AFT cost of community service methodology provides a simple way of calculating ratios that can 
be used in public policy formation that protects open spaces. It is important that the community leaders 
and policy makers use the ratios with caution. The results of the general test suggest that there is not a 
significant difference between rural residential revenues and public expenditures attributed to rural 
residents. However the results of the simulation indicate that rural residential development costs 
taxpayers more than it contributes on average but not necessarily at the margin. The mix of services 
and service recipients in this case are simply re-allocated in order for county budgets to balance. 
 
It is important to point out that this estimate does not include the broad array of other public good 
values associated with agricultural land, which includes wildlife habitat, water quality, and viewsheds. 
Thus this fiscal value estimate is a conservative measure of the cost and benefit disparity resulting from 
dispersed rural residential development.  
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VIII. Tables 
 


Table 1: Explanatory Variables for the estimated equations  


Variable Definition Expected 
Sign 


CREV County operating revenue Endog.


CXPE County operating expenditure Endog.


SCHREV School district revenues Endog.


SCHXPE School district expenditures Endog.


RUPOP Rural population, population in unincorporated areas in a 
county 


+


URPOP Urban population, population in incorporated areas in a county +


RUPINC County average personal income (earned and unearned) x rural 
population  


+


URPINC County average personal income (earned and unearned) x 
urban population 


+


EMPL Local (county) government employment, full time equivalents +


AGLAND Acres of private agricultural land +


RANAC Acres of private range land +


CROPAC Acres of private crop land +


TOTVAL Total assessed valuation in county +
Sources: RURPOP, URPOP, personal income, and EMPL, U.S. Census Bureau, August. 2002. "County 
Population Estimates and Demographic Components of Population Change: Annual Time Series, July 1, 
1990 to July 1, 1999". http://eire.census.gov/popest/archives/county/co_99_8.php, U.S. Census Bureau. 
August 2002. "Annual Time Series of Population Estimates Incorporated Places (Sorted Within 
County)" 
http://eire.census.gov/popest/archives/place/placeco.php, U.S. Dept of Commerce. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis. 2002. "Regional Economic Information System". CD-Rom. Washington, 
D.C. http://www.bea.doc.gov/. CREV, CXPE, SCHREV, SCHXPE, AGLAND, RANAC, CROPAC, 
TOTVAL, State of Colorado, Division of Property Taxation, Colorado Department of Local Affairs, 
Annual Report, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2000. 


 
: 
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Table 2: Fiscal impact model results 
Var Coef. Std. Error t-Stat P-Value F df 
County Revenues 476.55 366
CONSTANT 3.3102 0.3918 8.4481 0.000  
RUPINC 0.1869 0.0346 5.4043 0.000  
URPINC 0.0360 0.0294 1.2241 0.222  
RANAC 0.0205 0.0216 0.9495 0.343  
CROPAC 0.0163 0.0123 1.3197 0.188  
TOTVAL 0.5225 0.0306 17.0815 0.000  
County Expenditures     7173.07 366
CONSTANT 8.3901 0.4337 19.345 0.000  
RUPINC 0.4093 0.0564 7.2571 0.000  
URPINC 0.0497 0.0632 0.7862 0.432  
RANAC 0.0026 0.0158 0.1614 0.872  
CROPAC 0.0023 0.0163 0.1391 0.889  
EMPL 0.3187 0.0829 3.8449 0.000  
School Revenues    21109.36 373
CONSTANT 2.2213 0.6335 3.5062 0.001  
RURPOP 0.0540 0.0353 1.5273 0.128  
URPOP 0.3970 0.0404 9.8228 0.000  
AGLAND 0.0421 0.0292 1.4440 0.150  
TOTVAL 0.5282 0.0360 14.678 0.000  
School Expenditures    22352.50 373
CONSTANT 1.5271 0.6001 2.5449 0.011  
RURPOP 0.0556 0.0342 1.6260 0.105  
URPOP 0.3717 0.0389 9.5587 0.000  
AGLAND 0.0378 0.0279 1.3535 0.177  
TOTVAL 0.5779 0.0338 17.0902 0.000  
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Table 3. Data and ratios for Colorado Counties 


Counties 
2000 Urban 
population 


2000 Rural 
Population


Household 
size 


Agricultural 
land as of 2000 


County 
Government Ratio 
(including schools)


Adams  285,529 78,328 2.81 611,936 1.67
Alamosa  8,083 6,883 2.56 284,431 1.33
Arapahoe  338,262 149,705 2.53 302,240 1.17
Archuleta  1,591 8,307 2.47 234,819 1.29
Baca   2,749 1,768 2.33 1,382,971 1.53
Bent  2,758 3,240 2.53 786,911 1.62
Boulder  245,993 45,295 2.47 93,745 1.11
Chaffee  8,165 8,077 2.26 57,478 1.42
Cheyenne  1,263 968 2.5 1,086,891 1.61
Clear Creek  3,535 5,787 2.31 11,458 3.52
Conejos   3,984 4,416 2.8 250,009 1.22
Costilla   1,130 2,533 2.44 252,939 1.98
Crowley  2,103 3,415 2.59 431,352 1.39
Custer  929 2,574 2.36 196,438 1.30
Delta  13,965 13,869 2.43 271,009 1.21
Denver 554,636 0 2.27 1,806 NA
Dolores  903 941 2.35 201,762 1.45
Douglas  48,952 126,814 2.88 251,147 1.74
Eagle   20,087 21,572 2.73 148,715 1.24
Elbert  2,648 17,224 2.93 1,058,495 2.13
El Paso  386,957 129,972 2.61 668,837 0.54
Fremont  20,746 25,399 2.43 311,967 1.59
Garfield  24,446 19,345 2.65 404,710 1.23
Gilpin  633 4,124 2.32 14,268 2.19
Grand  5,643 6,799 2.37 231,230 1.31
Gunnison  7,874 6,082 2.3 335,686 1.24
Hinsdale  375 415 2.2 15,153 1.35
Huerfano  5,106 2,756 2.25 637,091 1.49
Jackson   734 843 2.37 327,807 1.27
Jefferson  345,390 181,666 2.52 81,955 5.78
Kiowa  897 725 2.4 1,061,562 1.51
Kit Carson  5,459 2,552 2.5 1,305,828 1.26
Lake  2,821 4,991 2.59 197,588 5.14


 


  







14 


 
Table 3 cont. Data and ratios for Colorado Counties 


Counties 2000 Urban 
population 


2000 Rural 
Population 


Household size Agricultural 
land as of 2000 


County 
Government Ratio 
(including schools)


La Plata  16,140 27,801 2.43 130,601 1.81
Larimer 182,675 68,819 2.52 479,449 2.22
Las Animas 9,900 5,127 2.4 2,041,545 1.17
Lincoln  3,411 2,676 2.44 1,502,647 1.25
Logan  12,600 7,904 2.45 1,033,770 1.38
Mesa   51,882 64,373 2.47 476,942 1.77
Mineral  377 454 2.2 26,846 1.18
Moffat   9,508 3,676 2.58 1,082,463 1.33
Montezuma  9,953 13,877 2.54 328,255 1.74
Montrose 15,286 18,146 2.52 368,566 1.42
Morgan  18,249 8,922 2.8 718,423 1.14
Otero  14,492 5,819 2.49 439,676 1.38
Ouray  1,526 2,216 2.36 134,139 1.29
Park  789 13,734 2.45 212,935 1.40
Phillips  3,285 1,195 2.47 410,582 1.11
Pitkin  8,465 6,407 2.14 37,005 1.83
Prowers  11,151 3,332 2.67 972,083 1.14
Pueblo  102,646 38,826 2.52 1,058,187 1.60
Rio Blanco 4,338 1,648 2.5 456,291 1.05
Rio Grande  6,867 5,546 2.59 171,700 1.58
Routt   12,741 6,949 2.44 707,154 1.33
Saguache  3,142 2,775 2.56 330,455 1.33
San Juan   531 27 2.06 153 2.23
San Miguel  3,775 2,819 2.18 250,669 1.44
Sedgwick  1,988 759 2.31 301,679 1.10
Summit   9,576 13,972 2.48 30,667 4.76
Teller   8,121 12,434 2.56 92,936 1.61
Washington  2,245 2,681 2.46 1,491,336 1.18
Weld   139,104 41,832 2.78 2,009,181 1.59
Yuma  5,750 4,091 2.55 1,462,803 1.20
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Table 4. County Personal Income. (Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce) 


Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Adams 5587131 5953169 6311421 6919637 7474220 8203425 9209856
Alamosa 225724 241545 260995 270172 295336 309058 317586
Arapahoe 12874010 13936788 15130797 16478728 18017186 19612682 21614876
Archuleta 100077 109221 121659 138302 152315 169188 182923
Baca 73078 82419 88494 92097 111459 120541 104069
Bent 83181 84676 89760 93323 97206 98664 101480
Boulder 7087625 7396391 7928951 8679018 9487409 10391544 11521469
Chaffee 216616 243627 258464 277854 300364 326301 345662
Cheyenne 44269 58036 42763 50400 58968 67068 54116
Clear Creek 185037 199976 210319 240280 261160 285812 316231
Conejos 89282 98416 101689 109715 112187 118321 126913
Costilla 47252 51523 53843 55280 58084 62227 65406
Crowley 52830 59535 60560 69191 77238 90033 86859
Custer 42597 47915 52545 60202 65570 69297 75098
Delta 370010 398112 418505 462584 489168 505717 546609
Denver 14190861 15388595 16324949 17572966 19011759 20166048 22331252
Dolores 26135 27458 27015 31340 33098 36355 35482
Douglas 2514266 3001144 3446070 4106883 4819648 5506731 6391260
Eagle 774357 893440 981409 1133645 1243657 1344509 1466217
El Paso 9273409 10114954 10952703 11689432 12886643 13737987 14956694
Elbert 264433 301173 346673 386185 432329 491197 572959
Fremont 564441 606813 648245 701718 744296 780070 838580
Garfield 675563 733602 781946 860231 856328 1031432 142856
Gilpin 82474 88683 97004 110077 120086 131432 142856
Grand 185811 202379 219307 238278 255194 278478 301972
Gunnison 203977 212741 224085 248000 270475 284774 300962
Hinsdale 12899 13671 14046 14920 15784 16163 17614
Huerfano 89996 97514 105182 117290 129766 132555 138128
Jackson 24322 24917 24510 27422 27590 30843 32567
Jefferson 12040130 12994371 13973548 15145188 16274689 17493533 19245697
Kiowa 33525 40991 38954 47763 56455 56118 55312
Kit Carson 140343 154800 168660 166904 202457 212207 194450
La Plata 777151 839560 899644 968542 1047016 1092748 1171655
Lake 109229 121490 131163 142265 152619 162278 172729
Larimer 4484099 4873784 5325865 5804309 6218884 6670139 7376369
Las Animas 203150 224905 224870 239638 262173 271642 289291
Lincoln 79778 95701 91004 91416 100367 108234 110555
Logan 341872 377545 408153 425127 446880 494645 513358
Mesa 1885892 2051428 2173486 2391217 2562284 2708833 2884697
Mineral 12773 12189 13052 14351 15292 16533 17435
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Table 4. County Personal Income. (Cont.) 
Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 


Moffat 227022 242299 247752 257736 262882 273362 283066
Year 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Montezuma 367213 382577 396330 422755 463156 483719 507080
Montrose 492481 534488 561178 596198 629337 661509 709283
Morgan 427473 455304 487652 513284 540960 586650 594685
Otero 338442 359793 371391 394503 411418 426836 445381
Ouray 58266 62071 65182 72127 78631 85747 91117
Park 187827 211912 239704 272206 293817 335453 388280
Phillips 77903 73773 93441 98671 102184 106183 111436
Pitkin 586311 598514 657847 731173 811580 865207 1014080
Prowers 223291 245177 257220 286930 326632 351180 337590
Pueblo 2204982 2406851 2521097 2714603 2861165 2984598 3145555
Rio Blanco 118114 123508 122771 133221 138742 141358 155714
Rio Grande 186922 203668 216744 214053 236823 251420 253040
Routt 400874 426320 460813 497503 544197 598098 629997
Saguache 68078 70949 74643 75721 84131 92655 88282
San Juan 10047 10221 10417 10695 11118 12245 12761
San Miguel 122740 134357 140954 155710 172944 190090 202116
Sedgwick 48347 52645 61075 58200 66624 71381 66393
Summit 451910 507266 552060 606053 682650 746003 806193
Teller 344221 387834 427569 471408 501527 536209 562358
Washington 83678 100315 105305 105963 108779 116468 101062
Weld 2600974 2743454 2964464 3195770 3521443 3821817 4125887
Yuma 169013 158054 204326 208667 218544 229165 228673
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IX Figures.  Estimated net cost of converting 35 agricultural acres to one county average household, ratio of services demanded to tax revenues 
generated ($).  
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X. Appendices 
Table A1. County Revenues 


County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
Adams  123,644,195  132,352,211 140,947,493 140,527,607 138,953,976  160,409,514 
Alamosa  9,308,565  9,985,773 10,510,321 10,214,612 9,990,642  10,766,828 
Arapahoe  125,926,858  128,051,011  137,127,928 144,204,617 145,408,554  147,548,229 
Archuleta  5,825,447  6,572,860 7,067,284 7,270,450 8,105,384  8,971,438 
Baca  4,177,549  4,284,908 5,431,642 5,646,814 4,957,899  5,331,578 
Bent  4,435,268  4,598,992 4,826,302  5,281,500 5,611,834  6,237,549 
Boulder  106,780,263  112,516,640 120,164,774 123,026,473 132,274,569  149,663,660 
Chaffee  7,006,086  8,052,456 7,873,501 9,055,658 8,908,492  10,127,025 
Cheyenne  3,477,303  3,438,277 3,479,850  3,543,868 3,736,250  3,730,265 
Clear Creek  7,312,079  7,899,738 8,556,900 9,667,100 10,826,499  11,937,511 
Conejos  5,245,212  5,766,742 5,812,719 5,762,713 5,269,017  5,719,785 
Costilla  5,123,232  5,815,576 6,019,202 6,085,939 5,799,331  6,472,635 
Crowley  2,400,650  2,545,798 2,471,825 2,610,979 3,056,499  3,295,530 
Custer  2,208,682  2,750,609 2,799,740 3,049,751 3,351,414  3,311,536 
Delta  11,456,962  11,225,459 12,269,300 13,173,492  13,056,416  13,358,989 
Denver  788,983,000  820,966,000 866,226,000 889,231,000 935,832,000  989,427,000 
Dolores  2,938,556  2,556,076 2,745,206 2,574,744 3,386,863  3,172,219 
Douglas  31,479,136  39,050,913 60,337,258 69,816,840  86,074,494  95,742,829 
Eagle  22,939,353  24,901,096 30,778,476 34,887,182 37,710,149  41,617,033 
El Paso  6,564,774  6,632,370 7,264,313 8,386,560 9,341,697  9,887,030 
Elbert  143,890,841  153,485,605 165,594,357 154,530,700  155,395,282  167,881,044 
Fremont  13,410,220  14,414,988 15,471,419 14,119,936 15,710,409  16,466,837 
Garfield  15,401,774  15,432,474 16,841,202 21,704,467 24,746,224  27,043,323 
Gilpin  6,553,620  7,352,440 8,762,126 8,101,275  9,645,562  11,223,464 
Grand  10,158,297  10,871,522 11,422,110 11,741,171 13,859,219  15,411,325 
Gunnison  10,837,184  10,847,576 10,931,974 10,883,515 11,471,686  12,373,290 
Hinsdale  1,678,880  1,580,779 1,766,392 1,616,049  2,021,687  1,920,471 
Huerfano  5,769,675  5,496,398 5,867,249 6,070,816 6,237,765  6,311,623 
Jackson  2,271,515  2,473,029 2,413,538 2,793,204 2,676,653  2,545,849 
Jefferson  194,195,122  209,650,195 220,488,186 230,585,679  223,746,583  228,252,191 
Kiowa  2,994,010  3,211,578 3,128,462 3,080,992 3,332,259  3,270,296 
Kit Carson  5,787,875  5,896,494 6,134,156 6,680,565 7,767,634  7,156,945 
La Plata  5,125,606  5,456,328 5,486,318 5,381,658 6,056,997  6,642,061 
Lake  21,234,683  22,296,633 24,588,480 24,954,527 26,986,822  31,417,591 
Larimer  74,568,630  79,581,021 90,840,310 99,227,185 114,427,176  130,918,702 
Las Animas  8,795,194  8,210,960 8,629,618 8,431,556 10,646,842  10,095,053 
Lincoln  6,651,207  6,554,764 6,695,177 7,278,918 7,060,781  7,224,257 
Logan  10,740,062  10,739,658 12,201,244 12,657,535 11,828,117  13,025,470 
Mesa  57,578,933  60,661,890 66,573,838 68,735,413 70,487,776  75,075,235 
Mineral  1,321,369  1,423,396 1,666,464 1,484,471 1,688,877  1,719,213 
Moffat  13,801,448  14,662,755 14,921,265 15,283,324 16,583,725  17,190,266 
Montezuma  10,704,388  10,791,051 11,403,894 11,674,584 14,800,319  12,683,330 
Montrose  17,005,855  19,300,545 19,607,291 20,014,891 19,620,198  20,719,294 
Morgan  14,693,018  17,421,399 17,016,517 17,112,330 17,424,140  18,000,440 
Otero  9,875,286  10,900,120 10,417,274 10,549,069 10,425,622  11,896,228 
Ouray  2,290,978  2,621,016 2,810,239 3,312,194 3,790,337  3,659,249 
Park  9,173,912  9,885,991 11,692,173 12,518,862 13,156,803  13,740,757 
Phillips  2,761,116  2,943,373 2,967,563 3,262,588 3,136,470  3,661,460 
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Table A1. Continued. 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Pitkin  27,238,529  27,101,587 29,106,185 32,429,933 35,796,668  35,603,127 
Prowers  8,478,044  9,431,792 9,214,148 9,164,970 10,183,834  12,737,039 
Pueblo  66,003,333  72,245,063 72,850,542 63,596,037 67,894,524  70,374,489 
Rio Blanco  8,983,228  9,325,491 9,183,049 8,822,221 9,434,123  10,174,606 
Rio Grande  6,966,798  6,736,613 6,895,188 7,207,146 7,149,182  6,762,581 
Routt  13,707,794  14,825,226 15,685,263 18,821,780 19,231,382  22,143,231 
Saguache  5,265,432  5,325,048 5,501,042 5,649,583 5,912,079  5,970,079 
San Juan  1,060,229  1,047,718 1,139,863 1,277,979 1,199,613  1,523,019 
San Miguel  7,960,352  7,769,375 8,391,843 8,512,008 9,157,216  9,636,025 
Sedgwick  2,702,065  2,908,924 2,995,964 3,110,766 3,582,486  3,772,047 
Summit  19,340,131  20,404,062 23,005,976 24,303,574 27,075,227  30,608,058 
Teller  10,287,009  10,880,236  11,745,451 12,233,426 13,365,199  13,522,454 
Washington  5,265,915  5,417,263 6,141,323 6,160,112 6,709,508  6,578,948 
Weld  75,772,997  79,236,897 80,448,485 95,393,304 81,637,757  88,568,829 
Yuma  5,970,021  6,703,563 6,505,414 7,021,625 7,301,660  7,964,492 
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Table A2. County Expenditures 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Adams  106,068,209  105,733,559 109,556,048 107,667,635 101,657,469  112,328,846 
Alamosa  7,603,637  8,136,772 8,976,744 8,502,890 8,354,314  8,937,062 
Arapahoe  104,897,173  110,070,556 118,304,187 122,561,178 121,759,299  133,123,566 
Archuleta  4,560,995  5,052,981 5,195,638 5,508,322 6,074,746  6,695,293 
Baca  3,453,238  3,794,778 4,067,964 4,339,441  4,202,552  4,355,938 
Bent  3,420,283  3,741,960 4,072,621 4,403,716 5,111,724  5,176,086 
Boulder  91,774,291  91,432,489 94,489,383 94,622,111 101,960,119  117,130,015 
Chaffee  5,502,245  5,971,750 6,195,000 6,918,543  6,679,007  7,599,286 
Cheyenne  2,717,913  2,784,719 2,834,701 2,611,152 2,874,736  2,891,202 
Clear Creek  5,653,863  6,359,531 7,285,118 8,468,548 9,177,474  9,998,552 
Conejos  4,288,370  4,984,739 5,072,774 5,010,066 4,587,736  4,789,869 
Costilla  4,487,187  4,948,075 5,902,332 5,709,688 5,039,484  5,289,393 
Crowley  2,051,220  2,135,548 2,207,781 2,079,418 2,161,004  2,443,585 
Custer  1,855,733  2,039,799 2,269,007 2,433,865 2,583,937  2,717,651 
Delta  9,430,035  9,430,574 10,117,269 10,450,642 9,742,207  10,859,064 
Denver  631,805,000  664,248,000 702,949,000 721,253,000 722,181,000  790,637,000 
Dolores  2,102,360  1,952,524 2,208,236 2,083,541 2,377,897  2,400,858 
Douglas  22,668,514  25,180,611 28,903,782 33,171,230 41,149,927  49,829,797 
Eagle  15,135,157  16,342,432 18,562,956 21,111,643 24,670,738  26,105,771 
El Paso  5,828,842  5,773,392 5,773,900 6,021,517 6,195,652  8,283,534 
Elbert  126,763,600  131,053,433 140,898,515 133,869,295 139,070,743  145,428,910 
Fremont  11,270,810  12,652,185 13,620,052 12,410,720 13,110,846  14,544,126 
Garfield  12,296,093  12,225,848 13,380,168 16,158,209 18,130,855  19,159,124 
Gilpin  3,650,371  4,468,697 5,086,061 6,058,183 6,499,729  7,388,877 
Grand  7,892,111  8,348,008 9,951,403 10,136,470 11,241,059  11,782,883 
Gunnison  7,148,697  8,567,265 8,718,479 8,642,596 8,867,537  9,462,181 
Hinsdale  1,232,416  1,225,521 1,514,475 1,540,869 1,511,064  1,663,242 
Huerfano  4,983,532  5,080,139 5,338,017 4,866,473 5,061,184  5,341,461 
Jackson  1,719,128  1,887,570 2,043,509 1,994,605 2,022,638  2,251,652 
Jefferson  140,400,374  145,081,029 156,891,636 154,839,444 136,468,961  153,028,651 
Kiowa  2,159,513  2,203,657 2,199,746 2,200,322 2,442,106  2,319,828 
Kit Carson  4,539,798  4,452,534 4,833,577 4,508,553 5,372,818  5,572,941 
La Plata  4,516,426  4,991,268 5,038,151 4,924,672 5,623,009  5,997,892 
Lake  13,909,764  15,595,971 16,087,290 17,646,707 17,660,810  19,297,564 
Larimer  64,779,014  66,867,859 75,100,390 81,053,245 86,560,366  98,902,840 
Las Animas  7,610,330  7,039,362 7,452,357 7,399,858 7,821,995  7,966,691 
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Table A2. Continued 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Lincoln  4,529,293  4,577,095 4,775,102 4,707,445 4,820,789  5,220,461 
Logan  8,407,978  8,417,990 9,197,536  10,222,503 9,566,039  9,975,950 
Mesa  42,280,871  46,810,144 50,480,385 50,795,984 50,594,478  56,047,344 
Mineral  1,018,846  1,110,185 1,293,176 1,073,839 1,272,475  1,252,265 
Moffat  11,940,764  12,762,932 12,638,730 12,932,565  14,329,982  14,721,693 
Montezuma  9,514,800  8,843,260 9,468,550 9,183,210 11,463,060  10,363,059 
Montrose  12,527,090  12,403,933 14,358,464 16,066,971 15,542,861  17,600,408 
Morgan  10,658,363  12,243,771 12,445,319 12,745,386 12,564,049  14,129,108 
Otero  8,786,588  9,287,615 9,435,564 9,341,678 8,972,647  10,066,395 
Ouray  1,979,138  2,258,718 2,565,139 2,864,127 3,136,496  3,012,321 
Park  8,009,591  7,931,788 9,900,700 11,025,482 10,916,942  11,186,839 
Phillips  2,250,124  2,592,213 2,456,610 2,449,046 2,323,457  2,499,587 
Pitkin  15,472,111  15,837,324 14,692,440 14,907,397 16,307,825  20,686,888 
Prowers  6,678,508  6,916,196 7,746,250 8,001,930 8,190,556  9,755,794 
Pueblo  57,754,575  60,687,951 62,183,959 50,472,480 56,343,928  61,022,442 
Rio Blanco  4,867,183  5,465,629 5,544,795 5,681,235 6,384,175  7,380,560 
Rio Grande  5,100,196  5,127,415 5,581,198 5,290,908 4,979,496  4,994,083
Routt  10,486,497  11,404,347 13,211,121 14,022,547 16,008,575  18,603,722 
Saguache  4,490,927  4,588,731 5,017,903 5,910,165 5,306,221  5,459,384 
San Juan  862,727  844,160 1,047,506 1,116,941 1,066,596  1,179,340 
San Miguel  5,417,291  5,589,629 7,204,992 7,153,360 7,653,560  7,949,648 
Sedgwick  1,805,062  1,961,682 2,166,211 2,214,266 2,229,679  2,321,639 
Summit  12,647,229  13,914,341 15,697,097 16,418,206 18,775,919  23,241,988 
Teller  8,378,944  8,781,660 9,910,447 10,392,871 10,560,851  11,821,432 
Washington  4,176,264  4,084,998 4,805,354 4,402,777 4,574,274  4,941,641 
Weld  69,581,796  69,184,509 71,879,940 76,667,232 72,696,194  77,444,694 
Yuma  4,780,513  5,067,936 4,786,285 4,928,577 5,296,319  5,438,625 
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Table A3. School District Operating Revenue by County 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Adams  286,365,190  342,517,480 327,339,258 372,757,135 411,144,134  391,690,706 
Alamosa  14,640,844  28,316,412 18,483,994 18,141,923 17,856,175  18,291,475 
Arapahoe  512,773,045  753,937,954 573,236,723 614,260,532 682,464,101  876,518,098 
Archuleta  7,792,920  8,494,701 9,799,003 10,179,160 10,906,398  10,744,145
Baca  6,534,694  6,941,422 7,147,879 7,244,001 7,674,775  8,099,215 
Bent  6,152,117  6,639,883 6,502,225 6,644,332 6,987,123  7,636,438 
Boulder  323,073,859  247,970,476 252,417,788 443,394,552 368,193,041  316,477,722 
Chaffee  12,207,484  13,100,072 14,891,748 22,444,005 16,566,633  16,582,210 
Cheyenne  3,746,214  3,789,349 4,354,959 4,612,333 4,466,962  4,560,491 
Clear Creek  8,526,898  8,572,453 8,823,090 9,332,287 10,695,978  30,951,466 
Conejos  16,973,899  11,712,298 12,469,734 12,843,900 13,190,397  13,773,359 
Costilla  4,443,263  9,077,044 6,032,059 6,126,770 6,203,370  6,133,077 
Crowley  3,252,296  3,495,655 3,967,752 4,406,314 4,052,896  4,292,216 
Custer  2,463,514  2,659,797 2,749,013 2,784,475 2,851,885  3,010,540 
Delta  26,568,243  30,926,540 29,145,537 25,052,366 33,654,706  30,490,423 
Denver  392,205,036  411,307,176 479,162,468 843,411,157 771,520,314  554,237,646 
Dolores  2,129,644  2,296,643 2,480,207 3,150,897 2,663,501  2,739,334 
Douglas  230,330,661  144,223,516 148,547,655 259,453,171 275,789,782  253,684,025 
Eagle  53,436,101  28,343,350 31,661,597 33,025,110 108,440,217  43,497,344 
El Paso  475,227,324  509,440,839 22,611,274 23,808,704 39,344,907  636,850,733 
Elbert  19,808,429  19,374,197 506,043,296 585,794,009 607,117,496  36,239,744 
Fremont  30,177,948  34,044,651 34,199,367 36,158,157 38,790,992  38,669,203 
Garfield  99,952,969  59,882,357 53,689,065 54,951,759 59,041,436  61,206,688 
Gilpin  3,203,446  2,908,924 3,315,014 3,003,225 23,401,116  5,805,554 
Grand  10,564,110  11,371,856 12,397,340 33,418,705 15,958,536  19,867,419
Gunnison  8,556,592  33,187,589 12,273,089 13,140,486 12,164,098  12,100,735 
Hinsdale  542,822  566,363 628,239 669,613  838,610  1,031,034 
Huerfano  7,330,595  7,332,243 7,775,192 8,012,434 7,863,715  8,003,922 
Jackson  2,166,083  2,604,847 2,369,498 2,428,832 2,822,774  2,526,507 
Jefferson  466,968,227  487,147,867 503,050,109 1,138,039,677 610,704,376  635,913,831 
Kiowa  2,778,459  2,881,030 3,005,735 3,187,801 3,164,415  3,240,252 
Kit Carson  10,600,357  10,809,229 11,342,800 12,668,540 20,157,459  15,395,173 
La Plata  51,127,318  43,286,570 9,099,716 8,932,215 9,819,256  52,361,443 
Lake  8,532,303  8,053,230 47,306,718 47,337,171 66,362,145  10,124,677 
Larimer  185,808,553  203,936,698 226,658,367 233,555,838 310,420,694  265,720,294 
Las Animas  16,909,240  19,216,105 17,531,318 18,052,399 18,082,248  19,714,940 
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Table A3. Continued. 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Lincoln  5,797,271  5,939,262 6,469,554 6,592,339 9,228,103  9,927,651 
Logan  24,232,398  21,015,750 22,187,240 24,298,663 24,324,369  24,095,731 
Mesa  93,445,305  99,476,758 106,965,628 111,585,079 123,502,419  123,059,782 
Mineral  1,217,692  1,234,066 1,386,710 1,380,766 1,491,876  1,577,927 
Moffat  15,163,572  14,685,442 15,374,635 16,752,933 17,356,820  17,963,311 
Montezuma  36,705,872  27,284,210 27,909,189 32,169,034 30,361,148  29,807,857 
Montrose  29,871,148  30,766,670 31,231,014 32,424,250 33,372,703  34,416,460 
Morgan  35,448,790  33,080,749 34,269,212 33,660,215 48,417,392  38,188,043 
Otero  27,922,668  34,050,069 28,773,054 28,872,345 30,807,835  30,501,819 
Ouray  5,294,477  6,940,177 4,578,785 4,887,560 5,052,698  5,217,972 
Park  11,409,832  20,536,973 13,795,560 15,155,536 29,828,995  16,457,956 
Phillips  5,721,423  6,038,494 6,184,746 9,429,856 6,807,817  7,032,398 
Pitkin  10,138,934  15,689,441 12,406,568 12,336,932 14,801,129  16,361,541 
Prowers  16,807,816  17,570,939 18,083,984 18,536,955 19,036,585  20,200,272 
Pueblo  128,678,416  129,936,567 123,480,832 145,309,192 138,770,045  177,116,096 
Rio Blanco  10,797,840  9,881,387 9,513,256 10,446,739 16,503,391  11,336,985 
Rio Grande  14,519,636  19,775,674 15,915,962 16,676,452 17,230,147  17,572,610 
Routt  17,502,691  17,804,808 19,239,086 47,838,942 24,519,862  25,472,265 
Saguache  8,944,975  7,570,257 8,343,367 10,275,542 9,045,769  9,269,419 
San Juan  1,037,390  1,116,156 1,152,368 1,019,208 1,191,696  1,154,564 
San Miguel  7,113,266  10,023,568 8,045,694 12,889,691 13,920,133  10,310,166 
Sedgwick  3,375,069  3,454,860 4,101,475 3,980,567 4,053,203  4,233,670 
Summit  41,044,431  61,285,150 21,473,789 21,766,226 24,275,581  25,666,390 
Teller  22,095,260  20,660,583 20,645,740 27,478,848 26,163,684  26,730,906 
Washington  8,188,668  9,053,450 8,672,566 10,122,946 9,310,483  9,437,344 
Weld  158,317,075  170,195,299 164,032,190 197,773,671 189,807,268  218,532,558 
Yuma  12,030,649  12,761,692 13,732,113 13,603,260 15,034,683  15,393,268 
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Table A4. School Operating Expenses by County 
County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 


Adams  301,228,195  292,934,111 320,858,725 394,211,613 415,379,431  422,689,533 
Alamosa  14,023,484  16,064,393 26,594,251 22,117,502 17,836,645  18,494,063 
Arapahoe  511,239,960  546,723,800 637,919,145 699,047,198 682,173,171  720,772,804 
Archuleta  6,965,861  7,541,212 9,433,214 18,212,096 11,789,107  9,977,060 
Baca  6,077,856  6,610,831 7,141,231 7,479,947 7,748,477  8,147,139 
Bent  6,338,347  6,390,847 6,260,654 7,109,198 6,943,307  7,180,212 
Boulder  239,923,879  264,381,188 287,177,489 359,185,093 319,618,547  400,856,263 
Chaffee  11,790,108  13,113,074 15,353,467 22,067,619 22,165,067  16,926,270 
Cheyenne  3,497,624  4,054,897 3,948,450 4,242,797 4,284,730  4,330,514 
Clear Creek  8,442,740  8,688,117 8,710,257 9,101,378 10,228,876  10,804,562 
Conejos  9,752,055  10,581,600 11,555,542 12,480,408 12,564,284  13,993,390 
Costilla  4,200,733  4,986,481 7,068,363 7,970,250 6,120,553  6,208,513 
Crowley  3,144,344  3,276,285 4,279,394 4,415,318 3,806,961  4,057,875 
Custer  2,705,480  2,467,507 2,795,528 2,632,752 2,806,735  2,946,506 
Delta  25,999,986  28,436,240 32,820,650 25,230,100 31,210,428  31,987,490 
Denver  414,192,879  421,537,122 459,722,451 856,702,864 534,393,852  567,468,073 
Dolores  2,235,144  2,192,343 2,287,269 2,328,267 2,458,960  2,433,516 
Douglas  153,902,513  205,557,843 182,916,011 226,822,390 234,053,587  290,237,526 
Eagle  32,410,167  48,248,044 43,389,376 36,941,714 59,406,688  58,860,979 
El Paso  414,656,193  463,023,783 23,311,392 26,375,412 29,489,569  621,251,270 
Elbert  15,959,320  8,629,599 562,019,897 605,168,682 661,037,706  44,626,821 
Fremont  29,325,071  33,324,273 35,980,111 36,045,085 37,683,552  36,309,781 
Garfield  52,912,112  86,905,309 63,578,596 54,339,710 58,540,063  59,892,843 
Gilpin  2,665,246  3,156,479 3,214,341 3,331,835 4,850,821  15,684,270 
Grand  10,601,729  11,375,299 12,494,901 16,695,809 29,654,748  22,260,906 
Gunnison  8,736,143  12,128,790 30,736,367 13,984,155 12,649,726  12,514,894 
Hinsdale  537,777  596,099 658,441 731,715 711,463  970,526 
Huerfano  6,606,273  7,159,203 7,414,036 7,858,812 7,973,276  7,797,764 
Jackson  1,962,941  2,446,547 2,425,864 2,499,157 3,007,323  2,553,066 
Jefferson  589,398,127  586,800,581 552,587,876 865,559,687 627,689,976  822,282,024 
Kiowa  2,559,165  2,960,353 3,071,627 3,313,676 3,291,527  3,330,234 
Kit Carson  10,283,204  10,858,546 11,825,673 11,674,328 13,741,567  18,606,778 
La Plata  49,796,973  47,796,544 8,698,504 9,779,225 9,131,205  53,758,087 
Lake  8,270,740  7,900,760 54,910,447 49,815,528 58,007,476  10,911,413 
Larimer  225,991,155  204,633,074 215,574,049 252,065,962 326,451,950  276,808,720 
Las Animas  16,535,243  16,401,681 20,003,605 17,382,196 17,857,653  19,690,928 
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Table A4. Continued. 


County 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
Lincoln  5,262,832  6,002,278 6,185,101 6,474,726 7,536,956  10,029,361 
Logan  19,007,746  23,793,359 23,560,172 24,181,143 25,012,426  24,128,862 
Mesa  91,347,515  101,114,229 106,470,885 144,916,404 124,335,695  125,301,990 
Mineral  1,036,085  1,170,994 1,602,662 1,361,965 1,472,050  1,579,017 
Moffat  16,362,458  16,958,822 16,447,798 15,360,321 15,969,511  18,353,447 
Montezuma  24,558,081  32,780,054 30,246,702 31,781,541 30,105,805  30,567,789 
Montrose  26,512,776  32,759,345 33,307,329 35,975,514 34,025,507  36,641,384 
Morgan  27,795,662  34,132,316 38,015,311 34,944,969 35,357,249  46,695,779 
Otero  25,081,089  28,191,305 34,962,423 30,244,306 30,943,544  29,441,280 
Ouray  3,304,436  6,279,434 6,391,650 5,416,416 4,691,217  4,883,389 
Park  10,996,588  14,366,618 16,551,544 16,019,344 18,545,331  26,177,441 
Phillips  5,381,341  5,579,220 6,007,178 6,804,042 8,532,429  7,478,017 
Pitkin  11,645,402  11,685,407 14,331,796 12,845,254 14,232,058  17,333,829 
Prowers  16,028,106  17,299,352 18,291,994 17,917,863 19,449,478  19,239,855 
Pueblo  115,530,996  130,142,205 131,726,726 146,878,785 135,902,362  146,175,058 
Rio Blanco  11,822,296  10,250,547 10,036,343 10,855,875 10,606,886  14,984,348 
Rio Grande  13,843,787  15,498,882 18,412,380 18,078,680 17,668,367  17,610,665 
Routt  16,414,355  17,053,402 20,452,287 24,565,686 41,207,711  29,028,571 
Saguache  6,683,674  9,775,398 8,636,162 10,818,674 9,202,458  9,562,105 
San Juan  915,668  1,057,903 1,221,483 1,196,621 1,333,841  1,201,805 
San Miguel  14,072,794  12,902,525 7,403,229 8,331,270 11,867,451  12,273,612 
Sedgwick  3,151,600  3,539,762 4,063,184 3,934,537 4,148,303  4,634,803 
Summit  20,521,827  50,437,031 45,411,023 23,036,975 23,539,379  24,946,088 
Teller  18,070,663  24,248,029 21,579,485 28,006,776 25,097,407  25,549,668 
Washington  7,503,498  8,823,707 8,986,370 10,023,739 10,811,830  9,267,839 
Weld  129,439,328  166,016,011 177,775,550 185,804,712 233,193,566  235,471,548 
Yuma  12,428,644  13,416,116 13,813,964 13,413,562 13,609,444  14,294,207 
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Executive Summary


Cost of Community Services (COCS) studies are a
case study approach used to determine a com-
munity’s public service costs versus revenues


based on current land use. A subset of the much larger field
of fiscal analysis, COCS studies have emerged as an inex-
pensive and reliable tool to measure the direct fiscal 
relationships between existing land uses. Their particular
niche is to evaluate the overall contribution of agricultural
and other open lands on equal ground with residential,
commercial and industrial development. 


As of January 2002, 83 COCS studies conducted in 19
states found that tax and other revenues collected from
farm, ranch and forest landowners more than covered the
public service costs these lands incur. Like traditional fiscal
impact analyses, COCS studies show that on average, resi-
dential development generates significant tax revenue but
requires costly public services that typically are subsidized
by revenues from commercial and industrial land uses. The
special contribution of COCS studies is that they show that
farm, ranch and forest lands are important commercial
land uses that help balance community budgets. Working
lands are not just vacant land waiting around for development.  
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COCS studies investigate current land use relationships
based on  tax and other revenues and public expenditures
in a single fiscal period.  They are fiscal, not economic,
analyses and so do not examine economic benefits or sec-
ondary impacts of a given land use to the local or regional
economy. For instance, new residential development brings
with it new construction jobs, or agricultural businesses
generate economic activity directly through the sale of farm
products and indirectly through agribusiness sales and serv-
ices. COCS studies do not analyze these impacts. Other
types of studies can provide this information and are an
important complement to COCS findings. 


American Farmland Trust (AFT) became interested in
growth-related issues because agricultural land is converted
to development more commonly than any other type of
land. According to USDA’s National Resources Inventory
(NRI), from 1992 to 1997 more than 11 million acres were
converted to developed use—and more than half of that
conversion was agricultural land.  During that period, on
average, more than 1 million acres of farmland were devel-
oped each year. The NRI also shows that the best agricul-
tural soils are being developed faster, and the rate of
conversion is increasing: up 51 percent from the rate
reported in the previous decade.  


AFT developed the COCS approach to investigate three
common claims staff often heard at community meetings: 


1. Open lands—including working agricultural
and forest lands—are an interim land use that
should be developed to their “highest and best
use”; 


2. Agricultural land gets an “unfair” tax break
when it is assessed at its actual use value for
farming or ranching instead of at its potential
use value for development;


3. Residential development will lower property
taxes by increasing the tax base. 


This report is the culmination of 15 years of COCS
research by AFT staff, academic researchers, Extension
economists, planners, researchers from private organiza-
tions and public agencies, consultants and others. It
describes what COCS studies are and how they are per-
formed. It reports how communities have used the results,
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and evaluates the COCS approach in context with other
fiscal impact methodologies. Finally, the report shares les-
sons learned on how to capture each community’s unique
budgetary situation accurately and objectively.


To highlight how communities have used COCS stud-
ies, the report includes the results of a survey conducted by
AFT and the Southern New England Forestry Consortium
(SNEFC).  Responses suggest that the approach is most
useful to places undergoing transition, especially those
experiencing persistent development pressure. This is often
when critical policy decisions are being made.  Responses
also suggest that COCS studies help communities achieve
specific goals, have a long shelf life and contribute to a
shift in awareness or public opinion in regard to valuing
farmland, forest land and open space.


For more than 50 years, successful public policies
encouraging home ownership, highway construction and
suburban expansion have led to accelerating development
of rural land.  And while the U.S. population is growing,
the increased consumption of agricultural land is not a
response to the needs of a burgeoning population, but the
result of overall economic prosperity, a weak farm econo-
my and little or poor community planning—especially in
rural areas.  According to the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development, land is being developed at twice
the rate of population growth.  And according to USDA’s
Economic Research Service, most of this is large-lot devel-
opment—since 1994, lots of 10 or more acres accounted
for 55 percent of the growth in housing and occurred pri-
marily in non-metropolitan areas.


People living in these communities pay the price for
unmanaged development: increased property taxes, expen-
sive infrastructure, budgetary shortfalls, not to mention the
environmental, public health and safety costs of automo-
biles. Recently, local citizens and leaders at all levels of
government have begun to make the connection between
urban “sprawl” and its unintended fiscal consequences.
COCS findings are an increasingly popular way to inform
community debates about how and where to grow, and
whether to invest public dollars to protect agricultural land
and open space.
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COCS findings have been used to bring agriculture to
the table in local planning decisions, to support farmland
protection programs and to inform the smart growth
debate by demonstrating the relative fiscal importance of
privately owned working lands. Results are presented in a
way that community members can understand and use.
And while COCS studies are not a one-stop-shop for fiscal
and economic analysis, what they do, they do well—and no
other methodologies accomplish the same thing.
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Introduction


Saving land saves money. While community 
residents demand expensive public services and
infrastructure, privately owned working lands


enhance community character and quality of life without
requiring significant public expenditures. Their fiscal con-


tributions typically are over-
looked, but like other
commercial and industrial
land uses, farm, ranch and
forest lands generate surplus
revenues that help balance
community budgets. This is
an important lesson learned
from 15 years of Cost of
Community Services (COCS)
studies. Understanding the
balance of land uses and their
fiscal relationships can help
citizens and community lead-
ers improve the dialogue
about planning for future
growth, economic develop-
ment, agriculture and 
conservation. 


COCS studies are a case study approach used to deter-
mine an individual community’s public service costs versus
revenues based on current land use. Their purpose is to
uncover the fiscal contribution of working and open lands
so they may be duly considered in the planning process. 
A recent and relatively narrow approach to fiscal analysis,
COCS studies explore existing land use relationships. Their
particular niche is to evaluate the overall contribution of
agricultural and other open lands on equal ground with
developed land uses.


Good planning involves outlining when, where and
how residential, commercial and industrial development
will occur. It also involves identifying land for recreation,
agriculture, forest, flood control, wetlands, wildlife habitat
or other conservation purposes. To make good decisions,
local citizens and their leaders must know what they want
to do and how much it will cost. COCS studies help inform
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people of the relationship between how land is being used
and the associated fiscal costs.


American Farmland Trust (AFT) became interested in
growth-related issues in the 1980s because agricultural land
is converted to development more commonly than any
other type of land. According to USDA’s National
Resources Inventory (NRI), from 1992 to 1997 more than
11 million acres were converted to developed use—and
more than half of that conversion was agricultural land.*
Farmland is desirable for building because it tends to be
flat, well drained and has few physical limitations for
development. It also is more affordable to developers than
to farmers and ranchers. Every year since 1992, more than
1 million agricultural acres were developed, and the rate is
increasing—up 51 percent from the rate reported during
1982-1992. At the same time, 29 percent more agricultural
land was developed than forest land, which was the second
most frequently converted land use.1


In 1986, AFT conducted a fiscal impact analysis called
Density Related Public Costs. The study’s researchers
wanted to measure the public service costs to agricultural
land, which fiscal impact analysis does not address. When
they discovered a study of Clarke County, Virginia, con-
ducted by the Piedmont Environmental Council (PEC)2 that
examined the fiscal impacts of three basic land use cate-
gories including farmland/open space, AFT adapted the
methodology for a brief analysis
at the end of the report. AFT
expanded on the approach in a
subsequent study of Hebron,
Connecticut, which was well
received. During the next two
years, AFT teamed up with
Cornell Cooperative Extension to
replicate the study in Dutchess
County, New York, and the
Massachusetts Department of
Food and Agriculture hired AFT
to conduct three studies in the
state’s agricultural Pioneer Valley.  
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Interested in applying the approach in other regions,
AFT asked several agricultural economists and academic
planners to review these studies to help strengthen the
methodology. Since then, COCS has gained stature and
national acceptance. In 1992, the Pioneer Valley study won
regional and national merit awards from the Soil and
Water Conservation Society, and in 1999 a study of five
townships in Monmouth County, New Jersey, was awarded
a local “Open Space Planning Award” from a county
board of commissioners.


AFT originally used COCS studies to investigate three
commonly held claims staff often encountered at communi-
ty meetings: 


1. Open lands—including working agricultural and
forest lands—are an interim land use that should
be developed to their “highest and best use”; 


2. Agricultural land gets an “unfair” tax break
when it is assessed at its actual use value for
farming or ranching instead of at its potential
use value for development;  


3. Residential development will lower property
taxes by increasing the tax base.


Today, people also use the studies
to add substance to policy debates
about growth and land conservation.
COCS findings have been used to
bring agriculture to the table in local
planning decisions, to support farm-
land protection programs and to
inform the smart growth debate by
demonstrating the relative fiscal
importance of privately owned work-
ing lands. This report examines
COCS studies as a community-
planning tool and as a way to assess
the fiscal impacts of agricultural and
other privately owned and managed
open lands. 
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Growth and Conservation: 
Challenges for the New Millennium


Since World War II, American public policy has 
supported development patterns that have converted the
working landscape to urban and suburban use with little
accommodation for the social or environmental conse-
quences. One result has been the unnecessary consumption
of agricultural land. Others include scattered development,
fragmented open space and dependency on automobiles. 


This pattern commonly is described as urban sprawl,
“dispersed development outside of compact urban and vil-
lage centers along highways and in rural countryside.”3 The
Brookings Institute characterizes sprawl in terms of land
resources consumed to accommodate new urbanization. In
its 2001 report, Who Sprawls Most?, sprawl is described in
the following terms: “If land is being consumed at a faster
rate than population growth, then a metropolitan area can
be characterized as ‘sprawling’.” However, the report also
points out that, “Sprawl is an elusive term. To paraphrase
the United States Supreme Court’s long-ago ruling on
pornography, most people can’t define sprawl—but they
know it when they see it.”4 While the term may be elusive
and lack an academic definition, characterizations of
sprawl have common elements.5 These include:


• Scattered, low-density development that uses a
lot of land;


• Geographic separation of essential places, such
as home, work and shopping; and


• Dependency on automobiles.6


Due to immigration and higher life expectancy, the U.S.
population is growing at about 1 percent a year. According
to the U.S. Census Bureau, from 1950 to 1990 the popula-
tion increased from 150 to 250 million people and is
expected to grow by another 150 million people in the next
50 years.7 However, the conversion of agricultural land to
sprawling development is not a response to the needs of a
burgeoning population, but the result of economic prosper-
ity, a weak farm economy and little or poor community
planning—especially in rural areas. 
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According to a 2000 report by the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), land in the
United States is being consumed at twice the rate of popu-
lation growth.8 The Economic Research Service’s (ERS)
2001 Development at the Urban Fringe and Beyond docu-
mented that “most of the land being developed for housing
is not urban, as defined by Census, but occurs beyond the
urban fringe in largely rural areas.”9 Most of this is very
large-lot housing development: lots of 10 or more acres
accounted for 55 percent of the growth in housing since
1994. According to this report, since 1970 the growth of
large-lot development can be tied to periods of prosperity
and recession. Overall, most of the growth occurred in the
largest lot size category (10-22 acres), but only 5 percent of
the acreage used by houses between 1994 and 1997 was
associated with existing farms. “Nearly 80 percent of the
acreage used for recently constructed housing … is land
outside urban areas or in non-metropolitan areas. Almost
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all of this land (94 percent) is in lots of 1 acre or larger,
with 57 percent on lots of 10 acres or larger.”10 A close
look at the NRI shows that in the process, America’s best
agricultural land is being developed fastest. 


Beyond this inadvertent squandering of some of the
world’s most important agricultural resources, people are
paying the price for sprawling development patterns:
increased property taxes, expensive infrastructure and
budgetary shortfalls. Beyond the monetary costs, they lose
open space and cherished landscapes, community heritage
and character, wetlands, water quality, wildlife habitat and
fresh food and other agricultural products that once were
grown on local farms and ranches. Automobile use associ-
ated with sprawl exacts a societal toll on public health and
safety and environmental quality. 


Recently, local citizens and leaders at all levels of gov-
ernment have begun to make the connection between
sprawl and its unintended social consequences. COCS stud-
ies have been an increasingly popular tool used to inform
community debates about how and where to grow, and
whether to invest public dollars to protect agricultural land
and open space. 


According to The Trust for Public Land, between 1998
and 2001, voters approved 529 referenda to fund nearly
$20 billion of open space protection.11 The National
Governors Association’s position on Better Land Use
Policy, states “Public officials at the state and local levels
are becoming increasingly aware of the impact that public
expenditures can have on growth and the need for a more
balanced approach to providing financial support 
for development.”12


Agricultural land conservation can help mitigate the
tensions by directing development away from high-quality
agricultural soils and ecologically sensitive areas. Recog-
nizing this potential, the U.S. Conference of Mayors took a
stand on sprawl by adopting a resolution “Promoting the
Preservation of Urban-Influenced Farmland” at its 69th
Annual Conference, June 2001: “Whereas, The U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors recognizes that protecting important
urban-influenced farmland through the purchase of conser-
vation easements is a valuable smart growth tool, which
can assist in creating a comprehensive smart growth plan.”13
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Suffolk County, New York, funded the first purchase of
development rights (PDR) program (also known as pur-
chase of agricultural conservation easements) in 1977.
Twenty-five years later, 19 states and more than 40 locali-
ties have enacted PDR programs to protect agricultural
land. Between 1996 and 2002, state spending to purchase
agricultural conservation easements more than doubled
from $635 million to $1.4 billion, local spending reached
$600 million, and USDA invested $53 million to match
state and local spending. The recent farm bill, called the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002, includes
$597 million for farmland protection through 2007. 


Since 1956, when the state of Maryland passed the first
law of its kind, the most common tax incentive for agricul-
tural land protection has been use assessment.* By the turn
of the century, 49 states had programs that tax farm, forest
and other designated lands at their actual, or “current use
value,” instead of their potential value at “highest and best
use,” and all 50 states had some kind of tax incentives to
maintain the economic viability of agriculture and to pro-
tect agricultural land from unnecessary conversion to urban
use. However, periodically these laws are challenged for
giving agricultural landowners an unfair tax break. This is
one of the main reasons AFT became interested in conduct-
ing COCS studies.


COCS Studies Help Inform the Debate


COCS studies can’t take credit for the dramatic
increase in state and local investment in land protection, or
the public’s willingness to pay for it through tax policies or
PDR funding. But they do contribute to the knowledge
base that supports these policy decisions. Like traditional
fiscal impact analyses, COCS studies show that on average,
existing residential development generates significant prop-
erty tax revenue, but residents demand costly public 
services that must be subsidized by tax revenues from com-
mercial and industrial land uses. The special contribution
of COCS studies is the finding that working lands are also
an important commercial land use that helps balance com-
munity budgets. They are more than just vacant land 
waiting around for development.  
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As of January 2002, 83 COCS studies conducted in 19
states found that farm, ranch, forest and other open lands
more than pay for the public services they receive—and
that they typically make a contribution similar to that of
commercial and industrial lands (see Appendix A). Since
agricultural lands are, in fact, in commercial production,
this should not be surprising. But because they are included
in a larger land use sector of “undeveloped” lands, COCS
studies’ particular contribution to the literature is to show
that working and open lands augment “developed” com-
mercial and industrial uses. In many cases, without them
the commercial/industrial sector would be unable to bal-
ance the community’s budget.  


COCS findings also have shown that agricultural land
pays for itself even when it is enrolled in use assessment tax
programs. This has helped defend those programs from
individuals and associations who call them unfair. Even at
a reduced tax rate, the minimal demands of open lands for
public services are more than offset by their property tax
contribution. For the same reasons, COCS findings also
suggest that protecting land with PDR is a sound public
investment, especially if compared with public spending on
infrastructure to support scattered residential develop-
ment patterns.


COCS studies have emerged as an inexpensive and 
reliable tool to measure the fiscal relationships between
existing land uses. A small subset of a much larger field of
fiscal impact analysis, COCS studies have provided new
insights on the value of agricultural and other undeveloped
lands to the debate on how communities across the nation 
should grow.


About this Report  


This report is the culmination of 15 years of COCS
research by AFT staff, academic researchers, Extension
economists, planners, researchers from private organiza-
tions and public agencies, consultants and others. It
describes what COCS studies are and how they are 
performed, explores how communities have used them,
evaluates the COCS approach in context with other fiscal
impact methodologies and shares some lessons learned
from AFT’s experience trying to improve the methodology
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to capture each community’s unique budgetary situation
accurately and objectively.


Chapter I explains what a COCS study is—and is not.
It summarizes results of all known studies that AFT has
either conducted or reviewed and that use AFT’s basic
methodology. Chapter II identifies reasons for doing a
COCS study and discusses how communities have used
them, based on the results of a 1999 survey completed by
AFT and the Southern New England Forest Consortium.
Communities that have been studied were surveyed to find
out specifically how the studies were used, the length of
their “shelf life” and community response. 


Chapter III details the main steps in the COCS method-
ology, while chapter IV addresses some of the more com-
plex considerations involved in conducting the research and
makes some suggestions on how to overcome common
obstacles in data collection and interviews. Chapter V eval-
uates COCS studies, taking into account their history and
influence over time, and examines their strengths and
weaknesses. Here COCS studies are placed in context with
the larger body of fiscal impact literature, including sugges-
tions for future research. 


The conclusion discusses the importance of agriculture,
the costs and consequences of sprawl, and what COCS
studies can contribute to local land use decisions and to the
dialogue about what constitutes smart growth.
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I. What Are COCS Studies?


COCS studies are a case study approach used to
determine an individual community’s public
service costs versus revenues based on current


land use. Researchers analyze existing budgets and land use
conditions using data provided by local sources and
reviewed by the community’s financial officers to ensure
accuracy. Publicly available financial reports, departmental
records and budgets, and assessor’s data are used to allo-
cate revenues and expenditures to determine how different
land uses affect the community’s bottom line. Snapshots in
time, they are neither speculative nor predictive. 


COCS studies are best used in communities that rely
heavily on property taxes to generate revenues. Revenues
and expenditures from a recent fiscal period are distributed
according to land use, and results are compared to provide
a ratio that shows how much the community spent on pub-
lic services for every $1 raised from a specific land use.
Since they are based on real time and real dollars, the stud-
ies are easy for the public to understand.


Studies are more difficult to conduct in communities
with a complex tax base or less reliance on property tax.
Here researchers must collect more data and be extremely
careful in determining how revenues were generated and
whether any relationship exists between the type of funds
and a specific land use. For example, an AFT study in two
Michigan townships found that revenues for services were
included in three distinct budgets. The townships budgeted
for some services, such as fire, ambulance and township
staff. Property owners in the townships paid a separate tax
millage for regional and district services, such as schools,
senior centers and libraries. And the county collected rev-
enue for countywide services such as police, courts and
roads.


COCS studies are fiscal, not economic, analyses and so
do not examine direct economic benefits or secondary
impacts of a given land use to the local or regional econo-
my. For instance, new residential development brings with
it new construction jobs, or agricultural businesses generate
economic activity directly through the sale of farm 
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products and indirectly through agribusiness sales and serv-
ices. Focusing on what is, rather than what might be,
COCS studies do not analyze potential economic impacts.
Thus, they do not provide a full picture of the costs and
benefits of new urban growth or predict the future rev-
enues from additional sales and services that could be gen-
erated by new development. Other types of studies can
provide this information and are an important complement
to COCS. 


COCS studies are not intended to judge the value of
one land use over another or compare one type of new
development to another. Other fiscal impact studies can
place a dollar value on new development, for example, by
comparing the fiscal impacts of high and low housing den-
sities. While this type of analysis plays an important role in
land use decisions, COCS studies do not do this. The par-
ticular niche of a COCS study is to find out about existing
land use relationships and to evaluate the contribution of
agricultural and other open lands on equal ground with
developed land uses. 


Like other types of fiscal analysis, COCS studies do not
account for a variety of nonmarket costs and benefits that
are incurred when agricultural land is converted to urban
development. These are important to consider, and are
often mentioned in COCS studies, but are not quantified.
They include negative externalities such as traffic conges-
tion, pollution, loss of green space and community 
character. COCS studies show the existing fiscal relation-
ship between land uses, fiscal impact analyses predict what
may occur with different kinds of growth, and cost benefit
analysis can help estimate non-market values that may be
lost with new development. There are many kinds of analy-
ses that can help communities make good decisions about
how and where to grow, and all should be considered in
the planning process.
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COCS Studies DO:
• Provide a baseline of information to


help local officials and citizens make
informed land use decisions.


• Offer the benefit of hindsight to see
the effect of development patterns 
to date.


• Demonstrate the relative fiscal 
importance of privately owned land in
agricultural, forest or other open 
space uses.


• Make similar assumptions about
apportioning costs to agricultural land
as to commercial/industrial land.


• Have a straightforward methodology
and easy-to-understand findings.


COCS Studies DO NOT:
• Project future costs of services


incurred by new development.


• Analyze the costs associated with a
specific development proposal or
build-out scenario.


• Determine the direct or indirect value
of a particular land use to the local or
regional economy.


• Quantify the non-market costs and
benefits that occur when agricultural
land is converted to urban uses.


• Judge the intrinsic value of any partic-
ular land use.


• Compare the costs of different types of
residential development.


• Treat agricultural and other working
lands as residential development.
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In the 83 studies done by AFT and others across the
nation, the combined uses of farm, forest and open land
always more than paid for themselves. For every dollar
generated, working and open lands cost communities from
$.02 in Carroll Township, Pennsylvania, to $.94 in Dover,
New Hampshire, with a median of $.36. Similarly, for
every dollar generated, commercial/industrial development
cost from $.05 in Bedminster Township, Pennsylvania, to
$1.04 in Perry, Wisconsin, with a median of $.27.
Aggregated residential land uses never broke even. For
every tax dollar received from the residential sector, com-
munities spent from $1.01 in Groton, New Hampshire, to
$2.11 in Stewardson Township, Pennsylvania, with a medi-
an of $1.15. Appendix A shows the findings to date and
the source of all studies either conducted or reviewed by
AFT that conform to the COCS methodology. It is interest-
ing to note that as of December 2001, AFT only has con-
ducted about 25 percent of these studies, yet the findings
have been replicated in at least 60 studies conducted by
academic researchers and others. 


In virtually every study, the agricultural/open land sec-
tor combined with commercial/industrial land offset deficits
created by residents’ high demand for public services, par-
ticularly education, social services, public health and safety.
Even departments servicing all land uses, such as highway,
police and fire, usually spend the majority of their time and
budgets serving residents. Most public infrastructure is
needed to support residential development, as well.
Therefore it is not surprising that COCS studies have found
what a generation of fiscal impact studies already has
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demonstrated clearly: that on average, residential develop-
ment is expensive and relies on other land uses to balance
municipal budgets.


Conversely, undeveloped land—in commercial agricul-
ture, forestry or open space—does not require much in the
way of public services. The people who work the land 
do—farmers, ranchers or foresters—but they are treated
like other residents and attributed to the residential catego-
ry, not to their place of employment.  


AFT’s COCS studies typically use the convention of the
state’s use assessment program to separate out the farm res-
idence from the productive land. Generally, the language in
these laws is quite precise. For example, in Kentucky, the
statute states that “‘Agricultural land’ means any tract of
land (including all income-producing improvements but
excluding all residences) of at least 10 contiguous acres
used for producing livestock, poultry, livestock and poul-
try products, tobacco growing, or other crops, including
timber. … ‘Horticultural land’ means any tract of land
(including income-producing improvements but exclud-
ing all residences) of at least five contiguous acres in an
area commercially used for cultivating a garden or
orchard or raising fruits, nuts, vegetables, flowers, or
ornamental plants.” Just as the public service demands of
factory workers are not charged to the industrial sector,
nor demands of doctors, lawyers, waitresses or shopkeepers
charged to commercial, neither are the public service
demands of farm families charged to the farmland they
may or may not occupy.


COCS studies are case studies, and while their findings
follow an overall pattern, each community is unique.
Individual findings vary depending on numerous factors,
including: geography, size of the budget, tax structure,
amount of state aid and grants, value and density of resi-
dential development, amount of second home or retirement
housing, and extent of public services provided to different
land use sectors. Because data protocols and institutional
arrangements for funding and providing public services are
so different from state to state, COCS findings can be com-
pared to discern an overall trend or pattern but should not
be averaged to suggest a national cost of development or
used as a proxy to predict future costs of new development
in a specific community.
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II. How Communities Have
Used COCS Studies


Good planning involves outlining when, where
and how residential, commercial and industrial
development will occur, and whether, where and


which land should be protected for agriculture or forestry,
flood control, wildlife habitat, recreation and other purpos-
es. To make good decisions, citizens and local leaders must
know what they want and how they will pay for it. One of
the most important first steps in the planning process is to
understand how different land uses affect the community’s
fiscal stability. Over the years, AFT’s COCS studies have
received tremendous attention for doing just this. They
inform communities of the relationship between how 
the land is used and the fiscal costs or benefits to the 
local government.


Communities conduct COCS studies for a variety of
reasons. Often it is to support existing land protection 
programs or to develop new ones. Some communities are
primarily interested in raising awareness about the benefits
of protecting natural resources, while others have broader
planning goals. Other major reasons are to compare the
impacts of different land uses, to direct new development
toward existing infrastructure or to supplement a compre-
hensive planning process. COCS studies are most valuable
to communities that are concerned about farm and other
open lands. The results of a 1999 survey conducted by
AFT and the Southern New England Forestry Consortium
(SNEFC) suggest that COCS studies are most useful to
places undergoing transition, especially those experiencing
persistent development pressure. This is often when critical
policy decisions are being made.


What Communities Say about COCS 


Having conducted nearly 20 studies between them,
AFT and SNEFC teamed up to evaluate the usefulness of
COCS studies to communities. Informal feedback from
people in the communities where studies were conducted
suggested that COCS studies raised awareness of the value
of agricultural and other open lands and helped improve
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the dialogue about local land use policies. To find out how
often and to what extent, AFT and SNEFC collaborated on
a survey of more than 50 communities where COCS stud-
ies had been conducted. 


Fifty-five people from 16 states were interviewed by
phone. They were asked where they had first heard of
COCS studies and whether there had been specific issues or
events that led to the decision to perform a study in their
communities. They were asked about their goals and
whether the study helped achieve them. They were asked
how they had used the results, whether they were still using
them and if the results were made available to the general
public, as well as what the response had been. Finally,
respondents were asked to give criticisms and make 
suggestions. 


Although useful results were expected from the survey,
the extent of the positive feedback was surprising and
encouraging. The constructive criticism was helpful, as
well, and generally showed participants’ understanding of
the COCS methodology and the complexity of the issues
involved. Respondents said that the studies were effective,
that findings have been used as educational tools for citi-
zens and local officials and/or as part of a campaign to
raise public awareness about conservation and/or growth,
and in many cases respondents reported that the impact of
studies resulted in direct action. 


• 88 percent of respondents who had sought to
achieve specific goals said the study helped
accomplish them;


• 81 percent said they still used the findings,
including results released more than 10 years
earlier; 


• 65 percent said that the study contributed to a
shift in awareness or public opinion in regard to
valuing farmland, forest land and open space;
and


• 64 percent said that the study contributed to the
development, revision or enactment of land use
policies reflecting increased public investment in
open space protection.
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Some of the policies or programs influenced include:
purchase of development rights programs; transfer of devel-
opment rights programs; comprehensive planning, includ-
ing master plans that include agricultural protection;
agricultural zoning; and use assessment tax programs.  


In short, the findings from COCS studies helped these
communities improve dialogue about land protection
strategies, build support for farmland protection programs,
improve local planning and zoning for agriculture, defend
use assessment tax policies, motivate community leaders to
fund strategic farmland mapping and more.  


Some specific examples cited of the use of COCS 
studies include:


• Findings from a study of five townships in
Monmouth County, New Jersey, helped build
support for several local ballot initiatives
approved by New Jersey voters in 1998 to 
support PDR and open space acquisitions; then-
governor Christine Whitman referred to the
Monmouth County study to encourage voters
to approve the state’s $1 billion Green Acres
bond act, which also passed that year.14


• Using the results of a COCS study of
Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky, local land
trusts built support for a county-level PDR pro-
gram, which was adopted in 2000.15


• A 1997 study of Frederick County, Maryland,
has been used to create interest in enhancing the
county’s PDR program and to develop new
farmland protection programs. As one of the
survey respondents said, COCS studies offer a
fiscal “rationale for the protection of farmland
and open space that is easily understood and
not easily refuted.” 16
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III. COCS Methodology


Most COCS studies are conducted at the 
county, township or town level. However, if
adequate data are available, COCS studies


may be used to examine almost any level of government.
Availability of data is crucial, so it is important to assess
key community characteristics before deciding whether or
not to do a COCS study.  


It is helpful to have experienced analysts conduct the
research and analyze results. A person with background in
public administration, finance, economics or planning can
deal with a variety of complex situations and knows that
shortcuts lead to questionable findings. Township and
county budgets and budget documents can be a bewildering
thicket of information. Even an informed researcher can
lose track of the relationship between the numbers and
their fiscal relationship to local land uses.  


AFT collects and analyzes data in three basic steps
refined over the years to address a variety of challenges
that have arisen in the process of conducting replicable
studies. The most difficult challenge is the high degree of
variability in governmental and financial organization in
different geographic regions. Completing a successful study
in one state does not ensure success in another because
institutional funding arrangements and provision of servic-
es, availability of computerized records, and financial pro-
tocols vary greatly from state to state. Based on lessons
from past studies, AFT has learned to avoid pitfalls
encountered in data collection and to ask local financial
officers a series of questions before starting a study to
determine whether or not the COCS methodology can 
be used.


Before AFT starts a COCS study, researchers must
answer the following questions to decide if a study is feasi-
ble in a specific community and, if it can, to determine how
much time and budget it will take to conduct the study.
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TOP 10 Questions to Answer TOP 10 Questions to Answer 
BeforBefore Stare Starting a COCS Studyting a COCS Study


1. What level of government collects and distributes the
majority of taxes?


2. What level of government provides the majority of public
services?


3. How much of the budget does real property tax revenue
support?


4. What were the actual dollar amounts raised by each major
source of revenue in the last budget year? 


5. How are public services provided—both inside and outside
of incorporated areas?  


6. Are there any departments or special districts that operate
separately from the general government?  


7. If so, what are they and how many are there of each?


8. How much land is owned by state or federal governments,
not including roads (e.g. parks, forest preserves, wildlife
refuges)? 


9. Do these public entities make payments in lieu of taxes?


10. What other limiting factors must analysts consider?
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Getting Started


Once the decision is made to conduct the study, but
before starting the research, it is crucial to have the support
of a high-ranking local official, such as a county supervisor
or county manager. Although town and county budgets are
publicly available, the accuracy of the studies depends on
departmental data, the insights of department managers
and financial officers, and other information that is con-
trolled by community officials and staff. When local offi-
cials and budget managers are involved throughout the
study, people believe the results, which makes them more
likely to be publicized, used in key decisions and incorpo-
rated into the long-term planning process. It is not enough
to have the support of a local advocacy group if communi-
ty officials do not support the study. 


1) Gather and Organize Data


At the beginning of the data collecting stage, it is im-
portant to establish relationships with local administrators
and department managers. If they are involved from the
beginning, they will be more likely to provide crucial infor-
mation. This will make gathering and organizing the data
easier, as well as improving the acceptance of the results.  


Because COCS is a case-study method, the value of the
findings is in direct correlation to access to reliable data.
While some financial records are available to the public,
specific departmental budgets and records often are not—
so financial officers and department heads must be willing
to provide budgetary information, answer questions and
offer insights to provide researchers with a truly accurate
picture of revenues and expenditures in relation to land uses. 
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The following list outlines some of the most important
financial data gathered to analyze revenues and expenditures:


• Annual Report;


• Municipal and/or county budgets;


• Audited financial statements;


• Property tax assessments or summaries;


• Applications for state aid; and 


• Budgets for any special districts that fall within
the study area. 


All other revenues and expenditures associated with
providing public services to local taxpayers must be exam-
ined and virtually all are included in the analysis (for 
possible exceptions, see chapter IV). In addition, demo-
graphic and census information can be useful, as well as
any recent planning documents or maps, zoning by-laws,
open space plans or blueprints for downtown revitaliza-
tion, which provide community context.


It is challenging to interpret tax records to reflect
COCS land use categories. The following standard land use
definitions are adapted and refined based on state and local
land use and tax definitions. For example, some communi-
ties have sufficient commercial and industrial activity to
analyze each sector individually, while smaller and more
rural communities often do not. In communities with a
small amount of land owned by local government and
buildings open to the public for passive recreation, these
are included in farm/forest/open land category. However, if
there is a sizeable amount of public land, it should be treat-
ed as a separate land use category since COCS studies are
intended to examine the contribution of privately owned
working lands.


Residential Development—All single- and multi-family
residences and apartment buildings, including farmhouses,
residences attached to other kinds of businesses and rental
units; all town-owned property used for active recreation
or social functions for local residents. 


Commercial and Industrial Development—All privately
owned buildings and land associated with business 
purposes, the manufacturing of goods or the provision of
services, excluding agricultural and forestry industries, 
and utilities. 
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Farm, Forest and Open Land—All privately owned
land and buildings associated with agricultural and forestry
industries, including temporary housing for seasonal work-
ers who are not permanent residents. Land that cannot be
developed due to steep slopes and other limiting factors,
and open lands typically in excess of five acres, including
some municipal or county-owned parks and open space. 


Although agriculture and forestry often are classified as
commercial uses for tax purposes, typically they are buried
in these categories, so COCS studies examine them sepa-
rately. Because their tax revenues tend to be quite modest,
working lands usually are ignored in analyses of the com-
mercial/ industrial sector. Treating them as a distinct land
use category improves the likelihood that they will be con-
sidered in local policy decisions. 


That said, agriculture and forestry
are commercial/industrial land uses,
and COCS studies analyze their fiscal
contributions accordingly. For exam-
ple, many people think that farm families are what make a
farm a farm, not its commercial operation. But since COCS
studies analyze the agricultural operation as a business,
they separate the farm residence from agricultural, horticul-
tural or forest acreage and building assessments, just as
they would an apartment on top of a family-owned grocery
or restaurant. AFT prefers to do this using the state’s own
tax assessment classifications. For example, in Utah, “the
area of land devoted to agricultural use shall include all
land under barns, sheds, silos, cribs, greenhouses, lakes,
dams, ponds, streams, and irrigation ditches, but excludes
land actively used in connection with the farmhouse.”17
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The farm residence and the full market value of the
associated house lot (usually six acres) are added to the res-
idential sector. Whether a farm family is actually living on
the farm, or whether the farm is inhabited by a tenant, a
retired parent, or is owned by someone who doesn’t farm
but just leases land for agriculture, tax revenues associated
with the farmhouse are included with and analyzed as part
of the residential land use sector. 


2) Allocate Revenues and Expenditures


Revenues


Most property tax revenues are recorded by land use,
but other types of revenues typically are not. Once prelimi-
nary data have been gathered, interviews with department
heads and local officials can give researchers a better
understanding of what is included in specific budgets and
how departments are related. Budget managers supply spe-
cific details on line items, how revenues were generated and
how revenues break down according to land use. Activities
with revenues from more than one land use require a 
thorough analysis of financial records to determine the
appropriate breakdown.  


Revenues typically are grouped into classes such as:


• Property taxes


• Local receipts


• Permits and fees


• Sales and/or income taxes


• Special districts


• State and/or federal aid


• Free cash and miscellaneous revenues
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Property Tax Revenues


Once financial data have been gathered and organized,
property taxes are allocated, and in most municipalities,
they comprise the largest category of revenues. They also
have the clearest relationship to land use of all the different
types of taxes.


Because land use categories used in a COCS study
specifically address agricultural and other open land uses,
they tend to be somewhat different from typical state and
local definitions. For example, in Massachusetts, land
enrolled in the state’s use assessment program is included
with commercial properties and taxed at the commercial
rate using agricultural value.18 While agriculture is indeed
a commercial use—some even consider it industrial—for
the purposes of a COCS study, farmland is a key land use
in the working and open land sector. So it is necessary to
reallocate revenues to fit COCS land use categories.  


Some revenues are easy to allocate. For example, 
corporate revenue is commercial and revenue from single-
family homes is residential. Farmers, ranchers, foresters
and their families are community residents, whether or not
they live on the land that they work. So property tax rev-
enues from their homes and a large lot surrounding their
homes are included in the residential category. Receipts
from manufacturing, utilities, telecommunications and
pipelines are industrial. Although they could be considered
commercial, property taxes from grain and feed elevators,
barns, silos, greenhouses and related farm properties are
included with agricultural and open land. So are revenues
from seasonal housing for farm employees. On the other
hand, revenues from rented homes for permanent residents
are allocated to the residential land use sector, even though
these typically are classified as commercial for tax purposes.


Even within a single state, the tax categories may not
be consistent from one town to another. Thus, local records
must be matched with COCS land use definitions by trans-
ferring property values from the state tax classes to the
local ones. Local assessors are familiar with the threshold
acreages for different land use types and can help
researchers locate information about specific parcels to
make necessary determinations.
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Mixed-use parcels can be difficult to allocate. If the
value of different land uses can be determined, they can be
broken out accordingly. Otherwise, they are attributed to
the category of primary use. Most communities have com-
puterized records that show lot size, number and type of
buildings and so on. These are used to provide the detail
necessary to distribute revenues.  


Personal property tax also must be investigated careful-
ly. For example, in Massachusetts, it is a tax on second
homes and on equipment associated with the operation of
a business, but in Illinois, it is a separate type of tax levied
on cars, boats and other types of property. In Maryland, a
small portion of personal property tax is paid by agriculture.


Other Revenues


Generally, the same type of analysis is used to allocate
other revenues as is used for property taxes. Again, some
categories are easy to determine. For example, state aid for
education is allocated to residential. Building permit fees
are distributed according to the type of land use indicated
by permit files or in a summary report. The same approach
is used for other types of permits and licenses, e.g., mar-
riage licenses and cemetery fees are classified as residential.


Other revenues can be more difficult to allocate. For
instance, income from a state lottery may be distributed in
many ways. Some lottery funds are earmarked for special
programs, while others are available for general use.
Sometimes general funds are dispersed according to a for-
mula. State money that comes into a municipal general
fund usually cannot be attributed to a single land use cate-
gory. Generally, it must be divided among the land use 
categories in the same way as the department that it funds.
For example, in Wicomico County, Maryland, the residen-
tial sector benefits from 68 percent of detention center
services, commercial/industrial from 29 percent and farm
and open land 3 percent. State aid that went into the gener-
al fund for this purpose was apportioned to land uses in
the same way.


Special taxes and tax districts are carefully considered.
They may serve a limited population (a subset of the study
area), and their fees may cover the costs of the service. In
that case, they are omitted from the analysis and men-
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tioned in a footnote. However, if a special district serves all
residents and is paid for out of regular tax revenues, it is
included. Or, if the community or county subsidizes the
service, for example, by covering employee health benefits,
the district would be included in the analysis.


Generally, properties owned by land trusts and other
tax-exempt properties have a negligible impact on public
services. However, if a significant number of properties (or
one large property) are making payments in lieu of taxes,
these must be reflected in the allocations. On the other
hand, if they are not contributing revenues at all but
require public services, this must be reflected in the alloca-
tions of expenditures. 


The tax-exempt situation is different in every 
municipality and needs to be carefully considered. If the
community has a significant amount of tax exempt acreage,
researchers should consider adding a fourth land use cate-
gory. This would inform officials of the extent to which the
other land uses are subsidizing these properties and transfer
expenditures from the other land use categories to the tax-
exempt category. In this case, careful consideration should
be made prior to beginning a COCS study to decide how to
account for this land. 


Expenditures


While property tax revenues are tracked by land use
categories, most government expenditures are not.
Therefore interviews play an important role in determining
the nature of public services provided and how they relate
to businesses, residences and open land. The most challeng-
ing yet critical part of a COCS study is to allocate expendi-
tures based on land use demand. As a rule, municipalities
do not track public expenditures by land use. If they do,
they usually consider agricultural, forest and open land
either a subsidiary or interim use and do not report on it.
As with revenues, some expenditures are straightforward—
for example, education and most health and human services
are residential, as are government expenses such as elec-
tions and voter registration. But building and zoning costs
are based on the time involved in issuing permits and con-
ducting inspections for each land use area. 
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More detailed analysis is required for fire and police
department expenditures, which generally account for a
large portion of public safety budgets. For example, fire
department activities may include answering a variety of
calls, inspecting smoke detectors, responding to highway
emergencies, surveying industrial sprinkler systems and
educating school children. These are all allocated to the
appropriate land use category. The same type of breakdown
is done for police department budgets. Working and open
lands typically do not require much public safety protection.  


General government expenses can be hard to allocate.
Those for the tax collector and assessors are based on land
use value, but others are trickier. To some extent, adminis-
trative and insurance costs apply to all land uses. If the
expense cannot be tied to a specific land use, fallback per-
centages are used as a default figure to complete the analysis. 


Of all expenses, those categorized as public works often
are the most difficult to assign. This is especially true for
highways. The number of curb miles provides useful infor-
mation, but simply counting the number of miles and 
estimating how many went through each land use sector
does not give an accurate picture of road use, since so
many different users travel each roadway and often they
are just passing through and have little relationship to com-
munity land use. A more detailed discussion of road use is
included in chapter IV.


3) Analyze Data and Calculate Ratios


The final analytical step begins with data entry and
entering formulas into a spreadsheet to make the necessary
calculations to arrive at the ratios now so familiar to users
of COCS studies. The dollar amount for each line item of
the budget is allocated appropriately across the selected
land use categories, and the logic behind them should be
explained in an accompanying report. Data must be
checked, rechecked—and rechecked again—for accuracy
and consistency, and formulas are checked and rechecked
to ensure that the columns and rows add up and all dollar
amounts have been accounted for. Comparing total rev-
enues to total expenditures in each category shows the net
public service cost (surplus or deficit) generated by each
land use. This information in ratio form shows the cost for
every dollar raised by each land use.  
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To help ensure accuracy, when AFT performs a COCS
study, staff ask local administrators and budget managers
who have supplied important data to review their prelimi-
nary findings. Any data input errors are corrected and any
significant comments about interpretation of that data are
incorporated into the final analysis. 


When AFT completes a study, staff generally write a
final report or brochure and present the findings to local
sponsors, public officials and/or concerned citizens in 
public meetings. This is where the goals, assumptions,
methodology, land use definitions and an explanation of
any unusual factors can be spelled out. The support of the
sponsors is as critical at this point as at any other. If major
concerns or skepticism about the methodology or results
are expressed, they can be addressed in this forum.
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IV. Special Considerations


COCS studies have been replicated widely. The
pattern of their findings has been consistent and
variations have been small, regardless of whether


academic researchers, planners, consultants or citizen
groups have conducted or commissioned the study. 


The previous chapters have shown that COCS studies
have been useful for raising public awareness of the fiscal
importance of agricultural lands, adding information to the
dialogue about growth and land protection, and building
support for PDR and differential assessment programs. In
addition, study results are supported by other types of 
fiscal analysis that show municipal per capita spending
increases as open lands are converted to residential uses.  


AFT developed the COCS method in New England,
where there is local tax authority and powerful town gov-
ernment. It is most effective in communities where property
taxes are a major revenue source. The method works well
under this fiscal structure because property taxes have a
relatively straightforward relationship to land uses. Studies
are more challenging where taxes are not as tied to land
use and where there are complex layers of government and
public services. 


In Michigan, for example, a multitude of countywide
services makes it difficult to determine the portion received
by an individual town. Although it is possible to account
for the cost of these services, it is not possible to know if
the town actually receives the proportion of services for
which it pays. In this situation land use percentages can be
calculated countywide and used as a fallback for each town.


Communities with a Hierarchy of Services


Sometimes a hierarchy of community, district and 
county offices combined provide public services. Here the
portion of revenue from individual properties must be
determined for each level of government as property own-
ers may receive one tax bill for township services, a second
for education and a third for county services. Generally, it
is fairly straightforward to allocate property tax revenues
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to land use by multiplying the total assessed value of the
properties in a land use category by the tax rate for 
each service.  


Expenditures are more complicated. Allocating expen-
ditures is especially difficult when studying services to a
small area, such as a town or township within a county
service structure. For example, in Pennsylvania, services
provided by one county included: property assessments,
courts, elections, planning, parks and recreation, prisons,
sheriff, and voter registration. The revenue to pay for these
county services comes from a variety of sources in addition
to property taxes, such as state revenue sharing, fees for
services and grants. 


A further complication is that county departments often
do not track expenditures by township or other geographic
area. Only some will be able to track their efforts by loca-
tion. For example, the county planning department may be
able to determine how much of its budget was spent in a
specific community, while the county court would not keep
track of court cases by the address of the participants in a
trial. In this case, if a county department does not work in
every town or township in every given year, it is assumed
that on average, over all departments and over a number of
years, the community will require the amount of services
that it pays for through property taxes. So the amount used
as revenue for county services would be the cost of provid-
ing those services.


Public Lands


The COCS method was developed to evaluate privately
owned lands on the tax rolls. Although a study can be
done in communities with an abundance of publicly owned
land, other methods should be considered or modifications
made to the basic approach.  


If local, state or federal governments own a small per-
centage of land and make payments in lieu of taxes, the
COCS methodology can account for these. If there is no
revenue from such properties and no services are provided
to them, they can be left out. But if there are revenues,
expenditures, or both, they must be accounted for, and this
can be tricky if the government entity does not pay its fees
or provide for land management. If public and private
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lands are commingled in the
analysis, the findings for pri-
vate lands may be distorted.  


When public lands are
included, it is advisable to 
create a separate land use cat-
egory to evaluate them. A
New Hampshire Wildlife
Federation study in Groton,
New Hampshire, divided open
space into two categories: pri-
vate land enrolled in the
state’s use-assessment program
and state-owned land. They
found that while the private


lands more than paid for themselves, the amount the state
was paying the town in lieu of taxes was insufficient to
cover services to state-owned properties. In this case, the
public land was, in fact, a significant financial drain.


Variations in Land Use Categories


The results of COCS studies are remarkably consistent,
but there are many minor variations in the ratios because
the method is based on case studies. While the pattern
holds up overall, the uniqueness of tax structures and 
communities’ decisions results in variations from one com-
munity or state to another. Findings must not be averaged
to make predictions about new development costs in a
given state, nor should generalizations be made from one
state to another.


Differences in land use categories make the findings
hard to compare except in very general ways. Land use 
definitions vary greatly from one part of the country to
another, due to significant variations in terrain and tradi-
tional land uses. Since each state has different definitions
and criteria for open space and agriculture, it is important
to use a clear rationale to draw this line. While some tax
codes are very clear about land use definitions, others are
more complex. AFT typically uses state criteria developed
to classify land in use assessment programs, and local
assessors know the thresholds for residential land versus
open space. For example, in Massachusetts a house on five
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acres or less is classified under the residential category, but
in Colorado a house can have up to 35 acres and still be
counted as a residential use.  


One possible reason for variations in ratios between
jurisdictions within one state is that properties are
reassessed periodically. It may make a difference where
they are in the cycle. For instance, if it has been a while
since the last assessment, land whose value appreciates
more rapidly will be assessed at a lower value, while unde-
veloped land may remain more constant.  


Fallback Percentages 


Allocating revenues or expenditures that do not have a
clear relationship to land use is the most problematic
aspect of COCS studies. In some cases, a “fallback” per-
centage must be used to divide parts of the budget that
cannot be distributed in a more precise way. Typically, it is
derived from the percentage of revenues raised by a land
use and generally used to allocate unclear expenditures,
particularly administrative costs. Only rarely is it used to
distribute small amounts of revenue that cannot be distrib-
uted another way. 


No proxy is ideal in any kind of research, and neither is
the fallback method used in COCS studies. Because it
essentially washes out revenues and expenditures, it is used
as a way to show the full budget without making a deci-
sion about how to attribute costs that are not readily tied
to land use. Where there are many separate county services,
it may be better to find another proxy than property tax
figures. For example, the budgets of the Assessor and Tax
Collector may be divided using the percentage of total
parcels in each land use category to reflect the departments’
workload. This approach makes sense in communities
where the tax contribution is significantly reduced by spe-
cial assessment. The use of a fallback is thornier when
applied to revenues, and as a rule, AFT discourages the use
of fallbacks except when there are no other alternatives. 
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Roads


Local road and highway costs are one of the hardest
things to allocate by land use. There are so many different
users of each road that it is very challenging to determine
what percentage originates from commercial/industrial, resi-
dential, or farm, forest and open space lands. 


Different methods can be used to obtain reliable infor-
mation. For example, in Middleborough, Massachusetts,
street listings and road inventory files were obtained from
the Massachusetts Highway Department Bureau of
Transportation Planning and Development. The road
inventory file contained information about each road in


town, including the admin-
istrative or maintenance
responsibility (Mass.
Highway Dept. or the
town), the Federal-Aid
Urban/Rural Designation
(Urban City, Urban Town
and Rural Town), the func-
tional classification (local,
rural principal arterial,
rural major collector and
rural minor collector) and
the length of each classified
segment. 


Information from the
road inventory was used to
group roads in town by
one of three types: 


• Residential only (subdivisions and a residential
portion of the downtown grid);


• Rural roads that primarily serve residential and
farmland/open space properties outside of the
downtown area; and 


• Downtown streets that serve business and resi-
dential traffic. 


Only town-maintained roads were included in the
analysis. Streets used exclusively for residential purposes
comprised 15 percent of the total, rural roads accounted
for 79 percent and downtown streets covered 7 percent.
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The town planner and the highway department supervi-
sor provided information to determine the proportional use
of the three defined road types. Exclusively residential
streets were allocated to the residential land use category.
Streets in the downtown area were determined to be
approximately 67 percent residential and 33 percent com-
mercial use. Rural roads were determined to be 80 percent
residential, 5 percent commercial, and 15 percent farm, for-
est and open space. In this way, the mileage of each road
type could be divided into the three categories. In a case
where more specific data are not available, highway expen-
ditures could be split between the fallback and a percentage
based on the numbers of motor vehicle licenses issued by
residential, commercial and agricultural classes.


Grants


Grants are significant when allocating revenues and
expenditures because they fund many programs and services.
To allocate them properly, it is important to find out why
the grant was obtained and specifically what it pays for.
However, because grants generally are not spent in the
same fiscal year they are received, they do not always bal-
ance out. If the grant is for something or several things that
fall under multiple land use categories, it may throw off the
calculations. If it would be a wash over time, it can be left
out of the analysis. Grants must be dealt with on a case-by-
case basis and carefully evaluated to decide whether to
include them or not. If they are not included, the rationale
must be explained.


Courts


Court revenues and expenditures vary across the United
States. In New England, where most COCS studies are
done by township, courts are not included, as they are a
county or state function. In other parts of the country,
where county government is prevalent, researchers must
account for court revenues and expenditures. A wide 
variety of courts exists, serving different functions and con-
stituencies, such as land court, criminal court and divorce
court. Court records can be quite complicated, and it is
often difficult to determine with which type of land use a
court case is most closely linked or even to which year it
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should be allocated. The most useful method is to interview
the most knowledgeable person within that court for the
best estimate of what percentage of cases applies to which
segments of the population. When the land use relationship
cannot be determined, in the absence of any other informa-
tion, fallback percentages must be used.


Agricultural Employees


One complication often encountered is how to deal
with service costs for farm labor. If laborers are permanent
employees and residents, they are included with the resi-
dential land use category, just like employees of other 
businesses. However, seasonal farm laborers, living in tem-
porary quarters on or near a farm, are counted as farm and
open space costs. 


Enterprise Funds


Enterprise funds are separate budgets set up by some
departments within a jurisdiction and are not part of the
general budget. Generally, they are extremely small and can
be left out. Sometimes water and/or sewer services are pri-
vately operated with enterprise funds, collecting fees direct-
ly from users. In this case, the revenues and expenditures
are equal and the service can be excluded from the analysis.
It is important to be sure this is actually the case, however,
before making this exclusion.


35


Cost of Community Services Studies


©
 H


istoric D
eerfield, Photo by Am


anda M
erullo







V. Evaluating COCS Studies


Fiscal impact literature spans a wide range of
methodologies and approaches. Most studies are
traditional fiscal impact analyses, which project


the net cash flow of new development to local govern-
ments.19 A typical fiscal impact analysis assesses the direct
effects of several development scenarios and may also
include indirect or secondary economic impacts. Ad Hoc
Associates, a Vermont-based consulting firm, developed an
interesting approach of examining the relationship of prop-
erty taxes to socioeconomic land use indicators. COCS
studies have gained recognition for their alternative
approach to analyzing current fiscal conditions based on
land uses that include agriculture and other working lands. 


The findings of COCS studies are consistent with those
of other types of fiscal analysis, which document the high
municipal costs associated with residential development
and the lower costs associated with commercial and indus-
trial development. Their particular contribution is to show
that working lands, even combined with “nonproductive”
open space, have a similar fiscal impact to commercial and
industrial uses. In this way, COCS study findings are con-
sistent with those of tax base and a few fiscal impact stud-
ies that demonstrate the financial benefits of open space.  


Comparison with Other Fiscal Analyses


Fiscal impact analysis is a far-reaching and well-
developed approach. Studies generally fall into two basic
categories: 1) theoretical analyses of area-wide alternative
and/or cumulative development scenarios and 2) analyses
of the impact of specific development proposals. These
often compare the fiscal impacts of different density scenar-
ios on one parcel of land but can include an analysis of the
impacts of development versus preservation of that land.


“Build-out” scenarios evaluate cumulative impacts of
all expected development within a jurisdiction over time.
Methodologies vary. The “per capita” method is the most
common. It determines the costs of development by averag-
ing the total cost of required services by the number of
people using them, sometimes with a multiplier to assess
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more distant effects. Another popular method is the
“econometric” model, which projects impacts year by year,
usually for very large projects. A third possible scenario is
to compare varying types of residential development, such
as different types of housing20 or variable growth rates.21


A study using the per capita multiplier approach on a sin-
gle three-bedroom home found the net impact to be a 
significant cost to the municipality.22


Growth trend studies examine the future fiscal—and
often economic—costs of different development patterns.
They generally are based on an analysis of two to four
potential development scenarios, usually focused on resi-
dential uses but sometimes including commercial and
industrial uses. AFT has adapted this method to look at the
effects of different growth scenarios on agricultural lands.
One scenario usually assesses the fiscal impact of current
growth trends (typically sprawl), while the others measure
the impacts of denser development scenarios. These studies
generally find that compact development is significantly
less expensive than scattered development, particularly for
infrastructure (such as roads, water and sewer). In the long
term, ongoing operating costs for such infrastructure also
are reduced with compact development, and there is less
need to acquire land for public parks and recreation.23 The
annual savings to municipalities was found to be in the 
2-3 percent range in several studies.24


Site-specific fiscal impact studies analyze the cost of a
specific development project and may also compare the
costs of developing versus preserving a given parcel of land.
In this case, they would compare the revenues and costs
generated by new residential development versus the rev-
enues and costs generated by the undeveloped parcel.
Findings typically show a net loss from residential develop-
ment.25 Other types of fiscal analysis assess the impact of a
particular development, such as an office complex or resi-
dential subdivision.26


Ad Hoc Associates research evaluates the long-term fis-
cal impacts of land use. Their case study approach analyzes
the relationship between land conservation and develop-
ment, investigating both short-term and long-term impacts
on the overall tax base, as well as on the actual tax bills
paid by local residents. Results typically show that in the
short run, development increases the tax base by adding
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property value, whereas land protection does not provide
additional tax revenue and may reduce the tax base.
However, in the long term, open land requires a much
lower level of services than developed land, limiting cost
increases to municipal budgets. An Ad Hoc Associates
study of Massachusetts found: 


1. Tax bills are lowest in towns with the most
open space per capita, even though these com-
munities tend to have the most land enrolled in
use assessment programs; 


2. Towns where open land makes up a larger pro-
portion of the tax base have lower tax rates, on
average, than more developed towns; and 


3. Towns with the most permanently protected
land have lower tax rates, on average.27


One of their most interesting findings was that tax rates
tend to be highest in towns with the most commercial and
industrial activity. They offer three possible explanations.
First, commercial and industrial activities create jobs that
attract new residents, resulting in higher municipal expen-
ditures overall. Secondly, commercial and industrial devel-
opment does not appreciate as quickly as open land or
residential development—in fact, it often depreciates. While
this sector originally may represent 10 percent of the tax
base, over time this may shrink to 5 percent of the tax
base—due simply to differences in appreciation rates.28


Finally, communities with larger tax bases generally offer
more services.  


The COCS case study approach measures how much a
community currently spends to provide public services to
its major land uses. Specifically developed for rural and
transitional—or urbanizing—communities, they stand out
because they include agricultural and other “undeveloped”
lands in their analysis along with traditional developed
land uses. Depending upon local tax structure, studies have
been done at the county, township, town and village levels. 


COCS findings about development are consistent with
those of other fiscal analyses: On average, residential devel-
opment does not pay for itself and must be subsidized by
commercial and industrial uses. What COCS studies add to
this picture is that working lands and open space—even
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when assessed at their current use value—contribute more
tax revenues than they receive in services. Like commer-
cial/industrial land uses in general, working lands typically
contribute surplus revenues. Findings have been replicated
widely, using a consistent methodology to determine the
actual costs of providing public services to residential, com-
mercial/industrial and agricultural/open land. The studies
are relatively inexpensive and reasonably easy to perform
and, with refinements over time, have been adapted to
evaluate more complex tax structures. Local citizens and
decision-makers have found the results easy to understand
and communicate.  


Critiques of COCS


1. COCS studies do not give a picture of the full costs and
benefits of future urban growth. They do not measure
non-market values or the negative externalities that
may occur due to new urban development. Some of
these include: pollution, traffic congestion, loss of green
space, environmental amenities and community charac-
ter. While externalities are not hard to understand in a
qualitative way, they are very hard to quantify, making
this type of analysis complex, academically rigorous
and time consuming. Such studies require resources that
typically make them too elaborate and expensive for
most rural and transitional communities to afford.    


New residents contribute to the economic base of the
community as well as paying taxes and demanding
municipal services. The extent that new residential
development will generate additional costs depends on
the level and capacity of existing community services.
This is particularly important with regards to school
capacity. According to the ERS report, Development at
the Urban Fringe, schools typically account for 60-70
percent of spending.29 But it holds for other services as
well. The effects of different capacities suggest that the
costs of providing additional public services vary. Costs
also will vary depending on how land uses are distrib-
uted across a jurisdiction, among other things. By
design, COCS studies focus on current fiscal conditions
and do not predict the future economic impacts of
growth. As well as understanding current conditions,
communities at or near capacity should consider the
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long-term costs of growth: building a new school, fire
house or police station, for example, or adding public
water or sewer if existing development relies on private
wells and septic systems.  


COCS studies also do not show the hidden costs of
deferred maintenance and prolonged burdens on services.
For example, in Wicomico County, Maryland, the sher-
iff pointed out that current growth patterns are intensi-
fying the need for expensive training of new 
officers, and that continuous use of the department’s
vehicles was shortening their normal life span. The
COCS study did not project the effect of such increases
on future land use relationships. Benefits of new devel-
opment include new construction jobs or secondary
impacts of commercial employment and profits. A
COCS study would not show the complex relationships
between these events. 


That said, COCS studies do not measure the positive
economic impacts of agriculture or forestry either. To
get at these, AFT uses data from the Census of
Agriculture, Bureau of Labor, state departments of agri-
culture and other sources, and Impact Analysis for
Planning (IMPLAN) software to create agricultural
industry profiles to show the direct and indirect contri-
butions of agriculture to local economies.  


2. COCS studies average revenues and costs across land
use and thus do not differentiate between types of resi-
dential development. This is true of other fiscal impact
approaches as well, and is used in many build-out 
scenarios, especially the “per capita” approach. While
it makes COCS findings less precise as a predictive tool,
it does give an accurate picture of the aggregate costs of
existing land uses. The purpose of a COCS study is to
discover the fiscal contribution of working and open
lands so they may be duly considered in the planning
process, not to recommend one type of development
over another. Because they are descriptive, they should
not be used to predict the impact of a single develop-
ment. If the goal is to forecast either the relative
impacts of different development scenarios or the 
associated economic impacts, a different approach
should be used. 
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3. COCS studies separate out the farmhouse from the
farmland thus loading the analysis by dealing only with
the land and not with the people who work it. The fact
that a farm family may or may not live on the land that
they work is not relevant to a COCS study. Farmers,
ranchers, foresters and their families are community
residents regardless of their occupations. They require
the same kinds of municipal services as other resi-
dents—although often to a lesser degree, as they are
more likely than other residents to live on dirt roads,
have wells and septic systems and tend to their own
garbage removal. Furthermore, since the farm popula-
tion is rapidly aging, even farmers living on their land
are less likely to require expensive educational services
than other community residents. A COCS study does
not address these factors, but simply includes property
tax revenues from their homes and the full market
value of a large house lot in the residential sector, along
with state aid for education and all other revenues that
would be obtained from other community residents. 


While the public still holds fondly the belief that the
farm family is what makes a farm a farm, this notion is
based on sentiment, not agricultural economics, state
definitions of agricultural land or tax policies. Agricul-
ture is a significant commercial—and in some cases
industrial—enterprise, which contributes 13 percent of
the nation’s gross domestic product,30 as well as adding
to communities’ local economic base. 


Many agricultural operations rely on rented land. Thus,
COCS studies consider tax revenues and expenditures
for agricultural and other working lands in the same
way as they consider them for other commercial/indus-
trial land uses.  


According to the 1997 Census of Agriculture, about 
70 percent of America’s agricultural operators live on
the farms that they operate—a statistic that has
remained essentially the same since 1982. But while the
number of all farmers declined between 1982 and
1997, the number of farmers who reported living on
the farm they operated declined by 14 percent while the
number of those who reported not living on the farm
they operated only declined by 4 percent. Furthermore,
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the number of farm operators who reported “farming”
as their principal occupation declined by 22 percent in
the same 15-year period. Finally, the proportion of the
farm population that is nearing or at retirement age is
increasing relative to the number of young people
entering agriculture. In 1982, there were more than
62,000 farm operators under the age of 25. That num-
ber had shrunk to less than 21,000 by 1997. On the
other hand, in 1982, not quite 400,000 operators were 
70 years old and over, which dropped to 256,000 in
1987 and then grew to more than 317,000 by 1997.31


4.  COCS studies do not take into account the “cost” or
“benefit” theory of taxation. This theory maintains that
given a limited supply of land, growth creates an
increased demand for it, which boosts property values
(and the net worth of the owners) and thus increases
total property tax revenue, which can pay for improved
infrastructure such as roads and schools.32 COCS stud-
ies do not try to determine these values, nor do they try
to place a value on the negative effects of growth (e.g.,
loss of agricultural productivity, landscape amenities
and quality of life, increased traffic congestion, air and
water pollution, etc.) It is not clear how this theory
might affect COCS findings or whether it would be
meaningful to community residents paying the
increased property taxes.


Other Limitations 


In the AFT/SNEFC survey, some respondents pointed
out other limitations in the method, such as:  it looks back
rather than forward in time, it does not provide temporal
comparisons, and it fails to examine long-term effects and
hidden costs of commercial/industrial uses (see Appendix B
for survey responses.) These are legitimate points, and this
information can be obtained in other types of studies.
COCS studies are intended to help local officials and citi-
zens understand the present relationship of land uses
including working lands—not to speculate about the fiscal
impacts of taking that land out of productive use. 


COCS studies are like a current conditions report,
intentionally relying on current and historical budgetary
information. Although they show the immediate impact of
tax breaks for commercial/industrial uses, they do not 
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analyze the extent to which these breaks affect the ratios.
While no temporal comparisons have been done to date,
there is nothing inherent in the method that precludes
doing a temporal comparison. In fact, it would be interest-
ing to return to a community and find out whether its land
use relationships changed over time. 


More expensive and elaborate studies are necessary to
measure the fiscal impacts of different residential develop-
ment scenarios or the cumulative costs of commercial/
industrial development. Such studies are extremely valuable
and should be seriously considered either as a follow-up to
or instead of a COCS study. A large body of fiscal impact
research exists to measure the costs of future development
and should be used for this type of analysis. This is why it
is important for study sponsors to be clear on their goals
for the project to make sure that COCS is the appropriate
research tool.


Every type of fiscal analysis has limitations; all are use-
ful planning tools. Choosing one methodology over anoth-
er should be made on the basis of desired outcomes and
available budget. Unlike the more complex methodologies,
COCS studies are affordable to rural or transitional com-
munities that lack professional planning staff, and they
present data in a way that community members can under-
stand and use.  


In sum, COCS studies have many merits, especially for
decision-makers in rural and suburban communities with
limited budgets that are experiencing rapid land use
changes and want to understand the fiscal impact of their
working landscape. COCS studies are not a one-stop-shop
for fiscal and economic analysis, but what they do, they 
do well—and no other methodologies accomplish the 
same thing.
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Future Research 


More and more people are becoming concerned about
the impacts of current development patterns and future
growth on their communities. More research is needed to
determine which methods of fiscal analysis are most valu-
able in different situations and to evaluate the findings
from a COCS study—not just the approach—with the find-
ings of other kinds of fiscal impact analysis in a specific
community to see how they compare.  


It would be interesting to conduct a cost-benefit analy-
sis of new development types as a valuable complement to
a COCS study in the same community. COCS studies meas-
ure the costs of municipal services but do not evaluate the
benefits of existing land uses or of new development. A
cost-benefit analysis could include market and non-market
costs and benefits, which could be compared with the find-
ings from the COCS study and add considerably to the
knowledge base available for community decision-making. 


COCS studies evaluate municipal services in relation to
land use demand, but not in relation to current service
capacity. If a community is already at capacity, any popula-
tion growth is a costly proposition. But if the community
has excess service capacity, adding new residences adds no
marginal cost of services for water, sewer, roads, schools,
police and fire vehicles, dispatching equipment and so on.
It would be useful to include an evaluation of current serv-
ice capacity either as part of or in addition to a COCS
study to add another important piece of information to the
dialogue about planning for future growth.  


Since so many factors affect land use ratios in a COCS
study, it would be interesting to do a regression analysis to
try to tease out the relative importance of any individual
factor—such as service capacity, the extent of urbanization
in the community, size of budget, amount of local govern-
ment, number of special districts, etc. Future research could
compare two or more communities, holding different vari-
ables constant to assess the effects of various factors.


Finally, it would be useful to conduct follow-up COCS
studies, perhaps 10 to15 years after an original study, to
see if the ratios changed. A temporal analysis would be an
interesting way to evaluate the implications of a COCS
study over time—especially if the follow-up could be done
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in several communities in one state that had similar profiles
and ratios in the first analysis, but had experienced differ-
ent rates of growth. While a comparison might be difficult
due to the many variables that could affect the new ratios,
a temporal analysis would provide a longer vision than is
possible in an individual study.  


45


Cost of Community Services Studies


Photo C
ourtesy of U


SD
A N


R
C


S







American Farmland Trust


Conclusion


More than half of America’s land is privately
owned and managed.33 Agriculture plays a
primary role in maintaining these lands and


supporting the heritage and cultural identity of the country-
side that goes with them. While producing food, fiber and
fuel, farm and ranch lands also supply a landscape
Americans cherish.  


U.S. agriculture is an important engine of economic
activity, contributing products and services to support
rural, suburban and urban communities. The 1997 Census
of Agriculture reported the market value of the nation’s
agricultural commodities as $197 billion. Beyond the direct
impacts of agricultural production, according to the USDA
Economic Research Service, in 1996 American agriculture
and its related industries generated nearly $1 trillion, or 13
percent, of GDP and employed nearly 23 million people, or
17 percent of the U.S. work force.34


Well-managed farm and ranch lands provide numerous
environmental benefits, offering food and cover for
wildlife, controlling floods, protecting watersheds and
maintaining air quality. Public awareness of the multiple
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benefits of working lands has led to greater community
appreciation of the importance of keeping land open for
fiscal, economic and environmental reasons. As a result,
people increasingly are challenging the perspective that
new development is necessarily the most desirable use of
agricultural land—especially in rural communities and
communities undergoing transition from rural to suburban.


COCS studies have helped elevate the debate about
smart growth and land conservation. The pattern of their
findings is clear: Residential uses consistently cost more in
services than they provide in revenues, while other commu-
nity land uses—including working and open lands, cost less
in services than they provide in revenues. As a result,
COCS studies have helped inform local planning decisions
and support land-friendly public policies by providing reli-
able baseline information and demonstrating that open
lands make a positive contribution to municipal and 
county budgets. 


The Costs and Consequences of Sprawl


As COCS studies have taken hold, so has the smart
growth movement, which has gained momentum and
evolved from a specialized concern of urban planners and
environmentalists to a national issue. The public is increas-
ingly aware that ordinary citizens have a choice about
development and that quality of life is affected by that
choice. Empowered by successes at the ballot box, smart
growth coalitions and networks are getting more sophisti-
cated with publications, Web sites and organizational agen-
das. Prominent individuals are speaking out about sprawl
and promoting public awareness about its consequences.
This does not make them anti-growth, however, and while
some would like to “pull up the drawbridge” in the
remaining rural areas, most people agree that it is more a
question of how to grow rather than whether to grow.


Sprawl is the unintended consequence of 50 or more
years of successful public policies encouraging home own-
ership, highway construction and suburban expansion.
Characterized by segregated land uses and dependency on
automobiles, it physically separates people from where they
work, shop and play, disconnecting them from the things
they need every day. These development patterns have
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resulted in the loss of productive agricultural land and
open space—between 1982 and 1997, more than 25 mil-
lion acres were converted to development.35


Private reliance on automobiles has public costs—for
example, annual infrastructure costs per car average
between $4,000 and $9,400.36 And it leads to pedestrian
and traffic fatalities, traffic delays for commuters and
longer school bus rides for children. For example, nearly
five times as many youths are killed in traffic than in inner
city violence.37 By 2005, Americans are expected to lose 
7 billion hours a year to traffic delays—an annual cost of
$34 billion!38 And an AFT study of the collar counties of
Chicago, Illinois, found that scattered development results
in 600 percent longer police response times, 50 percent
longer ambulance response times and 33 percent longer fire
response times than compact development.39


The following chart from the ERS report Development
at the Urban Fringe and Beyond summarizes several promi-
nent researchers’ findings of the costs of infrastructure rela-
tive to sprawl.
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Beyond highway maintenance and improvements,
sprawl necessitates extended public infrastructure: water,
sewer, drainage and flood management measures. These
things make sprawl expensive. For example, since 1980, the
rapidly growing Fresno, California, has added $56 million
in yearly revenues but $123 million in public service costs.40


Contrary to popular opinion, sprawl generally is not
the result of increases in population. Between 1982 and
1997, the U.S. population grew by approximately 17 per-
cent, while the amount of urbanized land increased by 
47 percent.41 Nationwide, urban land density dropped by
20 percent.42 The 2001 Brookings Institute Report cites
several impressive state specific examples:


• The population of the Atlanta metropolitan 
statistical area (MSA) increased by 61 percent,
but urbanized land expanded 81 percent.43


• Metropolitan Boston saw a population increase
of only 7 percent but expanded its developed
land area by 47 percent.44


• Pittsburgh lost 8 percent of its population but
still urbanized 42 percent more land.45


• The population of metropolitan Minneapolis-St.
Paul increased by 25 percent but urbanized land
area expanded by 61 percent.46


• Portland, Maine, grew by 17 percent but devel-
oped 108 percent more land.47


The costs of sprawl are not only fiscal; they also are
personal and environmental. The Sierra Club estimates that
smog costs the state of Maryland $40 million in crop dam-
age each year.48 The South Carolina Coastal Conservation
League estimates that sprawl worsens non-point source pol-
lution by generating 43 percent more runoff with three
times greater sediment loads than traditional development.49
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The Impact of COCS Studies 


As evidence mounts that communities have paid a high
price for poorly managed growth, COCS studies show it is
time to appreciate the working landscape for its fiscal con-
tribution as well as its other public benefits. While its 
revenues may be modest, so are its demands for services.  


At the same time as they add to the tax base, working
lands provide wildlife habitat, help clean air and protect
wetlands and floodplains. They provide tourist and recre-
ational opportunities and contribute to the quality of life of
local residents. Agricultural and forestry industries are
important economically, creating jobs and supplying lucra-
tive secondary markets such as food processing and 
lumber milling.  


Underestimating the fiscal as well as economic impor-
tance of working lands has made it possible to squander
precious natural resources for their “highest and best” use,
forever altering the American landscape and weakening
rural economies. And while commercial/industrial growth
offers a potential balance, it is not a panacea. If local skills
are not available to fill the jobs created by new businesses,
new residential development will occur to accommodate
the new workforce. 
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Since open land uses require minimal services but pro-
vide sufficient revenue to support themselves, there is no
compelling fiscal reason to convert crops to condos. It is
only when there is a need to offset the loss of revenues
from residential development and its attendant service
needs that communities find themselves looking for addi-
tional revenues. By achieving a healthy balance of land
uses, those requiring large amounts of public services can
be supported by those requiring less.


Beyond COCS studies, local leaders should consider the
net fiscal impacts of land use on the tax base. But they
should not base their planning decisions solely on fiscal
relationships. The role of governments is to provide social
goods and services—it is to be expected that these have
costs. Fiscal health is only one component of many in mak-
ing sensible decisions about land use.  
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The Bottom Line


It is important for communities to see the full picture of
their land uses. Community decision-makers must weigh
the social, fiscal and environmental impacts of their choices
and find their own equilibrium. Yet, even with due consid-
eration of their multiple economic and ecological benefits,
agricultural and other open lands will continue to be
threatened by conversion to higher tax-generating uses. 


That is why local decision-makers must balance the
needs for growth, and the timing and locating of that
growth, with the needs of agriculture and resource conser-
vation. In the process, they may decide that conservation is
a sound community investment. 


COCS studies show that working lands are important
to consider for fiscal reasons, but these lands also benefit
communities because of the non-economic benefits they
provide. Revealing the net contribution of working lands to
community budgets can help leaders overcome the notion
that natural resources must be converted to other uses to
ensure fiscal stability.
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SUMMARY OF COST OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STUDIES


Revenue to Expenditure Ratios in Dollars


Community Residential Combined Farm/Forest Source
Including Commercial Open Land


Farm Houses & Industrial


Appendix A


Connecticut
Bolton 1 : 1.05 1 : 0.23 1 : 0.50 Geisler, 1998
Durham 1 : 1.07 1 : 0.27 1 : 0.23 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Farmington 1 : 1.33 1 : 0.32 1 : 0.31 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Hebron 1 : 1.06 1 : 0.47 1 : 0.43 American Farmland Trust, 1986
Litchfield 1 : 1.11 1 : 0.34 1 : 0.34 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Pomfret 1 : 1.06 1 : 0.27 1 : 0.86 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995


Idaho
Canyon County 1 : 1.08 1 : 0.79 1 : 0.54 Hartmans and Meyer, 1997
Cassia County 1 : 1.19 1 : 0.87 1 : 0.41 Hartmans and Meyer, 1997


Kentucky
Lexington-Fayette 1 : 1.64 1 : 0.22 1 : 0.93 American Farmland Trust, 1999


Maine
Bethel 1 : 1.29 1 : 0.59 1 : 0.06 Good, Antioch New England Graduate School, 1994


Maryland
Carroll County 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.48 1 : 0.45 Carroll County Dept. of Management & Budget, 1994
Cecil County 1 : 1.12 1 : 0.28 1 : 0.37 Cecil County Office of Economic Development, 1994
Frederick County 1 : 1.14 1 : 0.50 1 : 0.53 American Farmland Trust, 1997


Massachusetts
Agawam 1 : 1.05 1 : 0.44 1 : 0.31 American Farmland Trust, 1992
Becket 1 : 1.02 1 : 0.83 1 : 0.72 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Deerfield 1 : 1.16 1 : 0.38 1 : 0.29 American Farmland Trust, 1992
Franklin 1 : 1.02 1 : 0.58 1 : 0.40 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Gill 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.43 1 : 0.38 American Farmland Trust, 1992
Leverett 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.29 1 : 0.25 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Middleboro 1 : 1.08 1 : 0.47 1 : 0.70 American Farmland Trust, 2001
Southborough 1 : 1.03 1 : 0.26 1 : 0.45 Adams and Hines, 1997
Westford 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.53 1 : 0.39 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Williamstown 1 : 1.11 1 : 0.34 1 : 0.40 Hazler et al., 1992


Michigan
Scio Township 1 : 1.40 1 : 0.28 1 : 0.62 University of Michigan, 1994


Minnesota
Farmington 1 : 1.02 1 : 0.79 1 : 0.77 American Farmland Trust, 1994
Lake Elmo 1 : 1.07 1 : 0.20 1 : 0.27 American Farmland Trust, 1994
Independence 1 : 1.03 1 : 0.19 1 : 0.47 American Farmland Trust, 1994
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Montana
Carbon County 1 : 1.60 1 : 0.21 1 : 0.34 Prinzing, 1999
Gallatin County 1 : 1.45 1 : 0.16 1 : 0.25 Haggerty, 1996
Flathead County 1 : 1.23 1 : 0.26 1 : 0.34 Citizens for a Better Flathead, 1999


New Hampshire
Deerfield 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.22 1 : 0.35 Auger, 1994
Dover 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.63 1 : 0.94 Kingsley et al., 1993
Exeter 1 : 1.07 1 : 0.40 1 : 0.82 Niebling, 1997
Fremont 1 : 1.04 1 : 0.94 1 : 0.36 Auger, 1994
Groton 1 : 1.01 1 : 0.12 1 : 0.88 New Hampshire Wildlife Federation, 2001
Stratham 1 : 1.15 1 : 0.19 1 : 0.40 Auger, 1994
Lyme 1 : 1.05 1 : 0.28 1 : 0.23 Pickard, 2000


New Jersey (Townships)
Freehold 1 : 1.51 1 : 0.17 1 : 0.33 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Holmdel 1 : 1.38 1 : 0.21 1 : 0.66 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Middletown 1 : 1.14 1 : 0.34 1 : 0.36 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Upper Freehold 1 : 1.18 1 : 0.20 1 : 0.35 American Farmland Trust, 1998
Wall 1 : 1.28 1 : 0.30 1 : 0.54 American Farmland Trust, 1998


New York
Amenia 1 : 1.23 1 : 0.25 1 : 0.17 Bucknall, 1989
Beekman 1 : 1.12 1 : 0.18 1 : 0.48 American Farmland Trust, 1989
Dix 1 : 1.51 1 : 0.27 1 : 0.31 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1993
Farmington 1 : 1.22 1 : 0.27 1 : 0.72 Kinsman et al., 1991
Fishkill 1 : 1.23 1 : 0.31 1 : 0.74 Bucknall, 1989
Hector 1 : 1.30 1 : 0.15 1 : 0.28 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1993
Kinderhook 1 : 1.05 1 : 0.21 1 : 0.17 Concerned Citizens of Kinderhook, 1996
Montour 1 : 1.50 1 : 0.28 1 : 0.29 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1992
Northeast 1 : 1.36 1 : 0.29 1 : 0.21 American Farmland Trust, 1989
Reading 1 : 1.88 1 : 0.26 1 : 0.32 Schuyler County League of Women Voters, 1992
Red Hook 1 : 1.11 1 : 0.20 1 : 0.22 Bucknall, 1989


Ohio
Madison Village 1 : 1.67 1 : 0.20 1 : 0.38 AFT and Lake County Ohio SWCD, 1993
Madison 1 : 1.40 1 : 0.25 1 : 0.30 AFT and Lake County Ohio SWCD, 1993
Township
Shalersville 1 : 1.58 1 : 0.17 1 : 0.31 Portage County Regional Planning Commission, 1997
Township


SUMMARY OF COST OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STUDIES, Continued


Revenue to Expenditure Ratios in Dollars


Community Residential Combined Farm/Forest Source
Including Commercial Open Land


Farm Houses & Industrial
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Pennsylvania (Townships)
Allegheny 1 : 1.06 1 : 0.14 1 : 0.13 Kelsey, 1997
Bedminster 1 : 1.12 1 : 0.05 1 : 0.04 Kelsey, 1997
Bethel  1 : 1.08 1 : 0.17 1 : 0.06 Kelsey, 1992
Bingham 1 : 1.56 1 : 0.16 1 : 0.15 Kelsey, 1994
Buckingham 1 : 1.04 1 : 0.15 1 : 0.08 Kelsey, 1996
Carroll 1 : 1.03 1 : 0.06 1 : 0.02 Kelsey, 1992
Maiden Creek 1 : 1.28 1 : 0.11 1 : 0.06 Kelsey, 1998
Richmond 1 : 1.24 1 : 0.09 1 : 0.04 Kelsey, 1998
Stewardson 1 : 2.11 1 : 0.23 1 : 0.31 Kelsey, 1994
Straban 1 : 1.10 1 : 0.16 1 : 0.06 Kelsey, 1992
Sweden 1 : 1.38 1 : 0.07 1 : 0.08 Kelsey, 1994


Rhode Island
Hopkinton 1 : 1.08 1 : 0.31 1 : 0.31 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Little Compton 1 : 1.05 1 : 0.56 1 : 0.37 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995
Portsmouth 1 : 1.16 1 : 0.27 1 : 0.39 Johnston, 1997
West Greenwich 1 : 1.46 1 : 0.40 1 : 0.46 Southern New England Forest Consortium, 1995


Texas
Hays County 1 : 1.26 1 : 0.30 1 : 0.33 American Farmland Trust, 2000


Utah
Cache County 1 : 1.27 1 : 0.25 1 : 0.57 Snyder and Ferguson, 1994
Sevier County 1 : 1.11 1 : 0.31 1 : 0.99 Snyder and Ferguson, 1994
Utah County 1 : 1.23 1 : 0.26 1 : 0.82 Snyder and Ferguson, 1994


Virginia
Augusta County 1 : 1.22 1 : 0.20 1 : 0.80 Valley Conservation Council, 1997
Clarke County 1 : 1.26 1 : 0.21 1 : 0.15 Piedmont Environmental Council, 1994
Northampton 1 : 1.13 1 : 0.97 1 : 0.23 American Farmland Trust, 1999
County


Washington
Skagit County 1 : 1.25 1 : 0.30 1 : 0.51 American Farmland Trust, 1999


Wisconsin
Dunn 1 : 1.06 1 : 0.29 1 : 0.18 Town of Dunn, 1994
Dunn 1 : 1.02 1 : 0.55 1 : 0.15 Wisconsin Land Use Research Program, 1999
Perry 1 : 1.20 1 : 1.04 1 : 0.41 Wisconsin Land Use Research Program, 1999
Westport 1 : 1.11 1 : 0.31 1 : 0.13 Wisconsin Land Use Research Program, 1999


SUMMARY OF COST OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STUDIES, Continued


Revenue to Expenditure Ratios in Dollars


Community Residential Combined Farm/Forest Source
Including Commercial Open Land


Farm Houses & Industrial







Appendix B
Results from American Farmland Trust and


Southern New England Forestry Consortium Survey


In 1999, American Farmland Trust and the Southern New England Forestry Consortium
conducted a telephone survey of 39 people representing communities in which COCS studies
had been done. Some people were unable to answer some questions due to time constraints
or lack of information. The numbers below each question more accurately reflect the actual
number of answers to particular questions, and were used in the calculation of percentages.


1. Where did you first hear of Cost of Community Service Studies? 
39 people answered


14 (36%) from AFT staff or publications
6 (15%) didn’t remember
5 (13%) from other researchers
5 (13%) from colleagues
4 (10%) from orgs collaborating on study
2 (5%) from non-AFT publications
1 (3%) conference (Land Trust)
1 (3%) grad school
1 (3%) a concerned citizen


2. Were there specific issues or events that led to the decision to study the cost of services in
this/your community? 


38 people answered


Yes 31 (82%) 
No 7 (18%) {participated in the study upon invitation} 


of the 31 that had issues leading to decision  
8 (26%) mentioned growth and development pressures 
5 (16%) were concerned about issues of taxation 
5 (16%) were interested in the idea of the value of open space 
5 (16%) were actively acquiring OS for preservation 
5 (16%) were motivated by new legislation/upcoming elections 
3 (10%) were beginning a Master Plan process 
3 (10%) wanted local numbers to substantiate the general trend of COCS findings
2 (6%) were concerned about the loss of farmland or agriculture as an industry


(Percentages don’t add to 100% because some people mentioned more than one issue).


3. Did you have specific goals that you hoped the study would help to accomplish? 
35 people answered
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Yes 29 (83%)
No 6 (17%) {either they were asked to participate or were interested only in 
providing information}


Of the 29 who had specific goals
7 (24%) hoped to support existing or develop new OS acquisition/preservation programs 
6 (20%) were looking for information about the impact of land use on the tax base 
5 (17%) wanted to challenge the myth that residential development pays its way 
4 (14%) wanted to show that OS made financial sense 
3 (10%) hoped to raise general awareness about farmland preservation/ OS conservation 
3 (10%) wanted to inform an ongoing or upcoming planning process 
3 (10%) had preserving rural character as a goal 
3 (10%) wanted to determine the trade-offs of converting rural land to development 
3 (10%) had educational goals related to University co-op extension 
1 (3%) wanted to see how community would compare to study trend 
1 (3%) wanted to preserve ag industry 


3a. If yes, did the study help to accomplish them?
29 people answered


27 (93%) felt those goals were accomplished
2 (7%) did not accomplish goals
1 could not show buying open space was good finance because the high value of many


homes in the community skewed the ratios
1 was not able to protect agricultural industry or convince policy makers to preserve land


because: 
- Officials in the county were pro growth.  They perceived the study as a threat from the
outset and sabotaged its effectiveness by remaining quiet during the study process and
then publicly discounting its validity after it was completed.
- Findings were questioned. Young grad student that performed study did not command
the respect that an older person would have and that was necessary when requesting the
type of information required.  


4. What type of information did you hope to gather from the study?  
32 people answered


15 (47%) were looking for fiscal information to support OS protection
13 (41%) wanted info to help with development/land use decisions 
4 (13%) were looking to justify differential assessment 
3 (9%) wanted information to support growth controls
2 (6%) wanted local data to compare to study trend
2 (6%) wanted budgeting information


4a. Did the study provide you with this information? 
32 people answered


Yes 30 (93%)
No 2  (7%)
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1 felt that information was unreliable
1 said ratios did not support open space protection enough so and had to rely on other rea-


sons to support open space measures


5. How was the study funded?
30 people answered


10 (33%) were funded fully or in part by government funding
3 (30%) local
5 (50%) county
2 (20%) state agency
9 (30%) were done fully or partially as salaried work of ag extension agents
6 (20%) were funded fully or partially by AFT (general funds and grants received)
4 (13%) were funded by private conservation organizations
4 (13%) were funded by charitable foundations, 2 of which were local to area studied
1 (3%) was done by a volunteer organization
1 (3%) was partially funded by an individual
1 (3%) was funded by a private agricultural organization 


6. How have you or your organization used the study results?
37 people answered


33 (89%) mentioned its use as an educational tool for citizens and local officials and/or as a
component of a campaign to raise public awareness about land conservation or growth
controls.
-5 used brochures
-2 specifically mentioned presentations, including a statewide tour (NH)


12 (32%) mentioned lobbying to promote specific policies 
6 (16%) mentioned its use to inform a planning process
3 (8%) mentioned its use to promote the acquisition of OS
2 (5%) mentioned its use when discussing tax base issues, when it is usually used to promote


industrial development
1 usually used it to promote industrial development
1 used it show that residents should pay for services and not be subsidized by C/I
1 (3%) mentioned its use in a local election 


6a. Are you still using the results? (Non-community)
22 people answered 


Yes 18 (81%) 
No 4 (19%)


- 2 never used them, just did the research
- 1 don’t actively use them, but still gets requests for results
- 1 backed away from study after his job was threatened


7. Were the results made available to the general public? 
36 people answered
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Yes 34 (94%)
No 2 (6%)


Of the 34 who answered YES
27 (79%) said the results were discussed at public meetings, though it was often not the


focus 
25 (74%) said a report was published and made available (distributed, upon request, in


library)
3 (9%) distributed a brochure
1 (3%) posted results on a Web page


Of the 2 who answered NO
1 said AFT publicized it a bit, but they did not actively distribute the results
1 said the results, in and of themselves were not exciting enough to generate interest


8. Was a media relations campaign carried out?
36 people answered


No 22 (61%) 
Yes 14 (39%)


Of the 22 who answered NO
5 (23%) of these did receive some coverage in local media
3 (14%) mentioned that results were included in a media campaign on OS
2 (9%) were written up in extension newsletters


Of the 14 who answered YES
12 (86%) mentioned press releases or editorial briefs were sent out
2 (14%) mentioned press conferences
2 (14%) mentioned radio coverage
2 (14%) specifically mentioned articles written about studies


8a. Would it have been helpful to have had professional assistance with a media campaign?
36 people answered


6 had professional help {5 AFT, 1 other}
Of the remaining 30 


No 16 (53%)
Yes 9  (30%)
Maybe 5  (17%)


Of the 9 who answered YES
1 mentioned the importance of attracting local TV coverage to create a cascading effect on


other local media.  Perhaps staging a dramatic shot along a beautiful river.  Similarly,
another person thought that a campaign would be most successful if it was centered
around a specific goal, such as saving a particular apple farm.


1 never would have thought of such a thing
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Of the 16 who said NO
2 mentioned that a media campaign would backfire in their community, as there is a general


distrust of  media and big commotion.


9. In general how were the results received?
36 people answered


Very Well 12 (33%)
Well 11 (31%)
Mixed 5  (14%)
With Surprise 5  (14%)
Neutral 2  (6%)
Controversial 1  (3%)


9a. Were any individuals or groups skeptical or critical? 
36 people answered


No 22 (61%)
Yes 14 (39%)


Of the 22 who said there were no skeptics or critics, the answers to Question #9 regarding
general reception were as follows:


Very well 12 (55%)
With surprise 5  (23%)
Well 4  (18%)
Neutral 1  (5%)


Of the 14 who said there was some skepticism about the results, the answers to -Question #9
regarding general reception were as follows:


Well 7 (50%)
Mixed or depended who you asked 5 (36%)
Neutral 1 (7%)
Controversial 1 (7%)


If so, which groups and what were their criticisms?
14 people answered


10 (71%) mentioned local officials
7 (50%) mentioned developers and others related to development industry
5 (36%) mentioned the general citizenry
1 (7%) mentioned a conservation group
1 (7%) mentioned a farmer


Criticisms Mentioned (all biases should be attributed to the people surveyed)
Before mentioning specific criticisms they had heard, some people stated that the criticisms


were invalid because they were 
- rooted in a development agenda (4 people)
- rooted in the myth of development increasing the tax base (3 people)
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2 (14%) claimed the study was biased or unscientific
1 (7%) was that farmers should pay more taxes because they use the roads more than resi-


dents and other businesses
1 (7%) criticized study because it included school districts that were distinct from township


government in a township study
1 (7%) said that farms did not pay their way, due to differential assessment
1 (7%) said that sales tax was not properly accounted for
1 (7%) said that skepticism was allayed as soon as the details of the study were understood.


10. Do you have specific suggestions about how the study could be improved?
36 people answered


Responses to this question varied.  Some people had no suggestions and took the opportunity
to praise the study method or the researcher(s) that performed it.  Others gave suggestions
that could have been direct quotes from the “How to” book, such as, “Verify allocations
with local officials.”  Still others spoke about issues specific to their study, e.g., frustration
dealing with the 3 or 4 different budget software formats used by various townships in a
county.  What follows is a listing of the more useful suggestions.


5 (14%) people suggested updating numbers by plugging in new budget numbers to old allo-
cations. Reasons for doing this varied from stemming criticisms that numbers were outdated,
to re-raising issues raised by the original study, to providing information useful for compari-
son of different periods of town history.


4 (11%) people had suggestions regarding the allocation of the residential exposure, either
related to density, value or both. 


One person suggested that the category needs to be broken down further because he was
convinced that high-end development skews the study.  He said he needed some method to
refute the claim that expensive homes benefit the tax base.  The study, he claimed, does not
take into account, that higher end residents typically demand more services.  Therefore, stud-
ied towns with lots of high-end development, end up with results that promote low density,
sprawl.


Another person thought that the residential exposure needs to be differentiated by density.
She was convinced that the different demographics of condos vs. single family homes results
in much higher service costs to single family homes, since condo dwellers tend to have fewer
children, which results in a lower impact on school budgets.


It was also suggested that neighborhood or segment studies combined with the overall COCS
might be a way to resolve issues of density and value.  


4 (11%) people were concerned about the C/I ratios.  


One person suggested that the numbers should be presented differently so that they are not
so “disturbing.”  Another said that the study is easily misinterpreted because the figures are
strictly for the year studied, therefore-C/I ends up looking better than it really is.  Suggestions
for improvement fell into two categories:







1. Expansion of the method to further quantify the long-term effects of non-residen-
tial development.


2. Developing a method that analyzes the hidden costs of C/I development, includ-
ing-
- Incentives to industry such as tax deferrals
- Increase in residential population
- Services demanded by commuters (not just road maintenance, but also intangi-
bles such as headaches caused by traffic congestion)


3 (8%) people had suggestions on the current methodology


1 thought that the Commercial and Industrial categories should be separated because
they are drastically different in their impacts on town budget.


1 explained why he does not look through the Police and Fire logs to allocate expendi-
tures.  Rather, he uses Fall Back percentages since everyone benefits from their presence,
whether or not they actively use the services.


1 thought it would be helpful to have other methods of allocating funds instead of just by
land use, because of the different sizes of parcels in each exposure.  She did studies in
Idaho where the residential lots are much smaller than ag. acreage and felt that it was
more expensive to service larger acreages.  For example, fighting a fire in a wheat field
consumes more resources than fighting a house fire.


1 person thought that they still have not put school district taxes into correct light.
Town of Richmond has ag-zoning, while town of Maiden Creek does not.  Two towns
share a school district.  Maiden creek just put in 1000 new homes, which has profound
affect on the taxes of both communities.  Richmond had no say in the matter.


2 (6%) people thought that the study results should be publicized more.


2 (6%) people suggested developing a marginal cost methodology that would give a more
dynamic picture of a local budget.  They stated that this type of study would be more useful
for actual development decisions because it would give policy makers an idea of threshold
levels of development, e.g. the number of new residents that would result in the need to build
a new sewage treatment plant. 


Individual Suggestions:


1 person suggested that each published report should include a description of how to per-
form a COCS study.  That way, anybody that came across one, would be immediately
empowered to do one for their own community.


1 person had issues with AFT bureaucracy.  She thought the study was too expensive and
had trouble navigating the communication channels because of the size of the organization.


1 person suggested a separate, supplemental project that provides actual tax dollar figures
that townships are spending to subsidize new development. He felt that ratios are hard for
people to grasp and can tend to be easily dismissed, whereas, larger sums spent can have a
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more dramatic impact.


1 person was interested in a study that correlates crime rates and Open Space.


1 person was interested in a study that shows the total economic contribution of agricultural
land, instead of just its impact on local budgets


1 person suggested coming up with a separate ratio that correlates the land use percent of
each exposure to the tax base percent of each exposure.


1 person thought it would be helpful to develop a quick and dirty, fill-in-the-blanks method-
ology.  Perhaps just by removing all aspects of town government except for the school budget
and comparing how residential and farmland uses measure up.


1 person was concerned about the way in which the study was carried out in his county.  He
mentioned that more homework needed to be done because the complexity of the county was
not represented.  At the outset, the study was too broad and needed to be narrowed down at
the end when certain issues could not be resolved.  He also said more care should have been
taken in determining who to send to collect information.  Farm communities tend to distrust
outsiders and there is often a good old boy network that must be handled correctly.


11. Have any land use policies or programs been revised, developed or enacted since the
study results were released?


36 people answered


Yes 21 (58%)
No 15 (42%)


8 (22%) people mentioned the impact of the study on a Master Plan process
- 3 specifically mentioned that planning for OS was a priority
- 1 mentioned re-zoning to permit more commercial development
- 1 mentioned the passage of a bill that provides $50,000 dollars for communities to cre-
ate or update a Master Plan.


8 (22%) people mentioned increased public investment in OS (not necessarily farmland)
- 4 of whom mentioned specific land protection projects already carried out, which
together totaled over 1000 acres.
- 4 involved dedicated taxes
- 2 involved grants
- 1 involved the passage of a bond act


5 (14%) people mentioned policies specifically related to agricultural preservation, including
- the creation of Ag. districts
- the creation of a Farmland Preservation Board
- a Farmland Protection Plan
- the passage of a Right to Farm Act
- stricter regulations regarding the division of property in Ag zones.  Currently, a morato-
rium on further division is in place until they can straighten out the regulations.  As they
stand, the regulations are related to soil quality and are not clear enough about total


66


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







acreage to be useful in preserving large areas.


4 (11%) people mentioned Transfer, Purchase, or Donation of Development Rights


4 (11%) people mentioned regulations on new developments
- 3 people mentioned a New Development Impact fee, one of which doubled a previous
fee
- 1 mentioned an Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance
- 1 mentioned a fee in lieu of OS protection


3 (8%) people mentioned more detailed zoning ordinances
- Upper Freehold Township, NJ passed a zoning ordinance that increases density of resi-
dential development in exchange for preservation of ¾ of land.  Ex.  According to other
zoning regulations, a 100-acre plot normally could be developed into 50 - 2-acre lots.  If
developer sets aside 75acres, town allows the construction of 25 homes on 1-acre lots.


2 (6%) people mentioned a differential assessment program.
- The increased popularity of Pennsylvania’s Clean & Green preferential assessment pro-
gram has caused some controversy.  85% of land enrolled in the program is forested,
much of it owned by commercial forestry interests.  Some have begun leasing Hunting
rights on land, which has caused some to propose re-evaluation of the program, based on
both animal rights issues as well as issues of tax fairness.


11a.  If so, do you think that the study contributed to these policies?
21 people answered


Yes 19 (90%)
No 2  (10%)


Of the 19 who answered YES
-2 were careful to state that it was one piece of a large body of information used.
-2 said the study contributed by convincing people that it was worth the money and time
resources spent to save OS, because it saved on tax expenditures in the long run.
-1 said it was “a vital, indispensable part.”


Of the 2 who answered NO
- 1 hedged a bit and said that several decision-makers knew about the study, but could not
say for certain how much of an influence it had on policies.  
- The other person said that the land conservation projects carried out after the study was
completed already had the support of residents.  


12. Other than specific policies, have you noticed a shift in awareness or public opinion in
regards to valuing farmland, forestland and open space?


36 people answered


Yes 28 (78%)
No 8  (22%)


This shift has been apparent to the 28 who answered YES in the following ways:


67


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust







7 (25%) people said that currently there is great concern about development issues, sprawl,
and the loss of OS


6 (21%) people mentioned the study’s impact on public discussions 
- 4 noted a shift in conventional wisdom away from the myth of development adding to
tax base, sometimes without mention of the studies.
- 1 said it provides a rational basis for land use discussions
- 1 noted more willingness to discuss the usage of public $ on OS preservation


4(14%) people said local and state officials have been vocal about study results or the impor-
tance of OS preservation.  One of these people mentioned that the study played a role in
the election of county commissioners with conservation agendas.


4 (14%) people mentioned that people have become more active in local decision making in
regards to development/conservation issues


4 (14%) people mentioned that communities are beginning to plan for OS


1 (4%) person mentioned that the shift in awareness is only in regards to OS, and that a
study by LakeTran (OH) showed that agricultural issues are disconnected from OS issues
in the minds of Ohio residents.


Of the 8 who answered NO
3 said there was good awareness already


1 said she moved away 3 months after the study was completed and didn’t know 


12a. If so, in your opinion, did the study contribute to this shift? 
28 people answered


Yes 21 (75%)
No 7  (25%)


Of the 7 who said NO
- 3 said so because they could not be sure that study had an effect.
- Another said that the concerns people have become aware of are outside of the study, but
many people are aware of results, so they influence decisions somehow.


13. Are the study results still used by the studied community? 
38 people answered, 11 of which did not know


Of the 27 remaining


Yes 22 (81%)
No 5  (19%) 2 said that the results were never used, in one case because the town-
ship administrator “hates the study.”


68


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







69


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust


Appendix C







70


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







71


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust







72


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







73


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust







BIBLIOGRAPHY
Ad Hoc Associates.  The Effects of Development and Land Conservation on Property Taxes in Connecticut


Towns. New Haven, Conn.: The Trust for Public Land, 1995.


________.  Land Conservation, Development and Property Taxes in New York. Poughkeepsie, N.Y.: Scenic
Hudson, Inc., 1997.


________  Property Taxes, Growth and Land Conservation in the Adirondacks. Elizabethtown, N.Y.: Adirondack
Council, 1996.


________.  Property Taxes in Vinalhaven, Maine. Commissioned by Maine Coast Heritage Trust and Vinalhaven
Land Trust, 1996.


Aiken, David J.  State Farmland: Preferential Assessment Statutes. Lincoln, Nebr.: University of Nebraska-Lincoln
Institute of Agriculture and Natural Resources.


Alexander, Laura.  “Property Value Analysis: Webb Forest Preserve, New London, N.H.”  Paper prepared for
Environmental Economics course at Antioch New England Graduate School, Keene, N.H., 1999.


American Farmland Trust.  Alternatives for Future Urban Growth in California’s Central Valley: The Bottom
Line for Agriculture and Taxpayers-Summary Report. Davis, Calif.:  AFT, 1995.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Frederick County, Maryland. Northampton, Mass.:1997.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Hebron, Connecticut. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1986.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT,
1999.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Madison Village and Township Lake County, Ohio.
Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1993.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Middleborough, Massachusetts. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT,
2001.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Monmouth County, New Jersey. Commissioned by the
Monmouth Conservation Foundation.  Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1998.


________.  The Cost of Community Services in Northampton County, Virginia. Northampton, Mass.: AFT, 1999.


________.  Cost of Community Services: Skagit County, Washington. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1999.


________.  Cost of Community Services:  The Value of Farm and Ranch Land in Hays County, Texas. San
Marcos, Texas:  AFT, 2000. 


________.  Density Related Public Costs. Northampton, Mass.: AFT, 1986.


________.  Does Farmland Protection Pay? The Cost of Community Services in Three Massachusetts Towns.
Lancaster, Mass.: The Massachusetts Department of Food and Agriculture, 1992.


________.  Farmland and the Tax Bill:  The Cost of Community Services in Three Minnesota Cities.
Northampton, Mass.: AFT, 1994.


________.  Is Farmland Protection a Community Investment?  How to Do a Cost of Community Services Study.
Northampton, Mass.: AFT, 1993.


________.  Living on the Edge, The Costs and Risks of Scatter Development. DeKalb, Ill.: American Farmland
Trust, 1998.


74


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







American Farmland Trust and Cornell University Cooperative Extension.  The Cost of Community Services in
Towns in Dutchess County, New York. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1989.


American Farmland Trust and Tischler & Associates, Inc.  Fiscal and Economic Impacts of Agriculture in
Worcester County, Maryland. Northampton, Mass.:  AFT, 1999.


Auger, Philip A.  Does Open Space Pay? Durham, N.H.: University of New Hampshire Cooperative Extension,
n.d.


Beaumont, Constance E., ed.  Challenging Sprawl: Organizational Responses to a National Problem.
Washington, D.C.: National Trust for Historic Preservation, 1999.


Brighton, Deb.  Community Choices: Thinking Through Land Conservation, Development, and Property Taxes in
Massachusetts. Boston, Mass.: The Trust for Public Land, 1999.


Brighton, Deb and Judy Cooper.  The Effect of Land Conservation on Property Tax Bills in Six Vermont Towns.
The Vermont Land Trust, 1994.


Bucknall, Christopher P.  The Real Cost of Development. Poughkeepsie, N.Y.: Scenic Hudson Inc., 1989. 


Bunnell, Gene.  “Fiscal Impact Studies as Advocacy and Story Telling.” Journal of Planning Literature, 12, no. 2
(1997):136-151. 


Burchell, Robert W.   The Development Impact Assessment Handbook and Model.  Washington, D.C.:  Urban
Land Institute, 1994.


Burchell, Robert W. and David Listokin.  Fiscal Impact Analysis and the Fiscal Impact Hierarchy: A Glimpse at
the Argument. Paper presented at Lincoln Institute of Land Policy conference, Does Land Conservation Pay?
Determining the Fiscal Implications of Preserving Open Land, 19 May 1994, Chicago, Illinois.


________.  The Fiscal Impact Handbook:  Estimating Local Costs and Revenues of Land Development. New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, 1978. 


________.  Fiscal Impact Procedures and the Fiscal Impact Hierarchy: The Public Costs and Revenues of Differing
Types of Land Uses. Paper presented at the 1994 Annual Conference on Public Budgeting and Finance of the
Association for Budgeting and Financial Management, 13-15 October 1994, Washington, D.C. 


________.  Fiscal Impact Procedures and State of the Art: The Subset Questions of the Costs and Revenues of
Open Space and Agricultural Lands. Paper presented at Lincoln Institute of Land Policy conference, Does
Land Conservation Pay? Determining the Fiscal Implications of Preserving Open Land, 12 May 1992,
Cambridge, Massachusetts. 


________.  Land, Infrastructure, Housing Costs and Fiscal Impacts Associated with Growth: The Literature on
the Impacts of Sprawl versus Managed Growth. Working Paper, Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge,
Mass., 1995.  


Burchell, W., D. Listokin and W.R. Dolphin.  The New Practitioner’s Guide to Fiscal Impact Analysis.
Brunswick, N.J.:  Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy Research, 1985. 


Chicoine, D.L., and N. Walzer. Financing Local Infrastructure in Non-Metropolitan Areas. Praeger Publishers,
1986.


Cooke, Stephen, Bruce Weber and George Goldman.  Evaluating Fiscal Impact Studies: Community Guidelines.
Coping with Growth Series. Oregon State University Western Rural Development Center, 1996.  


Council on Environmental Quality.  Untaxing Open Space: An Evaluation of the Effectiveness of Differential
Assessment of Farms and Open Space. 1976.


Crooks, Lisa, et al.  Land Conservation in Sheffield and Egremont: Does it Make Cents? Sheffield, Mass.: The
Nature Conservancy, Sheffield Land Trust and Egremont Land Trust, 1998.  


75


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust







Dotzour, Mark.  Fiscal Impact Studies: Does Growth Pay for Itself? Available online at
<http://www.nahb.net/growth_issues/fiscal_impact/growth_pays.html>. 


Dunbar, Tim.  Ranchettes: The Subtle Sprawl. Davis, Calif.: American Farmland Trust, 2000.


DuPage County Development Department.  Impacts of Development on DuPage County Property Taxes.
Wheaton, Ill.: DuPage County Regional Planning Commission, 1992.


Dutchess County, New York, Planning Department. “Economic Benefits of Land Conservation.” Technical
Memo, February 1991.


________.  “Defining Open Space,” Technical Memo, July 1991.


Edward, Mary, Douglas Jackson-Smith, Steve Ventura and Jill Bukovac.  The Cost of Community Services for
Three Dane County Towns:  Dunn, Perry, and Westport. Research Report No. 1.  Madison, Wisc.: University
of Wisconsin, Wisconsin Land Use Research Program, August 1999.


Fariello, Leonardo A. and Largman, Rich.  Economic Analysis for the Schiff Reservation in Mendham Township.
Morristown, N.J.: Citizens for Controlled Development, 1993.  


Fodor, Eben.  The Cost of Growth in Washington State. Columbia Public Interest Policy Institute, 2000.  


Frank, J.E.  The Costs of Alternative Development Patterns: A Review of the Literature. Washington, D.C.:  The
Urban Land Institute, 1989.


Fulton, William, et al.  Who Sprawls Most? How Growth Patterns Differ Across the U.S. Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 2001.


Hagerty, Mark.  The Cost of Community Services in Custer County, Colorado. Study sponsored by San Isabel
Foundation, Custer Heritage Committee, Sonoran Institute and American Farmland Trust, 2000.


Hamilton, Leonard W. and Paul B. Wehn.  “The Myth of the Ratables.”  Paper prepared for the Great Swamp
Watershed Association, New Vernon, N.J., 1992.


Harrigan, David and Kathy Morse.  “The Cost of Growth.”  Forest Notes (Spring 1989). Concord: Society for
the Protection of New Hampshire Forests.


Heimlich, Ralph E. and William D. Anderson.  Development at the Urban Fringe and Beyond: Impacts on
Agriculture and Rural Land. Agricultural Report No. 803. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Agriculture-
Economic Research Service, 2001. 


Holzheimer, Terry.  “How has fiscal impact analysis been integrated into comprehensive planning?  Case studies
of Howard County, Maryland, and Loudon County, Virginia.”  In Proceedings of the 1998 National Planning
Conference, American Planning Association.  Available online at
<http://www.asu.edu/caed/proceedings98/Holz/holz.html>.


Kelsey, Timothy W.  “Local Taxbases and Change: The Fiscal Impacts of Alternative Land Uses.”  University
Park, Pa.:  PennState College of Agricultural Sciences Cooperative Extension, 1993.


________.  “The Fiscal Impacts of Alternative Land Uses:  What Do Cost of Community Service Studies Really
Tell Us?” Journal of the Community Development Society 27, no. 1 (1996).


________. “The Fiscal Impacts of Different Land Uses:  The Pennsylvania Experience.” University Park, Pa.:
PennState College of Agricultural Sciences Cooperative Extension, 1995.


Kraybill, David S. and Elena Irwin.  An Economic and Fiscal Impact Study of the Proposed Little Darby National
Wildlife Refuge. Columbus, Ohio:  Ohio State University, Department of Agricultural, Environmental, and
Development Economics, 2000. 


76


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust







Leighton, Martha and Neil Meyer.  Cost of Community Services:  Case Studies in Bonneville, Canyon, Cassia and
Kootenai Counties. Moscow, Idaho: University of Idaho Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural
Sociology, 2000.


Lipton, Kathryn L., Alden Manchester and William Edmondson.  The Food and Fiber System: Contributing to
U.S. and World Economies. Agricultural Information Bulletin No. 742. Washington, D.C.:  U. S. Department
of Agriculture, 1998.


Maine Coast Heritage Trust. The Positive Economics of Conservation. Technical Bulletin No. 112.  Brunswick,
Maine: Maine Coast Heritage Trust, 1991. 


Massachusetts Department of Revenue, Bureau of Local Assessment. Property Type Classificiation Codes, Chapter
61, 61A, 61B Property.  Boston:  Massachusetts DOR, Division of Local Services, January 1998.


Mayors and Members of the Township Committee, Township of Mendham.  “Report of the Financial Impact on
Taxpayers for Acquisition of the Schiff Tract by Mendham Township.”  Mendham, N.J., 1994. 


Meek, Alfie. “Economic Impact Models Explained.” University of Georgia Business Outreach Services and Small
Business Development Center. Available online at <http://www.economic impact.com/models.pdf>.


National Governors Association. “Policy Position on Better Land Use Policy.” 1999, revised 2002. Available
online at <http://www.nga.org/nga/legislativeUpdate/1,1169,C_POLICY_POSITION^D_662.00.html>.


Nelessen, Anton C.  Visions for a New American Dream. Chicago, Ill.: American Planning Association, 1994.


Netzer, D.  Economics of the Property Tax. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institute, 1966. 


New Jersey Land Forum.  “Economic Analysis Shows Farmland Preservation Pays.”  New Jersey Land Forum 12,
no.1 (1995).


Paul, Keli A. “The Effects of Urban Sprawl on Sustainability.” New Planner, Fall 1997.


Pickard, Constance.  1998 Cost of Community Services Study:  Town of Lyme, New Hampshire. Sponsored by
The Lyme Hill and Valley Association and The Statewide Program of Action to Conserve Our Environment
(S.P.A.C.E.), 2000.


Pioneer Valley Planning Commission.  Westhampton: A Plan to Balance the Tax Base. Funded by a grant from
the Massachusetts Department of Housing and Community Development, 1998.  


Planner’s Collaborative, Inc.  “Harwich Fiscal Impact Analysis.”  Available online at <http://www.thecollabora-
tive.com/pdf/harwich.pdf>.


Prindle, Allen M. and Thomas W. Blaine.  Local Government Topics:  Cost of Community Services. Local
Government Information and Education Network (LGIEN) Fact Sheet.  Urbana, Ill.: University of Illinois
Extension Service, 2000.  Available online at <http://www.extension.uiuc.edu/factsheets/lgien0011.ps.pdf>.


RKG Associates, Inc.  Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis of Development at Variable Growth Rates: Island of
Nantucket-Final Report. Nantucket, Mass.: The Nantucket Land Council, 1998.  


Siegel, Michael L.  Developments and Dollars: An Introduction to Fiscal Impact Analysis in Land Use Planning.
Washington, DC: Natural Resources Defense Council, 2000. 


Sierra Club of America.  The National Sprawl Fact Sheet. Washington, D.C.: SCA, 1998.


________.  Sprawl Costs Us All. Washington, D.C.: SCA, 1997.


South Carolina Coastal Conservation League. Land Development Bulletin. Charleston, S.C.:  SCCCL, 1995.


Southeast Michigan Council of Governments.  Fiscal Impacts of Alternative Land Development Patterns in
Michigan: The Costs of Current Development versus Compact Growth-Summary of Findings. 1996.


77


Cost of Community Services Studies


American Farmland Trust







Taylor, Dorothy Tripp.  1997 Cost of Community Services Study:  Groton, New Hampshire. Concord, N.H.: New
Hampshire Wildlife Federation, 2001.


Tischler & Associates, Inc.  Fiscal Impact Analysis of Residential Development Alternatives: Lancaster County,
Pennsylvania.  In Lincoln Institute of Land Policy Resource Manual: Does Land Conservation Pay?
Determining the Fiscal Implications of Preserving Open Land. Cambridge, Mass.: Lincoln Institute of Land
Policy, 1993.


The Trust for Public Land and the Land Trust Alliance.  LandVote 2001: Americans Invest in Open Space.
Available online at <http://www.lta.org/publicpolicy/landvote2001.htm>. Boston, Mass.: LTA and TPL, 2002.


Turner, Stephen J.  The Fiscal Impact Worksheet-Developed for the Town of Milford, New Hampshire. 1990.  


Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Council.  Impact Study of the Washington Venture #1 Subdivision in Washington,
New Hampshire. Lebanon, N.H.: Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Council, 1990.  


Upper Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission.  Impact Study of the Expansion of the Country
Village Manufactured Housing Park by Dana Rood in Canaan, New Hampshire. Lebanon, N.H.: Upper
Valley Lake Sunapee Regional Planning Commission, 1992.  


U.S. Bureau of the Census (USBC).  United States Census 2000. Washington, D.C.:  U.S. Department of
Commerce, U.S. Government Printing Office, 2000.


U.S. Conference of Mayors.  “Resolution Promoting the Preservation of Urban-Influenced Farmland.”  Adopted
at 69th Annual conference, June 2001.  Available online at
<http://www.usmayors.org/uscm/resolutions/69th_conference/ee_6.asp>.


U.S. Department of Agriculture-National Agricultural Statistics Service (USDA-NASS), Census of Agriculture.
Washington, D.C.: USDA, 1997.


________.  Census of Agriculture. Washington, D.C.: USDA, 1992, 1997. 


U.S. Department of Agriculture-Natural Resources Conservation Services.  1997 National Resources Inventory.
Revised December 2000. Available online at
<http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/technical/NRI/1997/summary_report/index.html>


U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  State of the Cities 2000, Fourth Annual, June 2000; avail-
able online at <http://www.hud.gov/library/bookshelf18/pressrel/socrpt.pdf>.


Vance, Tamara.  Fiscal Impacts of Major Land Uses Clarke County. Piedmont, Va.: Piedmont Environmental
Council, 1984.


Vermont Forum on Sprawl.  Online at <http://www.vtsprawl.org/sprawldef.html>.


Vermont League of Cities and Towns, and Vermont Natural Resources Council. The Tax Base and The Tax Bill:
Tax Implication of Development. 1990. 


Versterby, Marlow and Kenneth S. Krupa, Major Uses of Land in the United States, 1997. Statistical Bulletin No.
973. Washington, D.C.,: U.S. Department of Agriculture - Economic Research Service, 2001.


World Idea Networks. “Measuring Quality of Life.”  Available online at <http:www.worldideanet.org/win/winin-
dex.nsf/htmlmedia/measuring.html>.


78


Making the Case for Conservation


American Farmland Trust












 


 May 2003 Land Use and Planning Report, No. 3                                                                                                                        Page 1 


May 2003 


LUPR 03-03 


Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, Fort Collins, CO 80523-1172 
http://dare.colostate.edu/pubs 


Introduction 


We analyze the relative cost of providing community 
services to agricultural lands versus rural residential 
development across the state of Colorado. This report 
summarizes the statistical analysis of school revenues 
and school expenditures, in addition to total county 
revenues and expenditures for Colorado counties,   
using the best available county level statewide sources 
of secondary data.  


The American Farmland Trust (AFT) reports: 
• Residential development requires $1.15 in commu-


nity services for every $1 of tax revenues it con-
tributes.  


• Farm and forest land uses require $0.35 in services 
for every $1 of tax revenue generated, and 


• Commercial or industrial uses demand even less 
($0.27: $1) relative to their contribution.  


 
The USDA reports: 
• Residential development requires $1.24 in commu-


nity services for every $1 of tax revenue generated,  
 


• Agriculture demands $0.38 in services per $1 of 
tax revenue contributed. 


 
In sum, commercial, industrial, agricultural and forest 
uses of lands pay for themselves from a public policy 
perspective and residential development, on average, is 
a net drain on county coffers. 
 
Results 
 
Our results of our statistical estimates suggest the fol-
lowing: 
 
1. A 1% increase in average rural personal income is 


associated with a 0.19% increase in county reve-
nues and a 0.41% increase in county expenditures.  


2. A 1% increase in total county assessed value im-
plies a 0.52% increase in county revenues, while a 
1% increase in county government employment 
implies a 0.32% increase in county expenditures. 


3. Crop and rangelands contributions to Colorado 
county revenues are greater than to expenditures. 


RURAL LAND USE AND YOUR TAXES: THE FISCAL IMPACT OF RURAL RESIDENTIAL 
DEVELOPMENT IN COLORADO: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1 


Roger Coupal2  and Andy Seidl 3  


1 Financial support for this project provided in part by Colorado Open Space Alliance, Colorado State University Cooperative Extension 
and University of Wyoming Cooperative Extension. Responsibility for the content of this report remains solely with the authors.  The 
full report of the same name can be found at http://dare.colostate.edu/pubs 


2 Assistant Professor and Extension Specialist—Community Development, Department of Agricultural and Applied Economics, Univer-
sity of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming. 


3 Corresponding author. B312 Clark Building, Assistant Professor and Extension Specialist—Public Policy, Department of Agricultural 
and Resource Economics, Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, CO, 80523-1172. E: Andrew.Seidl@colostate.edu. T: 970-491-7071. 
F: 970-491-2067.  


 Extension programs are available to all without discrimination. 







 


 May 2003 Land Use and Planning Report, No. 3                                                                                                                        Page 2 


4. A 1% increase in county total assessed valuation is 
associated with a 0.53% increase in school reve-
nues and a 0.58% increase in school expenditures. 


5. A 1% increase in rural population is associated 
with a 0.054% increase in school revenues and a 
0.056% increase in school expenditures. 


6. Urban population and acres of agricultural land 
positively influence Colorado school district  
budgets. 


7.   Dispersed rural residential development in Colo-
rado costs county government and schools $1.65 in 
expenditures for every dollar of new revenue     
received. 


8. 62 of 63 Colorado counties show a negative net 
fiscal impact of dispersed rural residential develop-
ment (Figure 1). 


 
Conclusions 
 
Higher intensity land uses commonly require more 
government services and generate greater tax income 
than lower intensity uses on a per acre basis. The basic 
question facing community government leaders is 
whether a proposed land use generates more or less tax 
revenue than it demands in services.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


This research suggests that rural residential develop-
ment in the aggregate is a net fiscal loss to county gov-
ernments. What these results suggest though is that the 
character and type of development should be studied 
before one can say that a particular development is 
itself a net fiscal loss.  
 
Both the school district and county budget results sug-
gest that the type of rural residential development may 
affect the fiscal impact to the county. Development 
distance from public service nodes, the composition of 
the in-migrating households, the density of develop-
ment and the natural resource land base all may be im-
portant factors to integrate into a fiscal impact model. 
Such data should be obtained and analyzed in order to 
assist county officials with planning strategies. 
 
Importantly, these estimates do not include the broad 
array of other public good values associated with agri-
cultural land, which includes wildlife habitat, water 
quality, and viewsheds. Thus this fiscal value estimate 
is a conservative measure of the cost and benefit dis-
parity resulting from dispersed rural residential devel-
opment. 
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Roaring Fork Valley Coop and Colorado Cattlemen's Assoc. We work hard to ensure that the general- public understands the importance of
ranchlands and to keep ranching sustainable and viable for future generations. Sometimes it is an uphill battle. Life's challenges and circumstances
shape who we are and having seen and experienced the loss of ranches and ranchland and the impacts of such losses, we feel it is imperative that
we speak up. By speaking up we hope we can save others from experiencing such losses and keep ranch and aglands intact. Tom is currently
serving as the president for CCA for a one-year term from June 2024 to June 2025.

 

As a 5th generation native to the west slope of Colorado and 16 years living in Carbondale, I have seen the unchecked development eat up acre
after acre of ranchland and it is time to stop the encroachment of development on ranch and rural lands.  The proposed Spring Valley Ranch
Development is simply wrong for our community. We are opposed to developing this land at all. We believe its highest and best use is for
ranchland and wildlife habitat. 

 

I share the ecosystem services directly below that ranchlands and ranchers provide. These values or attributes disappear when rural lands/ranch
lands/working wildlands are developed for residential or commercial development. I am for private property rights; however, I believe our
communities cannot withstand the further development of ranchlands without communities losing all that the ranchlands have provided, and
have been valued for since homesteaders first entered the west slope of Colorado. 

 

Ranchlands provide -- Open Space; Scenic Viewsheds; Necessary Wildlife Habitat– Mammals, Birds, Fish; Wetlands; Wildlife Connectivity and
Migration Corridors; Water Filtration; Fire Mitigation, Preserving Natural Plant Communities; Soil Erosion Reduction; Carbon Sequestration;
Cultural & Historical Significance, Character of Rural Communities; Food & Fiber.

 

American Farmland Trusts Threat Report

Research reported in a July 18, 2022 article stating,

“If recent trends continue, 417,500 acres of Colorado’s farmland and ranchland will be paved over, fragmented, or converted to uses that
jeopardize agriculture by 2040. That represents an area more than four times larger than the city of Denver. In the worst-case scenario of
runaway sprawl, Colorado could lose as much as 525,300 acres of farmland. 53% of the conversion will occur on Colorado’s best land.”

 

I have provided links and attached documents that speak to the importance of keeping ranchlands intact and the risks of rural
development/exurban development and costs of said development of ranchlands. Or as Professor Emeritus Rick Knight of Colorado State
University calls them, 'working wildlands.'

 

Rick Knight

Rick is a Professor Emeritus of wildlife conservation at CSU and is interested in the intersection of land use and land health in the American West.
He is a five-time recipient of the students’ choice for Outstanding Faculty Member in the Warner College of Natural Resources at CSU, and he sits
on a number of boards, including the Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust, the Science Board of the Malpai Borderlands Group, the Land
Conservation Assistance Network, and Rocky Mountain Land Library.

 

Here are two links, one is an article written by Rick Knight, PhD.

 

https://www.hcn.org/wotr/a-message-to-environmentalists-from-a-wildlifebiologist/

 

https://farmland.org/new-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-
nevada-amidst-historic-drought/#:~:text=In%20the%20worst-
case%20scenario%20of%20runaway%20sprawl%2C%20Colorado,could%20save%20258%2C100%20acres%20of%20farmland%20and%20ranchland

 

I hope you will consider my words and the words of others and my husband Tom and our plea to VOTE NO ON THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL.

 

Sincerely,

Ginny (and Tom) Harrington

Carbondale ranchers

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.hcn.org%2Fwotr%2Fa-message-to-environmentalists-from-a-wildlifebiologist%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7Cf4d041ecc966468ffb0908dcd5dc0024%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620389881732888%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a%2FggcyGmTOztg%2FxZywpVCH0eXrcSDY%2By2a1hmpXgRaY%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7Cf4d041ecc966468ffb0908dcd5dc0024%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620389881744584%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UKmYFAjWrPnVNlN3HgVJ72dA1lCpWCqj17TW7T%2FcjkM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7Cf4d041ecc966468ffb0908dcd5dc0024%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620389881744584%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UKmYFAjWrPnVNlN3HgVJ72dA1lCpWCqj17TW7T%2FcjkM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7Cf4d041ecc966468ffb0908dcd5dc0024%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620389881744584%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=UKmYFAjWrPnVNlN3HgVJ72dA1lCpWCqj17TW7T%2FcjkM%3D&reserved=0
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From: Ginny Harrington
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky
Cc: Tom Harrington
Subject: Re: Letter, documents and links in OPPOSITION TO THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH DEVELOPMENT
Date: Monday, September 16, 2024 9:14:21 AM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from ginny.a.harrington@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners

108 8th Street, Suite 101 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

 

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners, 

Please do not approve this extreme development proposal by Storied Development LLC. More golf courses using water that has been traditionally
used to provide water for livestock and wildlife and grow forage is not the way to go. Replacing the ranchland and wildlife habitat and corridors of
6,000 acres with 577 homes and amenities of playgrounds for wealthy second homeowners doesn’t sit right with this ranch girl. I have watched this
type of story repeat itself over and over again in Western Colorado and specifically Garfield, Pitkin and Eagle County. We’ve got to stop catering to
development and have serious conversations and take measures to preserve the things that make our community special and have drawn people to
visit and live here. Do not destroy our community by continuing to approve developments like this proposal. “At Spring Valley, the development will
include houses priced at $5 million to $6 million on 10-acre lots that sell for $2 million. A private golf community with an 18-hole golf course, a nine-
hole “short course,” a clubhouse, a small, private ski hill on southwest-facing slopes and about 20 miles of trails with limited public access.” (Aspen
Daily News Feb. 23, 2024) https://www.aspendailynews.com/news/577-home-project-in-garfield-county-back-on-the-table/article_33863df4-d215-
11ee-aa5a-e3c8a69422ba.html

The proposal and the representatives from Storied have spread half-truths or inaccuracies when talking about the proposal. Such as the following,
“This is an extraordinary piece of property. It’s not going to stay fallow,” Enderle said. The property has not been fallow, and I don’t consider
planting houses a crop. A local ranch family has leased the property for 45 years contributing to the economy, raising local food and providing for
wildlife. “(Colorado Parks and Wildlife) would just as soon it stays as it is,” Enderle acknowledged. But since that is unlikely to happen, it is advising
Storied Development on its plan to create 1,110 acres of “wildlife habitat reserves” that would be closed to humans during winters and spring
reproduction.” With all the human activity and fragmentation of the wildlife habitat I don’t see this as a valid tradeoff for removing 6,000 acres from
ranchlands and wildlife habitat and corridors.

“Ranches are critical to the Rocky Mountain region, serving as the West’s water towers, food providers, land stewards and hubs of local economies
and communities.” July 2021 CSU Warner College of Natural Resources (stated) in launching a new ranch management and ecosystem stewardship
new master’s program.

An article in Wyoming Livestock Roundup on July 27, 2009 reports on work done by Rick Knight, CSU Professor of Wildlife Conservation, Department
of Human Dimensions of Natural Resources, Warner College of Natural Resources.

Here is the link to that article. Rick Knight speaks to the costs of subdivisions and the loss of ranchlands and food
production.  https://www.wylr.net/2009/07/27/csus-knight-ranchers-provide-connection-between-food-and-open-space/
 

 According to Knight, the ecology of ranching comes into play when considering that ranching minimizes fragmentation and keeps the West open.
“In the alternative land use, homes perforate the landscape, which is dissected by roads,” he noted, adding that gives the same “natural heritage” of
a Fort Collins, Colo. suburb. “Those areas support the same biodiversity – robins, magpies, garter snakes, skunks and raccoons – instead of mountain
lions, bears and big game.” 

In a response to me, dated August 22, 2024, Professor Rick Knight states, “rural developments promote deficit spending, ecological decline, and
cultural loss.”

Please consider info and enter into record these articles/studies and the following links speaking to the case for conservation of and keeping
ranchlands intact:

https://farmlandinfo.org/publications/cost-of-community-services-studies-making-the-case-for-conservation/

Other studies 

https://csuredi.org/authors/andrew-seidl/

There are enough golf courses, hiking and biking trails, and housing developments catering to the second home owners and wealthy clientele. There
is no going back to ranchland and wildlife habitat once land is fragmented, paved over and houses planted. I am pleading to the planning committee
and Garfield County Commissioners and planning staff to keep the Spring Valley Ranch as ranchland and wildlife habitat for all citizens of and visitors
to Garfield County to cherish for generations to come. Please don’t play a role in taking more lands out of agricultural production and wildlife
habitat. Keeping this 6,000 acres as ranchland and wildlife habitat would be an example of making a wise decision that future generations will truly
appreciate for the contributions of ecosystem services and keeping ranchers on the land.

 

Respectfully Submitted,

Ginny Harrington

Rancher

Carbondale, CO

On Sun, Sep 15, 2024 at 5:13 PM Ginny Harrington <ginny.a.harrington@gmail.com> wrote:
Sept. 15, 2024 

9/16/24
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https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.wylr.net%2F2009%2F07%2F27%2Fcsus-knight-ranchers-provide-connection-between-food-and-open-space%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583720667%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=yXSl0GfloZ0GUkPBq4qP4FTnPvO1uYfxrKMxRFTa%2F54%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmlandinfo.org%2Fpublications%2Fcost-of-community-services-studies-making-the-case-for-conservation%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583733465%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=a909deELk9JEKHYiY1nU0nlUcQ9MEfhbyw1x4hCs6ug%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fcsuredi.org%2Fauthors%2Fandrew-seidl%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583743798%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=QLSQsATKIky%2BcE2IyLbDt%2FiHeIkyBhAdBC9rLrGE964%3D&reserved=0
mailto:ginny.a.harrington@gmail.com
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Garfield County Administration & Commissioners

108 8th Street, Suite 101 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

 

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners, 

 

My husband and I are residents who reside in Garfield County. I am writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with our
strong opposition to the proposed development of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs.

 

I am sending these articles and links that support and defend my husband Tom and my opposition to the Spring Valley Ranch Proposed
Development Plan in its entirety. These are articles speaking to the things ranchlands provide that disappear with development and the costs of
such development to communities. Please place these in the record for OPPOSITION TO THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

 

As ranchers, my husband and I have the lived experience of what ranching and livestock provide for our communities and the environment. We
have lived and worked on ranches for the majority of our lives, at least 50 plus years. 

 

My family roots to ranching in Colorado date back to 1868, in Gardner and the Wet Mountain Valley of Colorado. Then Montrose and Ouray
County from 1879 on. Unfortunately, fate and circumstances through the years would be such, that my family does not have a ranch of our own
since 1971, when I was a mere 8 years old. It was then that my grandfather passed and tax complications forced us off the family place, which was
shortly planted with houses. My dad would support our family by working as a ranch hand, hard rock miner, welder and mechanic. 

 

My mom and brother currently reside on 40 acres in the Spring Creek area of Montrose that my paternal great grandfather and great
grandmother purchased around 1932. They are surrounded by a sheep ranch and some farm ground but there are developments that continue to
encroach in the area. My brother is a ranch foreman for an absentee landowner in and around Montrose and Cimarron. Ranching is in our family
blood. Tom's mom also resides in Montrose. We all lament the unchecked development and growing population that has changed the rural
character of much of Western Colorado and threatens the farms and ranchlands.

 

My husband Tom has worked for ranches since he was 14. First working on a ranch for Gene Adams and daughter Denise that owned much of
what would later be swallowed up by the Telluride Ski Area.  After we were married in the fall of 1981, my husband first worked as a general ranch
hand. First in Delta, then in Ridgway. A wealthy absentee landowner purchased this Ridgway Ranch in 1980 when death taxes would force the
heirs of the previous rancher to sell the ranch. Her heirs were folks who had helped her over the years, as she had no blood relatives living. 

 

Still on the ranch in Ridgway, in 1989 we made the decision to leave. So it was that about nine years out of high school with our seven-year-old
daughter in tow, we went back to college. My husband and I realized we could not afford a ranch of our own and we knew we wanted to continue
working on ranches and in agriculture. It was and is our life passion. 

 

We believed getting a degree to help us be more equipped to handle the increasing challenges animal agriculture imposes would help us to be
marketable as ranch managers. Therefore, we could live out our dream of working and raising our daughter on a ranch, and later see grandkids
learn the value of ranching and agriculture and being stewards of the land, water, environment, wildlife and livestock.  

 

Since receiving his Masters in Ranch Management and Animal Reproduction, in Dec. 1994, Tom has worked as a ranch manager. I received a BS in
Agriculture business at the same time. We have lived and worked in WY, AZ, MT and our home state of CO. Living in Carbondale for the last 16
years. 

 

I have worked in many capacities from accounts payable to producing seedstock/purebred sales catalogs and livestock records for the ranches we
lived and worked on, worked for a land trust, the MT Dept of Ag, Director of the Ouray County Historical Society Museum and writing ranching
history stories for the Ridgway Public Library. I now gladly and proudly work as a ranch wife who rides and cooks for the crew, runs errands and
attends important meetings when others can't be spared.  

 

We both also volunteer and serve on many community organizations including Holy Cross Cattlemen's Assoc., Carbondale Wild West Rodeo,
Roaring Fork Valley Coop and Colorado Cattlemen's Assoc. We work hard to ensure that the general- public understands the importance of
ranchlands and to keep ranching sustainable and viable for future generations. Sometimes it is an uphill battle. Life's challenges and circumstances
shape who we are and having seen and experienced the loss of ranches and ranchland and the impacts of such losses, we feel it is imperative that
we speak up. By speaking up we hope we can save others from experiencing such losses and keep ranch and aglands intact. Tom is currently
serving as the president for CCA for a one-year term from June 2024 to June 2025.

 

As a 5th generation native to the west slope of Colorado and 16 years living in Carbondale, I have seen the unchecked development eat up acre
after acre of ranchland and it is time to stop the encroachment of development on ranch and rural lands.  The proposed Spring Valley Ranch
Development is simply wrong for our community. We are opposed to developing this land at all. We believe its highest and best use is for
ranchland and wildlife habitat. 

 

I share the ecosystem services directly below that ranchlands and ranchers provide. These values or attributes disappear when rural lands/ranch
lands/working wildlands are developed for residential or commercial development. I am for private property rights; however, I believe our
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communities cannot withstand the further development of ranchlands without communities losing all that the ranchlands have provided, and
have been valued for since homesteaders first entered the west slope of Colorado. 

 

Ranchlands provide -- Open Space; Scenic Viewsheds; Necessary Wildlife Habitat– Mammals, Birds, Fish; Wetlands; Wildlife Connectivity and
Migration Corridors; Water Filtration; Fire Mitigation, Preserving Natural Plant Communities; Soil Erosion Reduction; Carbon Sequestration;
Cultural & Historical Significance, Character of Rural Communities; Food & Fiber.

 

American Farmland Trusts Threat Report

Research reported in a July 18, 2022 article stating,

“If recent trends continue, 417,500 acres of Colorado’s farmland and ranchland will be paved over, fragmented, or converted to uses that
jeopardize agriculture by 2040. That represents an area more than four times larger than the city of Denver. In the worst-case scenario of
runaway sprawl, Colorado could lose as much as 525,300 acres of farmland. 53% of the conversion will occur on Colorado’s best land.”

 

I have provided links and attached documents that speak to the importance of keeping ranchlands intact and the risks of rural
development/exurban development and costs of said development of ranchlands. Or as Professor Emeritus Rick Knight of Colorado State
University calls them, 'working wildlands.'

 

Rick Knight

Rick is a Professor Emeritus of wildlife conservation at CSU and is interested in the intersection of land use and land health in the American West.
He is a five-time recipient of the students’ choice for Outstanding Faculty Member in the Warner College of Natural Resources at CSU, and he sits
on a number of boards, including the Colorado Cattlemen’s Agricultural Land Trust, the Science Board of the Malpai Borderlands Group, the Land
Conservation Assistance Network, and Rocky Mountain Land Library.

 

Here are two links, one is an article written by Rick Knight, PhD.

 

https://www.hcn.org/wotr/a-message-to-environmentalists-from-a-wildlifebiologist/

 

https://farmland.org/new-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-
nevada-amidst-historic-drought/#:~:text=In%20the%20worst-
case%20scenario%20of%20runaway%20sprawl%2C%20Colorado,could%20save%20258%2C100%20acres%20of%20farmland%20and%20ranchland

 

I hope you will consider my words and the words of others and my husband Tom and our plea to VOTE NO ON THE SPRING VALLEY RANCH
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL.

 

Sincerely,

Ginny (and Tom) Harrington

Carbondale ranchers

 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.hcn.org%2Fwotr%2Fa-message-to-environmentalists-from-a-wildlifebiologist%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583753739%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=TFriuhRrSB1ZVwcVYMMY7eknL%2FACkNpRbxC7CrRBOqM%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583763593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BHLKS6pn%2B42djMRyAPLUqW7xlDERgBzaN2Nj%2BHABSQs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583763593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BHLKS6pn%2B42djMRyAPLUqW7xlDERgBzaN2Nj%2BHABSQs%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Ffarmland.org%2Fnew-report-smarter-land-use-planning-is-urgently-needed-to-safeguard-ag-land-in-arizona-colorado-new-mexico-and-nevada-amidst-historic-drought%2F%23%3A~%3Atext%3DIn%2520the%2520worst-case%2520scenario%2520of%2520runaway%2520sprawl%252C%2520Colorado%2Ccould%2520save%2520258%252C100%2520acres%2520of%2520farmland%2520and%2520ranchland&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C401244f5086247b7f6db08dcd6622f30%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638620964583763593%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BHLKS6pn%2B42djMRyAPLUqW7xlDERgBzaN2Nj%2BHABSQs%3D&reserved=0
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Garfield County Administration & Commissioners 

 108 8th Street, Suite 101 Glenwood Springs, CO 81601  

 

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners, I am a resident who resides in Mesa County in the 
DeBeque area. We have lived there, raised our kids,  and farmed for over 30 years. I am writing to 
the board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with my strong opposition to the proposed 
development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs. I believe that the 
proposed development will have detrimental effects on our community. Some of concerns are 
summarized below: 

Growth always comes with a cost that often isn’t fully understood or considered when town 
planners approve a large development on a farm/ranch property. In western Colorado farms and 
ranches contribute to our food supply, create and maintain habitat for wildlife, manage soil health 
and prevent sediment runoff, and add to the carbon sequestration cycle.   

The people associated with Colorado working farms and ranches are vital members of our 
communities. They raise kids, coach sports, become 4h leaders, and are on school boards and 
ditch boards. This is more the norm than the exception. 

Subdivision and big developments always need more infrastructure add-ons and financial support 
down the road, examples are municipal water and sewer expansions, bigger and more roads and 
traffic lights. All this causes taxes to increase for the citizens that already live on the western slope.  

Adding the additional 577 housing units, as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire station, and 
a South facing skiing and sledding hill that the developers are proposing, would significantly affect 
these precious all the overtaxed sources in the area.  

I encourage the decision makers n Garfield County to vote No on approving this development, 

 

Don & Diana Metzler 

2045 45 ½ Road 

DeBeque, CO 81630 

970 260-7556 
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Garfield County Administration & Commissioners  

108 8th Street, Suite 101  

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601  

 

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners, 

 I am a resident of Garfield County.  I am writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners 
office, with my strong opposition to the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, 
located in Glenwood Springs. I believe that the proposed development will have several detrimental 
effects on our community. Some of my concerns are summarized below:  

WATER: Water is one of my utmost concerns. This proposed development would have a catastrophic 
effect on the water source that is currently under consideration.  Our region has been in a drought for 
more than 15 years, affecting the entire Colorado River water system with unpredictable winter months 
depleting the local and regional water supply.  There have already been water shortage experiences 
during the summer months that have affected not only homesteads in this area but also the livestock 
and wildlife.  The two years that Spring Valley Ranch was filling up their reservoir, the quality and 
quantity spring I rely on was significantly affected.   Allowing them to utilize large quantities of this 
precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible.  Adding the additional 577 housing units, 
as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire station, and a South facing skiing and sledding hill that 
the developers are proposing, would significantly affect these precious water sources.  They propose to 
use in excess of 1 million gallons per day eual to approximately 3 acre-feet (about 3 football fields 1 foot 
deep). 

 FIRE: There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another wildfire in the area 
today.  In the event of a nearby fire roads will become blocked, making it difficult for residents to get out 
safely, not to mention the first responders ability to safely access the area.  Having these additional 
structures so close to each other would increase the chances of fire, and make it more difficult to 
control or fight a fire, compared to the current landscaping that is there.  Spring Valley already has only 
3 accessible emergency routes, one of which (Red Canyon) is very dangerous.  

TRAFFIC: The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would affect the 
residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses around the area. The traffic 
would become unmanageable, and would affect County Roads 114, 115, 119, 110, and all of the 
different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, towards Missouri Heights , Cottonwood Pass and 
Eagle. The road usage increase would create more auto accidents, dust, pollution, wildlife collisions and 
noise.  There would be a significant increase in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is 
already a daily NASCAR race with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that traffic would 
increase to 5,700 trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the construction traffic that will 
take place for the proposed 10-12 years.  
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WILDLIFE: The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area since 
the Grizzly Creek Fire. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their migration routes that run through 
Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs, High Aspen Ranch and surrounding 
areas. Black bears have also been returning to the high mountains of the area.  There are a significant 
number of deer that call Spring Valley and the surrounding areas home, as well as the white-tailed 
jackrabbits. Mountain lions still live within Spring Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a 
part of their territory for feeding and breeding. This development will have a major impact on wildlife 
and would make it extremely difficult for their migration routes to breeding forcing them to move to 
another area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to survive.  Please consider the negative 
impacts that this proposed development for the Spring Valley Ranch would have on the neighboring 
residents and the county as well.  

This development will not benefit the community or the county and is just not something this area can 
endure. It will take away from local businesses and the small town mountain charm we have.  It is 
inconsistent with many sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  

We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural as we can and not let more of the entitled few overrun 
this beautiful area that we call home.  

Thank you for your time, 

Steve Willcut 
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From: Brooke Winschell
To: Philip Berry
Subject: FW: Garfield County website inquiry - Community Development
Date: Monday, September 16, 2024 3:42:18 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Here is another one.
 
Thanks,
 
Brooke A. Winschell
 

Community Development Administrative Specialist
Community Development Department
bwinschell@garfield-county.com
Direct 970-945-1377 Ext. 4212
T: 970-945-8212 | F: 970-384-3470
108 8th St, Suite 401 | Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
 
From: noreply@formstack.com <noreply@formstack.com> 
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2024 3:38 PM
To: Glenn Hartmann <ghartmann@garfield-county.com>; Brooke Winschell <bwinschell@garfield-
county.com>
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry - Community Development

 

Subject: Please don't approve the Spring Valley Ranch proposal

Name: Jackie Warncke

Email: jackieoh@gmail.com

Phone Number: (301) 602-9579

Message: My name is Jacqueline Warncke, my husband and I resides at 230
Meadow Wood Rd and are property owners at 3504 Elk Springs Drive. I am writing to
the board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with my strong opposition to
the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood
Springs. 
I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our

mailto:bwinschell@garfield-county.com
mailto:pberry@garfield-county.com
mailto:bwiening@garfield-county.com
mailto:jackieoh@gmail.com

hmacdonald
Text Box
Exhibit6-58



community. Some of my concerns are summarized below:

Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a
catastrophic effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main
factors is that we, as a state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with
inconsistent winter months to help with the water levels. There have already been
water shortage experiences during the summer months that have affected not only
homesteads in this area but also the livestock and wildlife. 

Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and
quantity issues for the entire Colorado River water system. Allowing them to utilize
large quantities of this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. 

Adding the additional 577 housing units, as well as a 200-acre golf course, a general
store, a fire station, and a possible skiing and sledding hill that the developers are
proposing, would significantly affect these precious water sources.

There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in the
area today. If there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could
cause a problem with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get
out safely, not to mention the first responders being able to safely access the area.
Having these additional structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel
and make it more difficult to control or fight a fire, compared to the current
landscaping that is there. Spring Valley already has only 2 accessible emergency
routes, without any additional traffic.

The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would
affect the residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses
around the area. The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not
only affect County Road 114 but County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road
110, and all of the different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards
Missouri Heights and Cottonwood Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase
would create more dust, pollution, wildlife collisions and noise, This is just not
something this area can endure. There would be a significant increase in traffic that
would also affect Highway 82, which is already having many problems with the
volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that traffic would increase to 5,700
trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the construction traffic that will
take place for the proposed 10-12 years.

The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area
for the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their
migration routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout
Mountain, Elk Springs, High Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Black bears have
also been returning to the high mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek
Fire had pushed them out temporarily. There are a significant number of deer that
have also created a home all throughout Spring Valley and the surrounding areas, as
well as the white-tailed jackrabbits. Mountain lions still live within Spring Valley,
Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a part of their territory for feeding and
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breeding.
This development will have a major impact on wildlife and would make it extremely
difficult for their migration routes to breeding to being hit by traffic. They would be
forced to move to another area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to
survive.

Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for the Spring
Valley Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This
development would not benefit the community or the county, it would be taking away
from local businesses and the small town mountain charm we have. It would also not
be consistent with many sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.

Given that we have not yet started to build, this issue gives us great pause and we
are considering selling our property in Elk Springs pending the outcome of the
proposed development. All the things that drew us to the area (the wildlife, the fire
safety in place in Elk Springs and the water availability) are now things we find are
being threatened and cause great risk to our dream home. Please don’t forsake all of
us who own in the area for out-of-town developers who do not have a vested interest
in our community.
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September 16, 2024 

 

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners 

108 8th Street, Suite 101 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

 

Dear Garfield County Commissioners, 

 

My name is Ted Benge, I am a resident of Garfield County, with address at 403 S 2nd St, Carbondale, CO 

81623. I am a Carbondale native, a hunter who relies on wild game meat, an outfitter whose livelihood 

depends upon the protection of natural beauty and robust wildlife herds, a young community member 

with a long-term vision, and a voter. I am writing to urge the board of the Garfield County 

Commissioners office to oppose the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment.  

The soul of our county character is rooted in nature and open space, and our community is dependent 

upon careful long-term planning to maintain livability. The primary concerns of many of our citizens, 

your constituents, are threats to wildlife and open space, and a severe lack of affordable housing. The 

proposed development, which would affect nearly 6,000 acres of pristine wildlife habitat and include 

two golf courses, and private (south-facing) ski resort, and vast amenities, fails to address either concern 

and is inconsistent with the housing, open space and agricultural visions outlined in the Garfield County 

Comprehensive Plan 2030. 

Are we willing to sacrifice one of the most important contiguous habitat parcels remaining in the Valley 

for another luxury second home development? Is the transfer tax worth the loss of open space and 

increased strain on infrastructure? 

We must accept trade-offs as our region continues to grow. There will be times when development is 

sensible in rural locations to provide efficient affordable housing. The SVR PUD amendment, if approved, 

would fail on all fronts. 

Our area is renowned for its natural beauty and abundant wildlife. Many of us residents struggle through 

the challenging local economic dynamics for the opportunity to live a life close to nature. Our mountains 

would feel vacant and dead without the wild creatures whose presence not only helps to drive a 

booming local recreation and hunting economy, but whose existence has inherent value separate from 

what humans extract or enjoy. 

Wildlife in our region is under unprecedented pressure, and, if approved, the Spring Valley Ranch 

development would irreversibly destroy critical elk winter habitat and calving grounds, deer winter 

habitat, and habitat crucial to the survival of thousands of other species. While the developers assert 

that their plan includes wildlife refuge areas and maintains open space, the refuge habitat will be highly 

fragmented and unviable, and their open space calculation includes golf course acreage. 
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It is undeniable that this development would be devastating to local wildlife and confirm the growing 

local suspicion that new governance values development above all else. The CPW has refused to sign off 

on the SPR PUD proposal, and has outlined at length the cumulative impacts of increased human 

presence, habitat fragmentation, and the outright destruction of our natural heritage. I need not rehash 

all CPW’s findings here, but stress that my observations over a lifetime spent in the mountains confirm 

intense stress, declining herds and changing migration patterns. I foresee a bleak outlook for wildlife 

unless we make actions today to protect habitat into perpetuity. 

The proposed development would permanently destroy habitat to create a luxury second home 

compound built around a golfing lifestyle. Is this tradeoff in the best long-term interest of your 

constituents, who value nature and who are already faced with a lack of affordable housing, growing 

strain on our infrastructure? 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Best Regards, 

Ted Benge 
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From: Janna Six
To: Philip Berry; Glenn Hartmann
Subject: Comments Re: Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendments
Date: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 10:40:12 AM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from jannasix@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Dear Glenn and Phillip,

Please accept and share my comments (below) to Garfield County Planning Commission and
County Commissioners regarding the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendments (File PUAA-05-23-
8967).

As a full and now a part time Garfield County resident since 1988, I’ve watched residents and
businesses move into the area. Development is creeping onto agricultural lands and open space.
Where should the County draw the line in “preserving the rural character” and “protecting wildlife
corridors, natural habitats, important viewsheds and other critical open space” (from the Garfield
County Comprehensive Plan of 2030).  

Does the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment cross the line of acceptable development? Is it
proposing Smart Growth for Garfield County or a Jackpot for Developers?

Smart Growth (Environmental Protection Agency’s Smart Growth Self-Assessment for Rural
Communities). These goals help prioritize strategies and identify low-hanging fruit that can move a
community closer to its economic, social, and environmental goals.

·        Revitalize Town Centers
·        Strengthen the Local Economy
·        Engage and Connect Community Members
·        Improve Health and Promote Active Living
·        Protect Natural Habitats and Ecosystems
·        Support Productive Agriculture for a Variety of Markets
·        Meet Housing Needs for Different Ages and Incomes
·        Preserve Historic and Cultural Resources
·        Provide Transportation Choices
·        Invest in Efficient Public Infrastructure Systems and Operations
·        Use Energy Efficiently and Provide Renewable Energy

The Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment accomplishes none of these Smart Growth goals. The
proposed 75 affordable housing units will be just enough to house workers needed to maintain the
subdivision and will not be a net benefit to the community.

Jackpot for Developers looking for a large financial return with the least amount of effort, time,
cost.

·        Being allowed to resurrect a 16+year old PUD, that was approved under a different
scenario of the future of the County and different leadership
·        
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Claiming that there is enough water for 577 homes, 2 golf courses, and a ski hill without
detrimentally impacting any other water users downstream – while independent
engineering studies question many of the points in the hydrogeology studies completed by
the developer  
·        Adding a large stock of unaffordable housing, which is more profitable to developers
·        Destroying essential wildlife habitat and open space for the sake of profits and private
landowners’ pleasure
·        Scarring a majestic, natural viewshed, second only to Mount Sopris in the County
·        Increasing traffic congestion and accidents on Highway 82 and County Road 114,
shutting down roads critical to operations at Colorado Mountain College and cities along the
highway
·        Not contributing enough infrastructure or paying enough development fees for this
residential growth to pay its own way.
·        Having the County shackled to the long term financial burden and responsibility for
infrastructure for a distant suburb – from roads to police protection to waste treatment
·        Phased development over 25 years for which the Master Developers will not be held
accountable
·        Stealing the rural character of Spring Valley from neighboring land owners, ranchers and
recreationists
·        Once infrastructure is built for Spring Valley Ranch, other developers will be attracted to
the region.

The Garfield County communities I want to see in the future are resilient. They have “the ability to
rebound, positively adapt to, or thrive amidst changing conditions or challenges - including human-
caused and natural disasters, and to maintain quality of life, healthy growth, durable systems,
economic vitality and conservation of resources for present and future generations.” The Colorado
Disaster Emergency Act in 2018 (HB 18-1394).

Section Six of Garfield County’s own Comprehensive Development Plan promotes the continuation
and expansion of agricultural uses; preserve a significant rural character in the county; and preserve
scenic and visual corridors in the county.

Please draw the line on development by rejecting the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment.

Thank you.
Janna Six
1044 Highway 325, Rifle, CO 81650
303-530-2222
jannasix@gmail.com

mailto:jannasix@gmail.com
hmacdonald
Text Box
Exhibit6-60



From: Phil Armstrong
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky
Subject: Letter of Opposition to Spring Valley Ranch
Date: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 2:29:16 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from laminarenergy@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Dear Garfield County Commissioners,

I live in Garfield County, at 80 Oak Run Rd, in Carbondale. I work here, live here, hunt here,
raise a family here, and care about the future of our County like each of you do. The Spring
Valley Ranch development is NOT what we need here in Garfield County. It is not a part of
our rural and mostly working class character. The negatives that come with this development
far outweigh the economic benefits. We do not need this. Please do what you can to oppose
this development. 

If you do not oppose and try to restrict this development, I will not be voting for you in the
future. 

Phil Armstrong
Garfield County Resident
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From: Tyler Stableford
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Mike Samson; John Martin; Tom Jankovsky
Subject: Comments for Spring Valley Ranch development meeting
Date: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 12:02:53 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from tylerstableford@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Hi Garfield County friends,

I hope you are doing well. Thank you for your work serving our great community here!

My name is Tyler Stableford, I am a Garfield County resident living at 1399 Rock Court in
Carbondale, Colorado and I have been a resident of Garfield County for 27 years.

I am writing to encourage the Garfield County Commissioners to reject the Spring Valley
Ranch PUD Amendment.

The essence of our county's identity is deeply tied to its natural landscapes and open spaces.
Preserving our quality of life relies on thoughtful, long-term planning. Many of your
constituents share concerns about the threats to our wildlife and open areas, as well as the
severe shortage of affordable housing. The proposed development, which would impact nearly
6,000 acres of untouched wildlife habitat and include two golf courses, a private ski resort, and
extensive amenities, does not address these key issues. In fact, it contradicts the goals laid out
in the Garfield County Comprehensive Plan 2030 regarding housing, open space, and
agriculture.

It is clear to me that the potential revenue from a transfer tax is not worth the loss of open
space and the additional burden on our county’s infrastructure.  

As our region grows, we need to weigh development decisions carefully. There may be
instances where rural development may be necessary to provide affordable housing. However,
the Spring Valley Ranch PUD amendment would fail in this regard.

Our community is known for its stunning natural beauty and abundant wildlife. Many
residents endure the local economic challenges for the privilege of living close to nature. The
absence of wildlife would strip our mountains of life and vitality. These animals not only
support our local recreation and hunting industries, but their presence also holds intrinsic
value, independent of human use.

Wildlife in our region is already facing immense pressures, and the proposed Spring Valley
Ranch development would irreversibly damage key elk wintering areas, calving grounds, and
deer habitat, along with vital ecosystems that support countless other species. Although the
developers claim they will preserve wildlife areas and open space, their plans involve
fragmented and unviable habitats, with golf courses misleadingly included in their open space
calculations.

It’s clear this development would have devastating consequences for our local wildlife,
reinforcing the growing concern that our governance prioritizes development over
preservation. Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) has refused to endorse the PUD proposal,
citing the harmful cumulative effects of increased human activity, habitat fragmentation, and
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destruction of our natural heritage. My own lifetime spent in these mountains echoes CPW’s
findings: wildlife populations are under significant stress, herds are declining, and migration
patterns are shifting. Without decisive action now, the future for our wildlife looks grim. (And
to be clear, as a hunter, I believe CPW has grossly mismanaged hunting in our region and has
overseen a wholesale slaughter of our elk herds on their watch. I am communicating with them
as well.)

This development would destroy critical habitats to create a luxury enclave focused on a
golfing lifestyle. Is this really in the best interest of the people you represent, who value nature
and are already struggling with a lack of affordable housing and growing infrastructure
demands?

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Tyler

--
Tyler Stableford
970-319-9009 (c)
tylerstableford@gmail.com
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October IO,2024

Garfi eld Cou nty Administration & Com missioners
1OB 8th Street, Suite L01"

Glenwood Springs, CO 8L601

Dear Garfield County Commissioners,

My name is Patty L. Frederick. I am a resident who resides at3720 County Road 115. I am writing to the
board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with my strong opposition to the proposed
development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs.

I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our community. Some of my
concerns are summarized below:

1. WATER:

Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a catastrophic
effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main factors is that we,
as a state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with inconsistent winter months
to help with the water levels. There have already been water shortage experiences during
the summer months that have affected not only homesteads in this area but also the
livestock and wildlife.

Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and
quantity issues fbr the entire Colorado River water system. Allowing them to utilize large
quantities of this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible.

Adding the addition al 577 housing units, as well as a 200-acre golf course, a general store, a

fire station, and a possible skiing and sledding hill that the developers are proposing, would
significantly affect these precious water sources.

2. FIRE + SAFETY:

There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in ihe area
today. lf there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could cause a problem
with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get out safely, not to
mention the first responders being able to safely access the area. Having these additional
structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel and make it more difficult to
control or fight a fire, compared to the current landscaping that is there. Spring Valley
already has only 2 accessible emergency routes, without any additional traffic.

3. TRAFFIC:

The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would affect the
residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses around the area
The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not only affect County

L
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Road 114 but County Road 1l-5, County Road 119, County Road 110, and all ofthe different
road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards Missouri Heights and Cottonwood

Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase would create more dust, pollution, wildlife

collisions and noise, This is just not something this area can endure. There would be a

significant increase in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is already having many

problems with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that traffic would increase

to 5,700 trips a day on County Road 1L4 alone, not including the construction traffic that will

take place for the proposed 1.0-L2 years.

4. WILDIIFE:

The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area for
the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their migration

routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs,

High Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Blacl< bears have also bccn rcturning to the high

mourrtains of the area, even afterthe Gri:ziy Creek Fire ha'J pusfrerj thenr outtemporarily.

There are a significant number of deer that have also created a home all throughout Spring

Valley and the surrounding areas, as well as the white-tailed jacl<rabbits. Mountain lions still

live within Spring Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a part of their territory
for feeding and breeding.

This development will have a major impact on wildlife and would make it extremely difficult

for their migration routes to breeding to being hit by traffic. They would be forced to move

to another area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to survive.

Please consider the negative impacts that this proposcd dcvclopmcnt fclr thc Spring Vallcy Ranch would

have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This development would not benefit the

community or the county, it would be taking away from local businesses and the small town mountain

charm we have. lt would also not be consistent with many secijons of the Garfielci County 2030

Comprehensive Plan.

We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.

Thank you for your time,

ilay ,1 /tw l.^*Jz
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October 14,2024

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Re: Spring Valley Ranch proposed development by Storied Development

Dear Commissioners Jankovsky, Samson, and Martin:

My name is Lydia Frederick, and my two brothers and I own the property at3720 CR 115, where our
mother has lived since the early 1980s.

I am writing to you to add my voice in strong opposition to the proposed development plans of the

Spring Valley Ranch.

One of the big draws to our mom's house is the abundant wildlife throughout the year: lark buntings

and stellar jays at her bird bath, coots at Quigley's Pond, deer coming through her property to get a

drink at the bird bath, the howls of coyotes late at night, the herds of elk roaming through neighboring
pastures, and even the shepherds moving their sheep along CR 115 to higher ground.

The proposed development for SVR will have a major negative impact on the wildlife, making it
difficult for their migration routes, and increasing the risk of being hit by traffic. The estimate of over
5,000 additional cars traveling along CR 1 15 and II4 practically guarantees more accidents between

vehicles and wildlife.

My family and I, which now includes grandchildren and great grandchildren, have witnessed the

increase in traffic, not only along CR 115, but along CR I 14 and Highway 82 as well. The valley has

seen many more houses built, yet the area retains its rural feel. But the demands of constructing this
development means that during the build-out time, there will be many more trucks and equipment using
these roads, competing with the local traffic that already exists. And once the project is complete, the

estimated 5,000+ cars using these country roads will put an added burden on the County to maintain
them.

Another concern with the proposed project is the tremendous draw on the aquifers which in turn could
negatively impact the existing household wells in the area. In addition, the threat of wildfires and the

need for adequate water to fight these fires and protect homes is a yearly woffy. Colorado, especially

the Western Slope, has experienced years of drought, and the idea of building multiple golf courses

AND a ski slope in Spring Valley, which will require huge amounts of water to maintain, shows a lack
of knowledge of Garfield County's environment.

In summary this proposed development would destroy the bucolic setting of Spring Valley, harm the

wildlife, drain precious water from the aquifer and add to the traffic congestion already existing on

Hwy. 82, as well as CR 115, 1 14, and the other roads through the area.
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Is Garfield County so desperate for revenue that the commissioners are willing to grant this
preposterous development a green light? Please vote against this proposal for Spring Valley Ranch.

Sincerely,

MLS
2560 So. WolffSt.
Denver, CO 80219

,/'(-'
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From: Glenn Hartmann
To: Philip Berry; Heather MacDonald
Subject: FW: Garfield County website inquiry - Senior Planner
Date: Monday, February 10, 2025 8:28:31 AM

 
 
From: noreply@formstack.com <noreply@formstack.com> 
Sent: Monday, February 10, 2025 8:25 AM
To: Glenn Hartmann <ghartmann@garfield-county.com>
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry - Senior Planner

 

Subject: Halt the Spring Valley Ranch Substantial PUD Amendment

Name: Evan Weger

Email: evan.weger@yahoo.com

Phone Number: 

Message: Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Garfield County Commissioners,

My name is Evan Weger. I am a resident who resides at 1622 Cooper Avenue. I am
writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners office, with my strong
opposition to the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located
in Glenwood Springs. 

I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our
community. Some of my concerns are summarized below:

1. WATER: 
Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a
catastrophic effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main
factors is that we, as a state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with
inconsistent winter months to help with the water levels. There have already been
water shortage experiences during the summer months that have affected not only
homesteads in this area but also the livestock and wildlife. 

Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and
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quantity issues for the entire Colorado River water system. Allowing them to utilize
large quantities of this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. 

Adding the additional 577 housing units, as well as a 200-acre golf course, a general
store, a fire station, and a possible skiing and sledding hill that the developers are
proposing, would significantly affect these precious water sources.

2. FIRE + SAFETY: 
There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in the
area today. If there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could
cause a problem with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get
out safely, not to mention the first responders being able to safely access the area.
Having these additional structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel
and make it more difficult to control or fight a fire, compared to the current
landscaping that is there. Spring Valley already has only 2 accessible emergency
routes, without any additional traffic.

3. TRAFFIC: 
The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would
affect the residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses
around the area. The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not
only affect County Road 114 but County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road
110, and all of the different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards
Missouri Heights and Cottonwood Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase
would create more dust, pollution, wildlife collisions and noise, This is just not
something this area can endure. There would be a significant increase in traffic that
would also affect Highway 82, which is already having many problems with the
volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that traffic would increase to 5,700
trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the construction traffic that will
take place for the proposed 10-12 years.

4. WILDLIFE: 
The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area
for the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their
migration routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout
Mountain, Elk Springs, High Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Black bears have
also been returning to the high mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek
Fire had pushed them out temporarily. There are a significant number of deer that
have also created a home all throughout Spring Valley and the surrounding areas, as
well as the white-tailed jackrabbits. Mountain lions still live within Spring Valley,
Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a part of their territory for feeding and
breeding.

This development will have a major impact on wildlife and would make it extremely
difficult for their migration routes to breeding to being hit by traffic. They would be
forced to move to another area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to
survive.
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Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for the Spring
Valley Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This
development would not benefit the community or the county, it would be taking away
from local businesses and the small town mountain charm we have. It would also not
be consistent with many sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.

We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.

Thank you for your time,
Evan Weger
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Kara Edewaard
663 Elk Springs Dr.

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

kedewaard@gmail.com
817-319-1594

February 10,2025

Garfield Gou nty Gommun lty Development Department
Attn: Planning Division

108 8th Street, Suite 401

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Board of Gounty Commissioners
Garfield County Administration
108 8th Street, Suite 213
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Subject: Water Use and Supply Goncerns and Recommendations
Regarding the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Dear Garfield County Planners and Honorable Commissioners,

I am writing to express concerns regarding the proposed Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

and to highlight significant gaps in the Storied Development Updated Aquifer Sustainability

Study and Updated Water Supply & Distribution Plan. Based on a review of reports prepared by

Matrix Design Group for Garfield County, and SGM for the Elk Springs HOA, several key issues

remain unresolved, raising serious questions about the long-term sustainability of the proposed

development's water supply.

Key Goncerns from Matrlx Deslgn Group and SGM

1. Limited Water $upply - Recharge rates may be overestimated, leading to aquifer

depletion over time.
2. Overstated Well Capacity - Short pump tests do not confirm long-term well

sustainability.
3. Underestimated lrrlgation Demand - The projected golf course and residential

irrigation needs may exceed estimates.
4. lnsufficient Storage & Emergency Plannlng - There is no drought contingency plan or

alternative water supply in case of shortages.
5. Stormwater & Sewer lssues - A lack of detailed runoff and wastewater impact analysis

raises environmental concerns.

1
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Responses from Storied Development Water Supply & Aquifer Studies

r The reports cite aquifer storage but lack long-term groundwater flow analysis.

r Well rehabilitation is planned, but there is no long-term monitoring commitment.
r lrrigation demand calculations retain optimistic efficiency assumptions (80%), despite

expert concerns that 67% is more realistic.
r Additional water storage capacity has been added, but there is no backup supply plan in

case of emergency.
o Basic stormwater and wastewater plans exist, but there is no extreme weather event

modeling.

Comparison of Key Goncerns & Remaining Gaps

Remaining Gaps & Recommendations

To ensure a sustainable and responsible approach to development, the following actions should

be required before approval of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment:

1. Recharge Estimates Need Validation - Conduct long-term hydrogeologic studies to

confirm sustainability.
2. Well Performance Needs Monitoring - lmplement ongoing aquifer monitoring to track

drawdown on nearby wells over time.

3. lrrigation Demand Needs Reassessment - Adjust irrigation efficiency assumptions to

realistic values.
4. Emergency Planning Lacks Detail - Define drought response strategies & alternative

water supply plans.

2

lssue Matrlx Design & SGM
Goncern

Response & Remaining Gaps

Sustainable Water
Supply

Recharge may be

overestimated
No new recharge validation; loss to
rivers unknown

Well Capacity Short pump tests; no long-term
data

Rehabilitation planned, but no

monitoring commitment

lrrigation Demand Golf & residential use may be

underestimated
Kept high efficiency assumptions
(80%)

Water Storage Tanks may not support peak
demand

Added storage but lacks emergency
backup source

Stormwater &
Sewer

Runoff & wastewater impact
unclear

Basic plans included, but no extreme
event modeling
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O. Stormwater & Wastewater Require More Study - Conduct extreme event modeling for

runoff & wastewater imPact.

Gonclusion & Next Steps

While some concerns have been addressed, critical gaps remain in aquifer sustainability,

irrigation demand, emergency planning, and stormwater management. More data, long-term

monitoring, and contingency planning are necessary before final approval.

I urge Garfield County and the BOCC to require further hydrogeologic studies, updated irrigation

demand calculations, and emergency water supply plans before moving forward with this

approval of this PUD amendment. Thank you for your time and consideration of these concerns.

I appreciate your commitment to responsible land use planning and look forward to your

response.

Sincerely,
Kara Edewaard

3
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Kara Edewaard 
663 Elk Springs Drive 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
kedewaard@gmail.com  
March 31, 2025 
 
Garfield County Community Development Department 
108 8th Street, Suite 401 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
 
To: 
Glenn Hartmann, Director 
Philip Berry, Planner  
Garfield County Planning Commissioners 
Garfield County Board of County Commissioners 
 
RE: Wildlife Concerns Regarding Spring Valley Ranch PUD (PUAA-05-23-8967) 

Dear Mr. Hartmann, Mr. Berry, Commissioners, and Members of the Board, 
 
I am writing to express serious concerns regarding the wildlife impacts of the proposed 
Spring Valley Ranch PUD Substantial Modification/Amendment. After reviewing the 
Referral Comment Packet dated October 28, 2024, and particularly the detailed 
comments from Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), it is clear that the proposed 
development presents significant environmental risks that warrant stronger oversight 
and mitigation. 
 
CPW has declined to sign the Wildlife Baseline Conditions and Mitigation Plan, citing 
insufficient avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to critical habitats. The 
project area lies within high-priority wildlife habitats, including: 
 
- Elk winter concentration areas (See Exhibit A) 
- Elk production/calving areas (See Exhibit A) 
- Mule deer winter range (See Exhibit B) 
- Black bear and mountain lion ranges 
- Habitat for sensitive plant species such as Harrington’s Penstemon 
 
Despite claims in the applicant’s documents, CPW clarified that the development does 
not truly avoid impacts to these habitats. Instead, it fragments and degrades essential 
wildlife corridors, limits species mobility, and contributes to the broader pattern of 

3/31/25
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cumulative habitat loss in the region. The proposed recreation infrastructure, including 
15–20 miles of new mountain biking trails, will further stress wildlife and erode habitat 
integrity unless carefully redesigned and restricted. 
 
Compounding these impacts is the fact that the highest housing density in the plan—the 
proposed deed-restricted housing—is located squarely within elk production and winter 
concentration areas, further intensifying pressures on some of the most sensitive 
habitat. This location choice is especially troubling given the County's own wildlife 
protection requirements and the availability of alternative siting options. 
 
These concerns are directly supported by the standards outlined in the Garfield County 
Land Use and Development Code (LUDC). Notably: 
- LUDC § 4-203(E) requires that: 
  “Impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat be avoided to the maximum extent feasible.” 
  The current plan does not meet this standard. Mitigation is used in place of true 
avoidance, contrary to the Code’s intent. 
 
- LUDC § 4-302(F)(3) states that approval of a PUD requires a finding that: 
  “The PUD will not have significant adverse effects on the natural environment, 
including… wildlife habitat.” 
  CPW’s comments confirm this standard cannot be met in the project’s current form. 
 
Additional key concerns include: 
- Declining elk herd productivity, with notably low calf-to-cow ratios in herd E-16 
- Insufficient mitigation funding, with CPW recommending an increase in the real estate 
transfer fee from 0.4% to at least 0.75% 
- Lack of enforceable seasonal restrictions and wildlife-friendly design standards 
- Inadequate incorporation of CPW’s Species Activity Mapping (SAM) data into 
development planning and trail routing 
 
As stewards of Garfield County’s natural resources, you have a responsibility—outlined 
in LUDC § 4-109(A)—to protect the long-term environmental health of the region 
through avoidance, minimization, or mitigation of development impacts. This project, as 
currently proposed, does not rise to that standard. 
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I urge you to: 

1. Deny the PUD approval under LUDC § 4-302(F)(3) until the applicant demonstrates 
that significant adverse effects on wildlife habitat have been thoroughly addressed. 
2. Require a revised Wildlife Mitigation Plan that directly incorporates CPW’s 
recommendations. 
3. Require relocation of the deed-restricted housing units out of the elk production and 
winter concentration areas to reduce pressure on critical habitat.  
4. Mandate full consideration of indirect and cumulative impacts using the best 
available science and mapping tools. 
5. Ensure meaningful, enforceable protections for elk calving and wintering habitat. 
6. Require reevaluation of trail placement and recreation planning to align with CPW’s 
trail planning guidance and wildlife impact minimization best practices. 
7. Increase the real estate transfer fee to better fund mitigation and habitat restoration 
efforts. 
 
Thank you for your dedication to thoughtful land use planning and for considering these 
concerns in your decision-making process. The long-term health of our wildlife 
populations and ecosystems—and the economic and cultural benefits they bring to 
Garfield County—depend on it. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kara Edewaard 

 

 

Frying Pan Elk Herd (Unit E-16) in the Spring Valley Ranch meadow – Winter Production 
Area 
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Exhibit A – PUD Elk Impacts 
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Exhibit A – PUD Mule Deer Impacts 
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From: robinvannorman@gmail.com
To: Philip Berry
Cc: "j. vickroy"
Subject: Spring Valley Ranch Development/Substantial PUD Amendment
Date: Saturday, February 22, 2025 8:04:04 PM

You don't often get email from robinvannorman@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Feb. 22, 2025
 
Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
 
Dear Mr. Berry,
 
We reside in Elk Springs in Garfield County.  We are writing to the board of
the Garfield County Commissioners office, with our strong opposition to
the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in
Glenwood Springs. 
 
We believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects
on our community.  Some of concerns are summarized below:
 
WATER: 
Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would
have a catastrophic effect on the water source that is currently
established. One of the main factors is that we, as a state, have been in a
drought for more than 15 years, with inconsistent winter months to help
with the water levels. There have already been water shortage experiences
during the summer months that have affected not only homesteads in this
area but also the livestock and wildlife.  The two years that Spring Valley
Ranch was filling up their reservoir the spring I rely on was significantly
affected. Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed
to water quality and quantity issues for the entire Colorado River water
system.  Allowing them to utilize large quantities of this precious resource
to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. Adding the additional 577
housing units, as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire station, and

mailto:robinvannorman@gmail.com
mailto:pberry@garfield-county.com
mailto:jgv.home@gmail.com
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a South facing skiing and sledding hill that the developers are proposing,
would significantly affect these precious water sources.
 
FIRE: 
I, Robin am a member of the Elk Springs Fire Mitigation committee. I am
very aware of the alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be
another fire in the area today.  If there were to be an increase in traffic on
the roads then this could cause a problem with roads becoming blocked
making it difficult for residents to get out safely, not to mention the first
responders being able to safely access the area. Having these additional
structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel and make it
more difficult to control or fight a fire, compared to the current
landscaping that is there. Spring Valley already has only 3 accessible
emergency routes, without any additional traffic.
 
TRAFFIC: 
The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area
would affect the residents that currently live in the area, as well as
residents and businesses around the area. The traffic would increase to
become unmanageable, and would not only affect  County Road 114 but
County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road 110, and all of the
different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards Missouri
Heights and Cottonwood Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase
would create more dust, pollution, wildlife collisions and noise. This is just
not something this area can endure. There would be a significant increase
in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is already having many
problems with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that
traffic would increase to 5,700 trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not
including the construction traffic that will take place for the proposed 10-
12 years.
 
WILDLIFE: 
The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning
to the area for the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have
re-established their migration routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring
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Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs, High Aspen Ranch and
surrounding areas. Black bears have also been returning to the high
mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek Fire had pushed them
out temporarily. There are a significant number of deer that have also
created a home all throughout Spring Valley and the surrounding areas, as
well as the white-tailed jackrabbits. Mountain lions still live within Spring
Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a part of their territory
for feeding and breeding. This development will have a major impact on
wildlife and would make it extremely difficult for their migration routes to
breeding to being hit by traffic. They would be forced to move to another
area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to survive.
 
Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for
the Spring Valley Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the
county as well. This development would not benefit the community or the
county, it would be taking away from local businesses and the small town
mountain charm we have. It would also not be consistent with many
sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
 
We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Robin Van Norman & Jim Vickroy
 
720 Wood Nymph Ln
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
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From: Lefort, Denise
To: Glenn Hartmann
Cc: Philip Berry
Subject: Save Spring Valley
Date: Saturday, February 22, 2025 8:44:29 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from dlefort@coloradomtn.edu. Learn why this is
important

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners,

I reside in Garfield County and work at CMC. I am greatly concerned of the negative impact
it will have on the college and roads and traffic to get there. I am writing to the board of the
Garfield County Commissioners office, with my strong opposition to the proposed
development proposal of the Spring Valley Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs. 
I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our community.
 Water and fire and animals. Please do not ruin this land. 

Some of concerns are summarized below:
WATER: 
Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a catastrophic
effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main factors is that we,
as a state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with inconsistent winter months
to help with the water levels. There have already been water shortage experiences during
the summer months that have affected not only homesteads in this area but also the
livestock and wildlife.  The two years that Spring Valley Ranch was filling up their reservoir
the spring I rely on was significantly affected.
Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and
quantity issues for the entire Colorado River water system.  Allowing them to utilize large
quantities of this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. 
Adding the additional 577 housing units, as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire
station, and a South facing skiing and sledding hill that the developers are proposing, would
significantly affect these precious water sources.
FIRE: 
There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in the area
today.  If there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could cause a
problem with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get out safely, not
to mention the first responders being able to safely access the area. Having these
additional structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel and make it more
difficult to control or fight a fire, compared to the current landscaping that is there. Spring
Valley already has only 3 accessible emergency routes, without any additional traffic.
TRAFFIC: 
The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would affect the
residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses around the
area. The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not only affect
 County Road 114 but County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road 110, and all of
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mailto:ghartmann@garfield-county.com
mailto:pberry@garfield-county.com
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
hmacdonald
Text Box
Exhibit6-68



the different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards Missouri Heights and
Cottonwood Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase would create more dust,
pollution, wildlife collisions and noise,  This is just not something this area can endure.
There would be a significant increase in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is
already having many problems with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that
traffic would increase to 5,700 trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the
construction traffic that will take place for the proposed 10-12 years.
WILDLIFE: 
The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area for
the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their migration
routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs,
High Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Black bears have also been returning to the
high mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek Fire had pushed them out
temporarily. There are a significant number of deer that have also created a home all
throughout Spring Valley and the surrounding areas, as well as the white-tailed jackrabbits.
Mountain lions still live within Spring Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a
part of their territory for feeding and breeding. This development will have a major impact
on wildlife and would make it extremely difficult for their migration routes to breeding to
being hit by traffic. They would be forced to move to another area that will not be able to
accommodate their needs to survive.
Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for the Spring Valley
Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This development
would not benefit the community or the county, it would be taking away from local
businesses and the small town mountain charm we have. It would also not be consistent
with many sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.

Thank you for your time,

Denise Lefort

Denise Lefort
Associate Professor Business

Colorado Mountain College
Glenwood Springs Colorado
dlefort@Coloradomtn.edu, 
970-510-3308 (O) 864-361-0495 (C)
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From: Glenn Hartmann
To: Philip Berry
Subject: FW: Garfield County website inquiry
Date: Wednesday, February 26, 2025 6:55:32 AM

 
 
From: Tom Jankovsky <tjankovsky@garfield-county.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 8:48 PM
To: patricktullyking@gmail.com
Cc: Glenn Hartmann <ghartmann@garfield-county.com>
Subject: RE: Garfield County website inquiry

 
Patrick
Thank you for your email.  I will forward it on to Community Develpment
 
From: noreply@formstack.com <noreply@formstack.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 9:09 AM
To: Tom Jankovsky <tjankovsky@garfield-county.com>
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry

 

Subject: Opposition to Spring Valley development

Name: Patrick King

Email: patricktullyking@gmail.com

Phone number: (207) 653-9806

Message: Dear Mr. Jankovsky, I live in unincorporated Garfield County between highway 82
and the Spring Valley Ranch. I know the area well and I cannot imagine a development of this
size being put in. I urge you to do whatever you can to oppose the project. 

I am especially concerned about the water use and what happens if there's a significant fire up
there. I'm on a well and it's my worst fear that one day I'll have no water for my home. I know
people who are already having problems with their wells, how can we afford a development
that uses 1,000,000 gallons per day in the summer? The Grizzly fire was a warning for us. I
remember texting neighbors about spot fires near our properties. Putting 577 homes in an area
where a big fire is likely is just irresponsible. Imagine the evacuation chaos down Red Canyon
Road. 

mailto:ghartmann@garfield-county.com
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Lastly, I'm just tired of seeing empty second homes that take up a ton of resources in this
county. My wife and I work hard, we bought a home, and we are raising our daughter here.
Sadly, I see local people, people who grew up here, have to leave because they can't afford to
live here. A luxury development like this only makes that problem bigger. Let's invest in the
people whose families have been here for generations, who want to work in our schools, who
want to raise families here. 

I'll be at the April 9th meeting and I hope you oppose this project. 

Thank you,
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From: Liz Caris
To: Philip Berry
Subject: Spring Valley
Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 5:18:24 PM

You don't often get email from ecaris@comcast.net. Learn why this is important

Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners,

I reside in Garfield County.  I am writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners 
office, with my strong opposition to the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley 
Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs. 

I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our community.  
Some of concerns are summarized below:

WATER: 
Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a catastrophic 
effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main factors is that we, 
as a state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with inconsistent winter months 
to help with the water levels. There have already been water shortage experiences during 
the summer months that have affected not only homesteads in this area but also the 
livestock and wildlife.  The two years that Spring Valley Ranch was filling up their reservoir 
the spring I rely on was significantly affected.

Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and 
quantity issues for the entire Colorado River water system.  Allowing them to utilize large 
quantities of this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. 

Adding the additional 577 housing units, as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire 
station, and a South facing skiing and sledding hill that the developers are proposing, would 
significantly affect these precious water sources.

FIRE: 
There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in the area 
today.  If there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could cause a 
problem with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get out safely, not 
to mention the first responders being able to safely access the area. Having these 
additional structures so close to each other would create more fire fuel and make it more 
difficult to control or fight a fire, compared to the current landscaping that is there. Spring 
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Valley already has only 3 accessible emergency routes, without any additional traffic.

TRAFFIC: 
The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would affect the 
residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses around the 
area. The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not only affect  
County Road 114 but County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road 110, and all of the 
different road routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards Missouri Heights and 
Cottonwood Pass towards Eagle. The road usage increase would create more dust, 
pollution, wildlife collisions and noise,  This is just not something this area can endure. 
There would be a significant increase in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is 
already having many problems with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that 
traffic would increase to 5,700 trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the 
construction traffic that will take place for the proposed 10-12 years.

WILDLIFE: 
The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area for 
the last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their migration 
routes that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs, 
High Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Black bears have also been returning to the 
high mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek Fire had pushed them out 
temporarily. There are a significant number of deer that have also created a home all 
throughout Spring Valley and the surrounding areas, as well as the white-tailed jackrabbits. 
Mountain lions still live within Spring Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a 
part of their territory for feeding and breeding. This development will have a major impact 
on wildlife and would make it extremely difficult for their migration routes to breeding to 
being hit by traffic. They would be forced to move to another area that will not be able to 
accommodate their needs to survive.

Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for the Spring Valley 
Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This development 
would not benefit the community or the county, it would be taking away from local 
businesses and the small town mountain charm we have. It would also not be consistent 
with many sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.

Thank you for your time,
Bill and Liz Caris
 Elk Springs Subdivision
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Garfiel.d County Ptanning and Zoning
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Gtenwood Springs, CO 81601
Mr. Gten Hartmann
Dear Mt Hartmann

My name is Phitip Maass, I am a 2!-year resident who tives in El.k Springs subdivision. I am writing
to the board of the Garf iel.d County Pl.anning office, with my concerns for the proposed sate and
devetopment proposaI of the Spring Vatl.ey Ranch, Located in Gtenwood Springs.
There are many reasons whythis sal.e/devetopment shoul.d not be atl.owed to be approved. Some
of the main key points of concern are summ arized betow:

WATER- Water levets have been inconsistent since Colorado has been in a drought for over 15
years. Adding the additio nal577 housing units, as wetl as a 200 -acre gotf course, a generaI store,
a fire station, and a possibte skiing and sl.edding hittthatthe devetopers are proposing, woul.d
significantty affect the water sources. We in El.k Springs monitor and controI ourwatervery
carefutty and woutd not want ourwater depteted or degraded due to this subdivision.

FIRE-Therewoutdbeanatarmingnumberof safetyconcernsif thereweretobeanotherfireinthe
area,forresidentstogetoutsafetyaswettasfirstresponderstosafetyaccesstheareas. lfthere
were to be an increase in traffic on the roads (due to construction or daiLy commuting or random
traffic), this could cause a probtem with roads becoming btocked. lam on the E1kSpringfire
mitigation committee and wetaken numerous steps to improve our safetyfrom fires incl.uding
creating severalfire breaks to stow down the spreading of fires and educating homeowners on the
necessity of smaft f ire prevention. we are a nf pa "Firewise community,,.

TRAFFIC- The signif icant amount of traff ic increase that woutd be created in the area woutd affect
many of the residents that currentLy tive in the area, as wetlas residents and businesses around
the area. I have seen the increase in traffic on cty Rd 1 14 since I have Lived here and the
intersection with Hwy82 is a hugetraffic jam especiattyatrush hour. The tayoutof the service
road next to Hwy 82 makes this intersection prone to Large delays,

WILDLIFE- This devetopment wiLt have a major impact on wi[dtife and wou1d make it extremely
diff icutt for the wil.dlife's migration routes to breeding to being hit by traffic. They woutd be forced
to move to another area that wit[ not be abte to accommodate their needs to survive.

Ptease considerthe negative impacts thatthis proposed devetopment forthe springVattey Ranch
woutd have on the neighboring residents and the county as wett. This devetopment wou1d not
benef it the community or the county, it woutd be taking away f rom Local. businesses and the
smalt-town mountain charm we have. lt woul,d atso not be consistent with many sections of the
Garf ietd County 2030 Comprehensive pl.an.

we need to keep our ruraI mountain areas rurat. we need to hetp protect our waters and
protect the [ands that the witdtife needs to survive

V^/ry-=Waa<<
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From: Ashley Ruby
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Perry Will; Mike Samson; Tom Jankovsky
Date: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 6:57:14 AM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from rubyashley106@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Tom Jankovsky, Mike Samson, Perry Will, Glenn Hartmann, Philip Berry,

I am writing to urge you to deny the Spring Valley Ranch Substantial PUD due to its
significant threats to our community and environment.

This development risks:

Water Resources: Severe strain on our water supply, requiring thorough assessment..

Traffic Congestion: Exacerbated traffic, impacting safety and evacuation capacity.

Wildlife Habitat: Destruction of critical habitats and increased human-animal conflict.

Quality of Life: Diminished rural character and peaceful environment.

Please prioritize our community's long-term interests over short-term development gains.
Do not approve this project.

Keep our valley as is. Leave our mountains and the nature spaces that we have. We like it
as is. We have enough golf courses. 

Respectfully Submitted,

Ashley R. Gonzalez. 
Be Kind to all kinds.

mailto:rubyashley106@gmail.com
mailto:GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pwill@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:msamson@garfieldcountyco.gov
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From: Glenn Hartmann
To: Philip Berry; Heather MacDonald
Subject: FW: Garfield County website inquiry
Date: Sunday, March 30, 2025 5:41:35 PM

 
 
From: Tom Jankovsky <tjankovsky@garfieldcountyco.gov> 
Sent: Friday, March 28, 2025 4:30 PM
To: KBLiving4Yahusha@yahoo.com
Cc: Glenn Hartmann <GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov>
Subject: RE: Garfield County website inquiry

 
Kelly
Thank you for your email, I will forward it on to Community Development
 
From: Communications <Communications@garfieldcountyco.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, March 27, 2025 5:14 PM
To: Tom Jankovsky <tjankovsky@garfieldcountyco.gov>
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry

 

Subject: Spring Valley Ranch

Name: Kelly Black

Email: KBLiving4Yahusha@yahoo.com

Phone number: (720) 281-3618

Message: Garfield County Administration & Commissioners
108 8th Street, Suite 101
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Garfield County Board of Commissioners,

I reside in Garfield County. I am writing to the board of the Garfield County Commissioners
office, with my strong opposition to the proposed development proposal of the Spring Valley
Ranch, located in Glenwood Springs. 

I believe that the proposed development will have detrimental effects on our community,

mailto:GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:hmacdonald@garfieldcountyco.gov
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including but not limited to:

WATER: 
Water is one of my great concerns. This proposed development would have a catastrophic
effect on the water source that is currently established. One of the main factors is that we, as a
state, have been in a drought for more than 15 years, with inconsistent winter months to help
with the water levels. There have already been water shortage experiences during the summer
months that have affected not only homesteads in this area but also the livestock and wildlife. 

Global climate change and the on-going drought has contributed to water quality and quantity
issues for the entire Colorado River water system. Allowing them to utilize large quantities of
this precious resource to irrigate and make snow is irresponsible. 

Adding the additional 501 housing units, as well as 2 golf courses, a general store, a fire
station, a South facing ski hill, and a sledding hill that the developers are proposing, would
significantly affect these precious water sources.

FIRE: 
There is an alarming number of safety concerns if there were to be another fire in the area
today. If there were to be an increase in traffic on the roads then this could cause a problem
with roads becoming blocked making it difficult for residents to get out safely, not to mention
the first responders being able to safely access the area. Having these additional structures so
close to each other would create more fire fuel and make it more difficult to control or fight a
fire, compared to the current landscaping that is there. Spring Valley already has only 3
accessible emergency routes, without any additional traffic.

TRAFFIC: 
The significant amount of traffic increase that would be created in the area would affect the
residents that currently live in the area, as well as residents and businesses around the area.
The traffic would increase to become unmanageable, and would not only affect County Road
114 but County Road 115, County Road 119, County Road 110, and all of the different road
routes that go through Cattle Creek, over towards Missouri Heights and Cottonwood Pass
towards Eagle. The road usage increase would create more dust, pollution, wildlife collisions
and noise, This is just not something this area can endure. There would be a significant
increase in traffic that would also affect Highway 82, which is already having many problems
with the volume of traffic. The developers are indicating that traffic would increase to 5,700
trips a day on County Road 114 alone, not including the construction traffic that will take
place for an estimated 10-16 years.

WILDLIFE: 
The wildlife in the area has changed over the years but has been returning to the area for the
last few years, including elk. Multiple herds of elk have re-established their migration routes
that run through Spring Valley, Spring Valley Ranch, Lookout Mountain, Elk Springs, High
Aspen Ranch and surrounding areas. Black bears have also been returning to the high
mountains of the area, even after the Grizzly Creek Fire had pushed them out temporarily.
There are a significant number of deer that have also created a home all throughout Spring
Valley and the surrounding areas, as well as the white-tailed jackrabbits. Mountain lions still
live within Spring Valley, Lookout Mountain, and surrounding areas as a part of their territory
for feeding and breeding. This development will have a major impact on wildlife and would
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make it extremely difficult for their migration routes to breeding to being hit by traffic. They
would be forced to move to another area that will not be able to accommodate their needs to
survive.

Please consider the negative impacts that this proposed development for the Spring Valley
Ranch would have on the neighboring residents and the county as well. This development
would not benefit the community or the county, it would be taking away from local businesses
and the small town mountain charm we have. It would also not be consistent with many
sections of the Garfield County 2030 Comprehensive Plan.
We need to keep our rural mountain areas rural.

Thank you for your time,

Kelly Black
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From: Kat Bird
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry; Perry Will; Mike Samson; Tom Jankovsky
Subject: NO TO THE SPRING VALLEY DEVELOPMENT
Date: Friday, March 28, 2025 3:58:29 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from birdkat97@gmail.com. Learn why this is
important

Dear Tom Jankovsky, Mike Samson, Perry Will, Glenn Hartmann, Philip Berry,

Thank you for ALL you do for our community and The Roaring Fork Valley.

I am writing to urge you to deny the Spring Valley Ranch Substantial PUD due to its
significant threats to our community and environment. I am a former Colorado Mountain
College student, and now long time valley local since 2014, I’ve seen so much growth and I
worry that glenwood springs does not have the resources to support a luxury community of
this volume. The valley has already grown beyond what any of us can sustain. We need to
be realistic about our landscape, our environment and future as a community. Do we really
want more vacation homes and people who don’t contribute to the community? 

This development risks:

Water Resources: Severe strain on our water supply, requiring thorough assessment..

Traffic Congestion: Exacerbated traffic, impacting safety and evacuation capacity.

Wildlife Habitat: Destruction of critical habitats and increased human-animal conflict.

Quality of Life: Diminished rural character and peaceful environment.

Please prioritize our community's long-term interests over short-term development gains.
Do not approve this project.

Respectfully Submitted,

Katherine Bird 

mailto:birdkat97@gmail.com
mailto:GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pwill@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:msamson@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:tjankovsky@garfieldcountyco.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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From: Barbie
To: Philip Berry
Subject: SVR
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 9:46:27 AM

You don't often get email from barbmax@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Philip Berry,

Thank you for ALL you do for our community and The Roaring Fork Valley.

I am writing to urge you to deny the Spring Valley Ranch Substantial PUD due to its
significant threats to our community and environment.

This development risks:

Water Resources: Severe strain on our water supply, requiring thorough assessment..

Traffic Congestion: Exacerbated traffic, impacting safety and evacuation capacity.

Wildlife Habitat: Destruction of critical habitats and increased human-animal conflict.

Quality of Life: Diminished rural character and peaceful environment.

Please prioritize our community's long-term interests over short-term development gains.
Do not approve this project.

Respectfully Submitted,

Barbara Maxson 

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:barbmax@gmail.com
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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 Gregg Minion MD 
 119 Monarch Road 
 Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
 913-219-6040 
 gminion@gmail.com 

 Esteemed Members of the County Commission, Planning Commission, Community 
 Development Department and County Staff, thank-you for your time, energy, and the 
 effort that you have put into evaluating the Spring Valley Ranch (SVR) PUD Amendment 
 Substantial Modification. 

 During the process of collecting over 1,000 signatures against the SVR, I personally 
 spoke with two hundred local residents. Only a handful expressed support for the 
 development.  Their singular concern relates to the rights of private landowners.  The 
 other individuals all voiced their concern and opposition. 

 I would like to share some of the concerns related to the Spring Valley Ranch PUD. 

 Comprehensive Plan/LUDC:  This is a partial list of issues that do not comply with the 
 Comprehensive Plan 2030: eliminating Sprawl, limiting growth, protecting historic lands, 
 supporting new and existing agriculture and impacting our rural appeal and character. 
 The PUD also does not comply with multiple Garfield County Land Use Development 
 codes. (LUDC).  For example, there is a lack of demonstrated need for the proposed 
 facilities, services or housing. The current homesites and agricultural operations have 
 not changed to such a degree as to support the proposed commercial operations nor 
 this type of residences. (4-113.C)  Outside of walking / biking trails, and access to a 
 convenience store, use will be limited to homeowners on this private development. 
 What was once open space will become an unnecessary development made up of 85% 
 expensive 2nd homes when what is needed locally is more affordable housing.  For the 
 above reasons and many others, the proposal is not in general conformance with the 
 Comprehensive Plan 2030.  Primarily, it conflicts with the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision: 
 “Garfield County is dedicated to …, protecting wildlife, maintaining or improving the 
 quality of our natural environment and preserving the county’s rural and western 
 heritage.”  The Spring Valley Ranch (SVR) PUD brings little needed change to Spring 
 Valley, Garfield County or the region. Residents that are in opposition are not antigrowth 
 or anti-development, rather in support of responsible growth and development. 

 Business Concerns:  What data do we have on the quality and quantity of jobs that 
 purportedly will be created?   Are these high quality, high paying and long standing 
 jobs? What will the Spring Valley Ranch PUD do to regional competition for skilled and 
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 unskilled labor?  Will this drive up the cost of labor?  What will this do to travel times on 
 Hwy 82?   Per the Comprehensive Plan the development should not create competition 
 between new and viable existing businesses such as exist at Thunder River.  A Job 
 Generation report might be useful in addressing some of these concerns. This 
 development will have a negative impact on existing businesses via direct competition. 

 Affordable Housing: There is an inadequate number of affordable dwelling units planned 
 for the number of jobs created.  The Spring Valley Ranch PUD plan includes 77 
 affordable dwelling units.  The PUD submittal estimates adding roughly 200 jobs.  This 
 discrepancy will increase the housing deficit in an area that is already starved for 
 reasonable priced housing.  This will add to travel times, pollution and worsen quality of 
 life. 

 Roads:  Will the roads, especially County road 114/CMC Road, be able to 
 accommodate the projected 3300 to 5700 trips per day not including construction 
 traffic?  Will CR 114 be safe for pedestrian CMC students in light of the fact that there is 
 no public transportation planned. For that matter, will the roads (CR 113,110,115) be 
 safe for walkers and bicyclists in general? This begs the question, can these steep two 
 lane, winding roads, which are icy in winter, ever safely handle the traffic to which they 
 will be exposed.  Another Traffic Information Study that better evaluates the impact to 
 CR115 and CR110 roads needs to be completed. Can the roads be constructed so that 
 they have adequate access and capacity as required by the LUDC (Article 7-107  )  , 
 especially in the case of emergency evacuation.  As outlined in the Phasing plan, there 
 will be overlap of the road improvements and housing construction.  This will negatively 
 impact the travel time and enjoyment of living in Spring Valley for at least a decade. 
 The improvements mentioned in the Phasing Plan need to be expressly characterized 
 prior to the SVR PUD being approved. 

 Fire:  A major concern is fire evacuation.  How long will it take to evacuate the area if 
 there is a wildfire?  One estimate is greater than 11 hours.  There is a suggestion that 
 sheltering in place would be appropriate.  Unfortunately this may not be acceptable to 
 the residents, workers and visitors.  This could lead to Fire, EMS, residents, workers 
 and visitors all accessing roads that are limited in access and capacity.  This is a real 
 concern inlight of the multiple wildfires we have experienced: Coal Seam, Storm King, 
 Lake Christine, Grizzly Creek etc) Over the last few years Spring Valley homeowners 
 have had issues with obtaining homeowners insurance secondary to fire risk. One can 
 assume that this trend will continue as it has in the rest of the country. 

 Water: Whether the planned water use is sustainable is unknown.   Current residents of 
 Spring Valley have significant concerns related to this issue. Without proof of adequate, 
 reliable, physical long-term and a legal water supply (7-104) to irrigate the private golf 
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 courses, ski hills, landscape and open space it must be assumed that it does not exist. 
 In the face of aridification, with water resources that are already over allocated, these 
 questions require an accurate answer prior to moving forward with this project. The 
 application of 1,000,000 plus gallons of water per day can only be characterized as 
 misuse.   It is everyone's responsibility to protect and preserve this precious resource. 
 What would the Spring Valley Ranch have the other individuals, both wildlife and people 
 do, if the water in the area becomes inadequate to accommodate the needs of all? 
 Groundwater pollution from the homes and golf courses are a legitimate concern that 
 needs to be addressed.  We should all be alarmed by the use of this quantity of surface 
 and groundwater.  Further characterization of the aquifer must be completed prior to 
 approval. 

 Wildlife:  Wildlife will suffer. Where elk and deer once roamed freely they will now be 
 impeded. The build will further stress the  Frying Pan Elk herd that per CPW already 
 shows signs of decline caused by habitat fragmentation, interruption of migration 
 corridors, an impact to summer and winter range and a change in access to surface 
 water.  Houses, roads, people, trails, dogs, golf and skiing will continue to negatively 
 impact an already disturbing trend in a decrease in the calving/production of this 
 foundation species. This trend will have an impact on the existence and economic value 
 of the Frying Pan Elk Herd.  Concerns about wildlife-people interactions must be 
 considered in light of the bear and mountain lion in the area. An increase in vehicle 
 animal strikes will be an additional consequence. 

 Economic Impact:  How will this development impact home valuations and property 
 taxes in the surrounding area?   Who will cover costs to revegetate the land if this is a 
 failed community? What costs will be incurred by the County to support ongoing 
 infrastructure needs secondary to the SVR? At the rate we are building there will be little 
 undeveloped land left in Spring Valley and this part of Garfield County. 

 The citizens of Garfield County do not want, nor need a private life-style community that 
 is incompatible with the region's rural landscape and agricultural heritage.  This is 
 basically a request to build a development similar in size to the combined land mass of 
 Carbondale and Glenwood combined, 5 miles up a steep, winding, 2 lane road.  Any 
 harm to the environment, once done, will not be easily undone. 
 Just because we have the ability to bring a concept to fruition does not mean we are 
 required to.  We ought to promote and protect the 5900 acres from unnecessary 
 development.  This area should remain wild and biodiverse. 

 Now that we are aware of the negative impacts of the development of Spring Valley 
 Ranch, we should act accordingly as it relates to the consumption of a massive amount 
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 of water, impact of fire, wildlife, traffic, road safety, water quality and compatibility with 
 the surrounding area to name a few issues.  The changes requested in the PUD 
 application do not warrant placing Spring Valley hostage for another 20 plus years in 
 light of the high risk and low reward that the area is being asked to accept. What was 
 once a novel idea, no longer has a place in this area. Outside of housing, the 
 development is incompatible with surrounding land uses. 

 For many reasons, some of which are outlined above, this is an inappropriate 
 development in an inappropriate location.  Do we even have data that supports the 
 need for the 500 multimillion dollar home? (Marketing Survey) 

 It is my belief that this development will negatively impact the quality of life for all 
 residents of the surrounding region, not just Spring Valley.   As it is planned, Spring 
 Valley Ranch brings no new or unique amenities to our community.  As such this is not a 
 development which will add to our lives.  If anything, the Spring Valley Ranch will detract 
 from our enjoyment. 

 I respectfully request denial of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Substantial Amendment. 

 Sincerely, 

 Gregg Minion MD 
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Objection to Storied Development's proposed glutlnous use of finite water resources in
the Spring Valley Aquifer for developing Spring Valley Ranch

Dear Planning and Zoning Staff and Commissioners,

I am not a dedicated NIMBY nor am I anti-development. ln fact, I was the primary land
planner and project manager for the Elk Springs development. I am however opposed to mind-
less development that is knowingly wasteful of our increasingly most valuable and limited
natural resource - water. The likely proposed mining of the Spring Valley Aquifer to nurture golf
courses above 7000 feet in elevation is irresponsible to the environment and all other water
users in Spring Valley which includes the CMC Spring Valley Campus. Storied Development's
dismissive response to neighbor's genuine concerns of mining the aquifer is consistent with a
development that has no desire to fit in with the rural setting of Spring Valley, respect its
existing residents, or serve the interests of Garfield County.

Storied's own water analysis notes the Spring Valley Aquifer is not a unified basin, but
rather a collection of elevated and lower aquifers. No study has been conducted to analyze the
rate by which water passes from the elevated aquifers to the lower basin or the extent to
whether it even does so. Storied claims an incredible 600 acre-feet of water flows down Landis
Creek but presents no historical or recent proof of this claim. They dissemble by saying this
massive flow will provide most of their irrigation needs but then refuse to limit irrigation from
wells. And finally, and most importantly, if the aridification trend of the past 20 years continues,
Storied's glutinous use of water for golf courses will most definitely mine and deplete the
aquifer - even by their own generous calculations of the infiltration rate of precipitation.

I do not term their proposed water use glutinous without good reason. The Elk Springs
PUD has consumptive water rights of approximately 70 acre-feet to serve approximately 420
EQRs (one sixth of an acre-foot per EOR). Storied Development wants to consume 974.5 acre-
feet of water to serve 695 EQRs (one and four tenths acre-feet per EQR). This is consumptive
use of water per EQR at a rate eight times greater than Elk Springs PUD. This glutinous
consumption of water in a closed basin with no external water sources is wasteful,
nonsensical and should not be condoned.

Very Truly Concerned Citizen

2 6G C)

Greg S Boecker
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March 31,2A25

Re: Hearing of the SpringVattey Ranch Substantiat PUD Amendment, April g

Dear Garfietd County Commissioners,

My first visit to Spring Vattey was in 1987 and I was struck by the beauty of the open [and,
the sprawting ranches, the peaceful grazingcattte and the herds of mute deer and etk. One
summer morning lwas fortunate to see a magnificent mountain lion sunning himsetf on a
rock in the front yard. The rural environment of GarfieLd Countywas stunning in its
simpticity, particutarty against the backdrop of the commanding vista of Mt. Sopris.

I own several tots in Etk Springs as wetl as owning El,k Mesa which shares a property tine
with Etk Springs to the north. I have a vested interest in the overal,t heatth of the surrounding
vatley. Storied Devetopment's ptans for the Spring Vattey Ranch devetopment appears to fty
in the face of the rurat surrounding area. The Storied proposal runs counter with adjacent
land uses in terms of water use, devetopment amenities, CR 1 14, wiLdfire evacuation
needs, witdtife corridors etc,

I am not anti-devetopment. I am a real estate devetoper who is aware of the fragitity of
Spring Val.Ley. Currently, County Road 1 14 is stretched to the breaking point and the thought
of 577 additionaL famities trying to ftee a fire on an inadequatel.y sized road is dangerous to
the extent of being criminat. The drought is here to stay, and water must be viewed as a
diminishing resource that shoutd be treasured. Storied acts as though the aquafer is
bottomtess and gotf courses, bountiful surface irrigation and a ski hitt make sense. The arid
climate of Spring Vattey is comptetety inappropriate for the "water hogging" proposat of
Storied. A responsibte developer shou[d consider the timitations of the fragite water suppty
in a fire prone area.

There are manyissues of concern with Storied's devetopment. I am not a scientist or
engineer. The commission witt be hearing from the experts on those retevant topics. Tetl.

Storied to go back to the drawing board and create a pLan that can be supported by the
peopte who tive in the Roaring Fork Vattey and those who appreciate the rural atmosphere
of Spring Vattey.

Respectfutty and with grave concern,

&.,ltc'\,6, l\"^1
Barbara Nea[
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Brian Lorch 
347 Wood Nymph Ln. 

Glenwood Springs CO, 81601 
970-485-9232 

Blorch11@gmail.com 
 

Submitted via email to 

Glenn Hartmann and Phillip Berry 

March 31, 2025 

 

Dear esteemed Garfield County Commissioners, Planning Commissioners and Community Development Staff, 

Thank you for this opportunity to voice my concerns regarding the pending proposal to amend the Spring Valley Ranch 
PUD, and thank you for your on-going efforts to guide development in Garfield County, 

 

INTRODUCTION 

My name is: Brian Lorch and I live at: 347 Wood Nymph, within a direct line of sight of the Spring Valley Ranch.  I have 
a Master’s degree in Watershed Sciences from CSU and I worked for the Community Development Department in 
Summit County, CO for over 22 years: First as an Environmental Planner, and then I led the Open Space and Trails 
Department for almost 20 years.  I reviewed countless development requests for code compliance during my tenure there. 

Based on my review of Georgia-based Storied Development’s (Proponent) proposed Major Amendment to the Spring 
Valley Ranch (SVR) Planned Unit Development (PUD), I believe that the PUD must be denied because private resort 
scheme proposed for the Spring Valley Ranch fails to meet numerous provisions of the Garfield County Land Use 
Development Code (LUDC), any one of which justifies denial.  It also defies the Vision and numerous policies in the 
Comprehensive Plan, is incompatible with the rural character of surrounding land uses, and will cause irreversible adverse 
impacts to the natural environment and the community.  

 

PLEASE DON’T FALL FOR THE “BAIT AND SWITCH” PUD AMENDMENT 

This development proposal is not Conservation Clustering.  The submitted PUD Plan seeks to maximize profits by 
dispersing small groups of lots all over the property, specifically to be near future ski and golf facilities, and is an attempt 
to create a massive new loophole in the development code.  This proposal would fragment any natural resource values of 
the proposed Open Space and could set precedent that the community will never recover from.   

The Bait: According to the SVR PUD Guide (2024), the Proponent has offered to identify a minimum of 55% of the 
property as Open Space to gain the advantages of Conservation Clustering. However, the clusters of homes are proposed 
to be spread across the landscape to all corners of the property, and into the most ecologically sensitive areas of the 
property. 

The Switch: The Proponent’s planned uses of the Open Space ignore the Garfield County regulations, policies, and 
standards (LUDC Sections 7-501B1 through 7-501B8) 

The Land Use Schedule proposed in the PUD Guide would entitle the Proponent to construct golf courses, driving ranges, 
shooting ranges, tennis courts, ball fields, ski hills, chairlifts, and snowmaking facilities, eating and drinking 
establishments, and parking lots within PUD areas designated as Open Space. These proposed Open Space uses are 
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clearly not “designed to protect and not detract from existing wildlife habitat and natural features of the land such as Steep 
slopes, Riparian areas, …” (Section 7-501B3).   

But there is more: the Proponent is proposing the ability to construct accessory gravel operations, batch plants, water 
impoundments, water tanks, reservoirs, water treatment and distribution facilities, power transmission and distribution 
lines, solar energy systems, telecommunication facilities, utility distribution facilities, and commercial or support 
structures within the Open Space.  This list of uses and activities is completely inconsistent with protection of Wildlife, 
their habitat, and the resource values of the Open Space. The County’s definition of Open Space allows outdoor 
recreation.  However, using the Proponent’s reckoning, the back of my car would likely be considered Open Space, 
because that is where I throw my outdoor recreation junk. 

And to put the nail in the coffin for the Open Space proposed at SVR: The Proponent also slipped in language to allow 
any of these facilities and parking lots on the Open Space to be lighted for use after dark, permanently shewing away 
wildlife and destroying the cherished dark-sky character of this rural area. 

In over 20 years of working to acquire and preserve Open Space, I have never heard any friend or foe of Open Space 
suggest allowing such a list of incongruous uses.  This list defies any rational interpretation of the concept of Open Space 
promulgated in the Garfield County LUDC and Comprehensive Plan.  Falling victim to this sham would certainly 
obliterate the rural character of the Spring Valley area, and more importantly it could set precedent that will alter land uses 
in the entirety of Garfield County in the future. 

 

THE MAJOR PUD AMENDMENT MUST STAND ON ITS OWN 

The Proponent repeatedly touts comparisons with the existing PUD as rational for approving their private development 
scheme, suggesting that private recreation facilities have already been approved.  However, the PUD amendment would 
replace any past approvals, and the proposed Amendment must stand on its own based upon current policies and 
regulations.  There is also a strong argument to assert that past entitlements have expired.   

The proposal includes dozens of violations and conflicts with the LUDC and Comprehensive Plan, any one of which is 
sufficient grounds for denial of this amendment. 

• The Garfield Development code does not include developed downhill ski areas as allowed recreational 
activities in the rural landscape, and this change in land use would require a code revision. 

• The PUD Resort Scheme Conflicts with the LUDC Sections 7-102, 7-103, 7-106, 7-107, 7-202, 7-207, 7-208, 
7-301, 7-304, 7-501B1, 7-501B2, 7-501B3, 7-501B4, 7-501B8, and 7-600: 

The State of Colorado referrals highlight some of these concerns. 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Referral: “we cannot agree that the wildlife impacts associated with developing the Spring 
Valley Ranch would be addressed were this plan to be implemented. “(9/2/2024). This referral highlights critical conflicts 
with numerous LUDC and Comp. Plan regulations and policies. 

Colorado Geologic Survey Referral: CGS “strongly recommends” that the county require a revised geologic hazards 
evaluation (2/23/2024). This indicates conflicts with Section 7-207F3 and others. 

Colorado Division of Water Resources (CDWR) Referral: “the developer does not currently have specific water rights for 
snowmaking.” (9/12/2024 and pers. comm.3/26/2025). This identifies conflicts with LUCD Section 7-104: “All 
applications for Land Use Change shall have an adequate, reliable, physical, long-term and legal water supply to serve the 
use…,” and other policies. 

The PUD Resort Scheme conflicts with the Garfield Comp. Plan Vision and Policies in Sections 7-P2, 7-P3, 7-P5, 7-
P6, 8-P1, 8-P2, and 8-P3: 
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The proposal conflicts with the Comprehensive Plan’s Vision: “Garfield County is dedicated to …, protecting wildlife, 
maintaining or improving the quality of our natural environment and preserving the county’s rural and western heritage.”  
The Proposal also conflicts with numerous Comp. Plan policies regarding water, natural resources, habitat and wildlife. 

This scattered private resort development plan conflicts with Open Space requirements and policies the LUDC and 
Comprehensive Plan including, but not limited to: 

• Section 7-501 B1: The Open Space shall be designed as large contiguous tracts where small “islands” of Open 
Space are discouraged.” 

• Section 7-501 B2: The Open Space shall be designed to connect to available existing Open Space on neighboring 
properties or tracts of public lands in order to create larger regional tracts of contiguous Open Space. 

• Section 7-501 B3: The Open Space shall be designed to protect and not detract from existing wildlife habitat and 
natural feature of the land such as stee slopes and riparian areas. 

• Section 7-501 B8: The Open Space shall not be reserved for any other type of use. 

This unacceptable plan for the lot layout will have critical environmental and community impacts and must be denied. 

 

SVR IS NOT A VIABLE, APPROPRIATE, OR SUSTAINABLE LOCATION FOR THIS RESORT SCHEME 

  
“No Snow Ski Hill: February, 2025    Deer Valley Development: February, 2025 

 

The picture on the left shows the location of the proposed ski resort and the surrounding area proposed for development.  
This scenic hillside provides a cherished backdrop that is visible from much of the Roaring Fork Valley.  The fact that this 
picture shows almost no snow in February indicates why this hillside is so critical for wildlife habitat in the winter.  

The picture on the right shows the impact of less than a dozen homes and their access roads on a similar slope at Deer 
Valley, Utah.  The ecological impacts shown at Deer Valley, would be multiplied 10-fold in the proposed PUD amendment 
which would spread almost 100 homes up to, and above the ridgeline, lighting up Spring Valley and much of the Roaring 
Fork Valley.  All of the additional outdoor facilities proposed for construction as part of the resort scheme will guarantee 
that the scattered land between the lots will not retain Open Space or habitat values. 
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THE NATURE, SCALE, LOCATION, AND INTENSITY OF THE PROPOSED USES ARE NOT COMPATIBLE WITH 
THE RURAL CHARACTER, ADJACENT LAND USE OR ALLOWED USES OF OPEN SPACE. 

 

   

Photos of Tasker Club by Storied Development: near Park City, Utah 

The Proponent’s promotional materials showing their “private lifestyle resort” concept make it clear that the proposal is 
fundamentally incompatible with the rural character of the surrounding land uses in Spring Valley. 

 

THE PRIVATE SKI RESORT SCHEME IS DOOMED TO FAIL AT THE PERIL OF COMMUNTY CHARACTER. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Spring Valley Ranch, February 26, 2025    Sunlight Ski Area, February 26, 2025   
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The two pictures above were taken at the same location and time in February of 2025, and 
contrast SVR with nearby Sunlight Ski area.  Please note that Sunlight is white and is 
predominantly treed because the northerly slope aspects hold snow, whereas the south 
facing SVR does not.  While Colorado residents may observe this difference between 
south and north facing hills daily, the Georgia Proponent may understandably be less 
familiar with this phenomenon. 

According to Coloradoskihistory.com over 145 ski areas have gone defunct since the turn 
of the 20th century, primarily due to the lack of a skiable snowpack, and only about 30 
remain.  

To illustrate this difference, the graph below compares the solar radiation on south-southwest (SSW) facing slopes, like 
Spring Valley Ranch, to a north-northeast (NNE) facing slope, like the nearby Sunlight Resort.   

   

          Ski Areas Unable to Open: Business News 

This graph indicates that the proposed ski hill at SVR would receive approximately three times more solar radiation on 
January 1 than Sunlight Ski Area.  This makes it unlikely that there will be enough snow accumulation to make even the 
easiest ski hills viable, and steeper slopes have an even greater differential in solar gain between north and south facing 
slopes in winter.  

To artificially increase the value of SVR lots, the PUD amendment proposes to thwart nature with a tenuous scheme to 
produce manmade snow. The frivolous and unsustainable nature of this water and power demand is highlighted by 
viewing the horizontal timeline on the above graph. The daily solar energy input melting snow on a SSW facing hill near 
Glenwood Springs during early January is even greater than a NNE facing hill receives in mid-April.  Therefore, even 
continual snowmaking efforts throughout the season will probably accumulate insufficient snow for reliable skiing given 
the location, elevation, slopes and aspects of SVR.   

Although the PUD proposal does not specify the size and extent of the proposed ski area, it is clear this effort will require 
extensive infrastructure on the Open Space. Sunlight Resort makes snow on about 4% of its area and the Aspen Ski Areas 
have the capacity to cover about 16% of their ski hills. The intense solar radiation and lower elevation of SVR will require 
snowmaking on the majority of the proposed ski area.    

The project designer projected that the snowmaking demand would require a snowmaking capacity of about 500,000 
gallons per day for 3 months.  In contrast, 500,000 gallons is roughly the total amount of snowmaking water used at 
Sunlight Ski Resort in a full year, according to the Aspen Times.    Therefore, the proposed ski area represents an 
unsustainable waste of precious water and resources and is doomed to fail. The proposed metro district and the 
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community will be left with denuded and altered slopes and access roads, chairlifts, dispersed snowmaking and lift 
facilities, and associated ski resort “junk” spread across the Open Space when the futility of skiing on this site becomes 
apparent. 

These snowmaking guns and snow cats moving snow all night are incompatible with the rural character of Spring Valley. 
The Colorado Division of Resources has also stated that the Proponent does not have the legal water rights to make snow 
in winter.  Instead of providing data to “prove” the existence of physical or “wet” water to run the proposed snowmaking 
system, the Proponent’s water reports do not disclose or evaluate this use.   

According to one manufacturer’s website, each snowmaking gun can 
rival the noise of a chainsaw.  The projected water use indicates that 
dozens of guns will be running simultaneously all night long for months 
compounding the noise impacting neighbors and displacing wildlife. 

Lighting on each of the proposed homesites and at all the facilities 
proposed to be located on this prominent hillside and ridge will 
permanently diminish the night sky character of this area and degrade 
the Open Space in conflict with the LUDC.  Downcast lighting will not 
mitigate the change in community character or the wildlife impacts to 
the fractured Open Space because it will overhang so much rural 
landscape that is generally devoid of trees. 

As stated earlier, the Garfield Development Code does not allow this private developed downhill ski area in the rural 
landscape, and this change in land use would require a code revision.  The private ski resort is incompatible with the rural 
character and this proposed change in land use must be denied. 

 

WATER, WATER, … BUT FROM WHERE? 

The sculpture in the Grand Junction Veterans Memorial Park boldly proclaims, “In The West, When You Touch Water, 
You Touch Everything,”-Wayne N. Aspinall.  The Garfield County Commissioners have wisely embraced and articulated 
this concern in Section of 7-104 of the LUDC and the Comprehensive Plan.   

The April 2024 water report by Colorado Water Engineering, submitted by the Proponent, is an in-office review of a paper 
exercise completed by Gamba Engineering in 1990, and employs the same methods and assumptions with some updates 
to weather and precipitation records to reflect warmer and dryer climate conditions since 1990.  The County 
commissioned a review of this report by Matrix Engineering that identified serious concerns with the assumptions and 
lack of data in the Proponent’s water reports.  The SGM Engineering Comments and Concerns for Spring Valley Ranch 
Amendment (September 2024) commissioned by the potentially impacted well users in the aquifer concludes: 

“SGM’s analysis of the SVR development’s water supply availability reveals significant concerns regarding aquifer 
sustainability recharge rates, groundwater storage volume and demand calculations.  The Aquifer Sustainability Report’s 
assumptions about aquifer storage, recharge and water balance lack sufficient justification and fail to account for critical 
factors such as prolonged dry periods and inter-aquifer dynamics.  There is a serious risk of aquifer mining due to 
overestimated recharge rates and proposed high water use.  To ensure sustainable water management, SVR should provide 
more comprehensive analysis, validate its assumptions and limit its high-water -use activities.” 

Instead of characterizing the availability of water with pumping or groundwater data, the SVR water reports are based on 
simplistic assumptions, such as; all water that infiltrates into the ground in the entire Spring Valley basin enters the 
aquifer, stays in the aquifer, moves toward the SVR wells, and will remain available for the Proponent to pump.  The 
reports include no indication of how the Proponent will address injury to other well users from SVR well drawing down 
and drying up wells during seasonal or extended dry periods.  
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As stated previously, these water reports also make no mention of winter snowmaking use, listing outdoor water use as 
zero from November through March. It would be irrational to assert that the Proponent has proven that they have “an 
adequate, reliable, physical, long-term and legal water supply” for all of the proposed uses in the PUD, or that they have 
proven that their proposed demand to squeeze almost one million gallons of water per day out of the aquifer will not 
drastically injure the community. 

The residents surrounding Spring Valley implore the Community Development Department to save public dollars and 
avoid on-going stress to the community by not considering any future Spring Vallley Ranch PUD amendment submittals 
complete until any applicant has provided sufficient long-term well data and groundwater modeling to meet its burden to 
prove that it has sustainable legal and physical water for all of the proposed water uses, and that these uses will not harm 
existing water users, the community, or the environment. This burden should not be borne by Garfield County 
Government or the community. 

 

THE COMMUNITY MUST NOT “FOOT THE BILL” FOR THIS PRIVATE RESORT SCHEME 

The community must not be forced to foot the bill for all of the adverse environmental and social impacts associated with 
the proposed private resort: 

• Aquifer drawdown from the frivolous and unsustainable waste of water must not dry up wells, causing economic 
hardship and catastrophic loss of economic and natural resource values of neighboring lands, as well as the lands 
within SVR. 

• Undisclosed power demand for snowmaking and private resort facilities will require additional transmission lines 
and power infrastructure. 

• Recreation facilities must not degrade the ecological and wildlife values of designated Open Space. 
• Noise and light pollution must not obliterate the quiet nature and dark night sky of this rural area. 
• The proposed Private Resort is fundamentally incompatible with the character of the surrounding land uses. 
• The adverse community impacts of this proposal will not be addressed by removing the ski area, golf course, 

and/or other elements of the private resort scheme as a condition of PUD approval, because these facilities direct 
and define the entire development pattern of the PUD amendment.  

The list of issues that should lead to denial of this proposal far exceeds the limits that I can provide in this letter and 
includes: 

o Loss of wildlife and biodiversity 
o Traffic, Safety and infrastructure concerns 
o Pollution of air, surface water, groundwater, and soils 
o Sprawling Residential and Commercial Development 
o Dispersed physical and visual impacts of dispersed ski and golf facilities 
o Potential for erosion and landslides 
o Light and Noise Pollution 
o Excessive and unsustainable use of water, power, and resources 
o Visual and physical impacts of infrastructure expansion and new facilities 
o Flawed economic analysis overstates benefits while not disclosing full public costs 
o Loss of rural character and agricultural Heritage 
o And the list goes on…. 
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CONCLUSION 

Approving the proposed Open Space “Bait and Switch” by allowing a Proponent to identify portions of a PUD as Open 
Space, then ignore the county standards for Opens Space, will create loopholes in the development code that any future 
developers could drive their bulldozers through.  The extent and distribution of the proposed land disturbance in this PUD 
amendment proposal is clearly driven by the goal to construct private ski hills and private resort facilities.  Therefore, it is 
not sufficient to remove the golf course, commercial area, and/or ski area as a condition of approval.  

The County’s water study and other studies have highlighted the prospect for economic catastrophe for all existing well 
users, as well as the agricultural heritage of Spring Valley, when this proposal dries up surrounding wells and surface 
water.  The livelihood and well-being of most of the area residents must not be put at risk pandering to the unsustainable 
desires of a select few.  

It is essential to consider the sum of all the proposed resort facilities, along with the lot development plan, and their 
unmitigated cumulative impacts to the environment, the community, and the rural character. 

I respectfully request the denial of the proposed Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment due to conflicts with the 
LUDC and the Comprehensive Plan, and based on the sum of all of the unresolved environmental and social issues 
raised by the community and outlined in this letter. Please send this proposal back to the drawing board.   

Thank you again for your consideration of the issues provided in this letter and for your ongoing service to our 
community. 

 

Respectfully submitted   

Brian Lorch 

Brian Lorch 
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From: Communications
To: Philip Berry
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry - Senior Planner
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 12:47:43 PM

Subject: Spring Valley Ranch PUD

Name: CLAYTON SMITH

Email: csmith@rvsginc.com

Phone Number: 19703793080

Message: Dear Philip, 
Please accept this letter as my comments regarding the Spring Valley Ranch PUD
application that is currently under review. My family has lived here in the Valley for
three generations, my children being the 4th generation, and I am writing to you today
with a factual concern about the proposed development on the Spring Valley Ranch.
My family and I live in Spring Valley immediately below the proposed development.
This massive project, funded by a powerful hedge fund and aimed at creating a
“luxury lifestyle” community for the ultra-wealthy, threatens to destroy this part of the
community, and everything that makes our rural home special. While the developer
may see this as an opportunity for profit, I see it as a devastating blow to the
community, the environment, and the very essence of what this place has always
been about.
Please note previous developers have misled the public. In 2007, a representative for
the project stated, “We really intend to go forward with a project at Spring Valley

mailto:csmith@rvsginc.com
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
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Ranch. We’re in the development business... This is not a paper subdivision that
we’re trying to float here and flip to somebody else.” This statement (published by the
Post Independent) which was made to reassure the public, was proven false when
the previous development was ultimately approved by a narrow margin, by previous
BOCC, based on those very promises. Since then, our valley, rivers, watersheds, and
traffic infrastructure have drastically changed, problems that were ignored back then
are now far worse.

A Community at Risk
The scale of this development is incomprehensible. A sprawling luxury complex,
including two private golf courses, a ski resort, an athletic club, and other commercial
spaces, will not only cater to a select few but will entirely bypass the needs of the
people who have called this area home for generations. What is the point of economic
growth when it benefits 2nd homeowners and leaves those of us who have
maintained the very fabric of this rural community? Private golf courses, athletic
facilities, and ski areas won’t benefit this community, ITS PRIVATE. 
More alarming is the impending destruction of our water supply. Our wells are already
stretched thin, this development will undoubtedly consume the resources we rely on
for our daily lives—water that is essential for our homes, our farms, and our
livelihoods. Several of my neighbors already must haul their domestic water when
their wells start to dry up during the driest months some years. Families will no longer
be able to survive here. How can we stand by and watch as this development puts
our future at risk, all for the benefit of a few?
Further Loss or Displacement of Roaring Fork Families 
Local roads, already struggling to handle current traffic, will be overwhelmed by
thousands of additional vehicles each day. The closure of Red Canyon Road will
sever access for families who depend on it as their main route, leaving parents of this
community unable to get their children to school or to work without a VERY significant
increase in travel time. Daily commutes becoming a never-ending struggle for
residents will force families to vacate Spring Valley, and potentially the Roaring Fork
area for good. Some of The Spring Valley community will be left with no choice but to
sell, forced out by the overwhelming pressures of inadequate infrastructure and water
shortages. Benefiting a hedge fund from Georgia, and a select group of ultra wealthy
that will not be a full-time part of the community. 
A Loss of Nature's Beauty
The environmental toll—an irreversible loss that cannot be measured in dollars or
economic growth. Wildlife that calls this area home will be displaced, forced into
decreased grazing spaces, and unsustainable regions, leaving entire herds at risk. It
is my understanding that CPW already considers the elk herd in this area at great
risk. The seasonal lake that forms from snow runoff in the lower end of the valley,
where our wildlife has found peace and solace for generations, will be lost forever to a
private golf course. 
Growth should not come at the cost of losing access, water, and Wildlife. This
development impacts our water and road ways we NEED. I implore you to see
beyond the numbers and the possible promises of increased tax revenues. Please
consider the very real, lasting damage this development will inflict on us, the people
who live here, and the environment.
This simply comes down to losing 4 NEEDED living components: Water, Access,
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Habitat, and our Community. 
Please, do not let this project go forward. We are not opposed to growth, but we must
ask for growth that is thoughtful, respectful, and sustainable—growth located in an
appropriate place and that benefits everyone, not just the privileged few.
Thank you for your time and for considering the impact this development will have on
our community. I trust you will make the right choice and recommend full denial of the
development.
Clayton Smith 
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From: Andrea Beiswanger
To: Philip Berry
Subject: Spring Valley PUD
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 2:38:10 PM

You don't often get email from andrea.beisy@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Dear Philip Berry,

Thank you for ALL you do for our community and The Roaring Fork Valley.

I am writing to urge you to deny the Spring Valley Ranch Substantial PUD due to its 
significant threats to our community and environment.

This development risks:

Water Resources: Severe strain on our water supply, requiring thorough assessment. I live 
in Pinyon Mesa and we already have a HUGE water problem. Our water is supplied by Elk 
Springs and they have increased our water rates by 5 fold the last year. As a neighborhood 
we are taking great steps trying to decrease water usage and conserve. I am terrified of all 
the wells drying up in the future and our entire development needing to ship water to our 
homes just so we can have water to drink. Spring Valley would be a complete detriment to 
our environment and water supply! Wasting more precious water just so a few more 
wealthy people can have their own golf course, swimming pool and ski hill! 

Traffic Congestion: Exacerbated traffic, impacting safety and evacuation capacity. If you've 
ever driven by Thunder river market during rush hour you know it's a death trap. I have 
seen so many near misses every day. There are 6 entrances in a tiny area. Already, there 
are so many aggressive drivers just trying to make it through the light. Not to mention all of 
the pedestrians trying to walk across 82 to get on the bus. That entire area needs to be 
changed and made safer for pedestrians and vehicles. Adding up to 5,000 more vehicles a 
day will just cause more accidents and more deaths. 

Wildlife Habitat: Destruction of critical habitats and increased human-animal conflict.

Quality of Life: Diminished rural character and peaceful environment.

Please prioritize our community's long-term interests over short-term development gains. 
Do not approve this project.

Respectfully Submitted,
Andrea Beiswanger

mailto:andrea.beisy@gmail.com
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
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From: Brooke Winschell
To: Philip Berry
Cc: Glenn Hartmann
Subject: FW: Garfield County website inquiry - Community Development
Date: Monday, March 31, 2025 4:37:27 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Here is another Spring Valley response.
 
Thanks,
 
Brooke A. Winschell
 

Community Development Administrative Specialist
Community Development Department
bwinschell@garfieldcountyco.gov
Direct 970-945-1377 Ext. 4212
T: 970-945-8212 | F: 970-384-3470
108 8th St, Suite 401 | Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
 
From: Communications <Communications@garfieldcountyco.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2025 4:08 PM
To: Glenn Hartmann <GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov>; Brooke Winschell
<BWinschell@garfieldcountyco.gov>
Subject: Garfield County website inquiry - Community Development

 

Subject: Spring Valley Development

Name: Lisa Sansom

Email: lisesansom@aol.com

Phone Number: 19709480466

Message: Lisa and Paul Sansom
1613 Cattle Creek Road, Carbondale CO 81623

mailto:BWinschell@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:bwiening@garfield-county.com
mailto:lisesansom@aol.com
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March 31, 2025
Garfield County Commissioners and 
Garfield County Planning Commission
108 8th Street, Glenwood Springs , CO 81601

Dear Commissioners and Planners,
We have lived in the Roaring Fork Valley for 47 years, 38 of those as homeowners in
Cattle Creek (113 Road.) We are writing to express our concern about the proposed
development in Spring Valley by Storied Development. 

Since September 2009 when our well went dry, we have had to haul all of our water.
This was after new construction at CMC and housing developments in the area were
completed. Many other property owners in the valley have also had to start having
their water trucked in. We understand that this new project intends to use a million
gallons per day. We are concerned about where this water will come from and how
that will further drain the aquifer and affect other residences’ wells. The porous nature
of the gypsum/limestone in this area should be taken under consideration, as water
sources can easily drop under ground and disappear. 

After the use of a million gallons per day, what is the plan for water treatment and it’s
return to the environment? With the construction of a low altitude south facing ski
area, unfathomable amounts of water will be needed to make snow. If this is even
possible, where will the spring run off from this go? Red Canyon cannot handle that
amount of water without flooding and environmental damage.

Many years of drought and several nearby wildfires (Panorama, Grizzly Creek, Fisher
Creek and Basalt Mountain, all within a 10 mile radius to Spring Valley) have caused
us to be extra fire conscious. It seems the lack of egress and the pressure of so much
development will have a disastrous outcome to new and current residents. The
county roads in this area could not handle evacuation traffic.

We have so many additional concerns, but the last one we’d like to mention is the
displacement of wildlife. Even with the dispersed smaller development in the area, we
have seen a huge rise in the numbers of species traveling through our area to access
water and grazing . A huge development will drive the animals off the hillsides down
to the valley floor with Highway 82 as an obstacle to their crucial remaining habitat.

Please keep these concerns in mind when determining if the Storied Development
project is right for our rural area and quality of environment.

Sincerely yours,

Lisa and Paul Sansom
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Community Development Department 

Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendments (File PUAA-05-23-8967) 
Referral Comments  

 

Referral Exhibit 
No. Referral Description 

7-1 Carbondale and Rural Fire Protection District – February 6, 2024 

7-2 Colorado State Forest Service – February 1, 2024 

7-3 Colorado Geologic Survey – February 23, 2024 

7-4 Garfield County Public Health – February 23, 2024 

7-5 Garfield County Consulting Engineer – February 6, 2024, August 15, 
2023 

7-6 Garfield County Road and Bridge – January 30, 2024, January 13, 2025 

7-7 Garfield County Vegetation Management – February 13, 2024 

7-8 Colorado Parks and Wildlife – September 3, 2024, February 27, 2024, 
February 20, 2024 

7-9 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers – February 8, 2024 

7-10 Glenwood Springs Fire Department – February 8, 2024 

7-11 Consulting Traffic Engineer – August 15, 2024 

7-12 RFTA – March 25, 2024 

7-13 Glenwood Springs – February 26, 2024 

7-14 Eagle County – February 20, 2024 

7-15 CDPHE – January 19, 2024 

7-16 AVLT – April 4, 2024 

7-17 CDOT – May 9, 2024March 25, 2024 

7-18 Consulting Water Engineer – September 6, 2024, March 24, 2025 

7-19 DWR – September 12, 2024 
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Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment Plan Review 
Date:        August 16, 2023 – Revised Review 02-06-2024 

Project:   PUD Amendment 

Applicant:  Storied Development, LLC.   
  Rich Wagner – 530-4483157 
  9875 N. Tuhaye Park Drive 
  Kamas, UT  84036 
 
Owner:  Spring Valley Holdings, LLC 
  Mar�n Van Ardenne – 415-738-0295 
  600 Montgomery ST 
  40th Floor 
  San Francisco, CA 94111 
 

COMMENTS ON AMENDMENT 
 
The staff of the Carbondale & Rural Fire Protection District is providing the following comments on the Spring Valley 
Ranch PUD Amendment Application as a courtesy based on a referral by Garfield County planning staff for an initial 
review and preliminary comments. As the subject property is outside the boundary of the District, the District does not 
have administrative jurisdiction. Therefore, the comments that follow are advisory only in nature and the district shall 
not be held responsible for its interpretation of the facts stated by the applicant or the district’s interpretation and 
understanding of the County’s planning process and County land use code.  
 
EMS Response   

• CRFPD recommends that considera�on be made to how EMS with Advanced Life Support (ALS) response and 
transport will be conducted and subsidized.   Our concern is that with the addi�ons to the recrea�onal ac�vi�es 
that are proposed, call volume will increase in the area, and currently there is no plan to provide Emergency 
Medical Services.  

• Based on the current emergency ambulance response distance and planned development of a ski area, CRFPD 
recommend a helicopter landing zone be designated for emergent transport.   

Clear width to landing zone = 300 feet. 
Safety Circle = 90 feet. 
Pad = 20 feet. 

7.11.2 Fire Protec�on 
• With professional observa�on and experience, the plan for an all-volunteer fire service is not recommended.  

Consider a combina�on department with paid full-�me responders that will help to manage the training, 
response and administra�on of the two fire houses and their firefigh�ng apparatus.  

Considera�ons:   
Training Plan.   
Recer�fica�on of training and administra�on.   
Maintenance and replacement requirements.  

  
7.11.2 (8)(10) Road Access and Fire Protec�on Standards 
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• Airial and fire apparatus access with no comment needed. 
 

• CRFPD recommends that the project team consider expanding the construc�on plan for fire sta�ons to included 
employee housing to incen�vize employees needed to manage opera�ons.   

 
7.11.1 Wildfire Mi�ga�on/Q Wildfire Mi�ga�on Report 2023 

• Credit for the strong Wildfire Mi�ga�on Report on the proposed PUD.  This report assists with the development 
of a CWPP plan that will help in the con�nued wildfire preparedness and emergency response strategies.   CRFPD 
strongly recommends that the LCMD work toward a “Fire Wise Community” designa�on to help in the educa�on 
of residents and to fund large scale wildland fire mi�ga�on projects.  

• Considera�on should be made for residents to shelter in place within their own homes depending on class of 
construc�on as recommended in the 2021 IWUIC.   The Wildfire Mi�ga�on Report talks about Collec�on point 
predesignated to facilitate evacua�ng ci�zens with the golf course clubhouse being considered for the point (PP 
34).  May �mes people are caught in their vehicles trying to leave a fast-moving fire.  Consider areas for safety 
zones that include their own homes in some circumstances.   

 
 
The comments pertaining to the establishment of a new PUD plan map and PUD guide governing future development of 
the property are based on the unincorporated status and the establishment of the Landis Creek Metropolitan District 
(LCMD).  It is prudent for the stakeholders to evaluate recommenda�ons from the experts of Carbondale and Rural Fire 
Protec�on District to help in the protec�on of life and property.   
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Revised Plan Review with addi�onal comments 02-06-2024 
For Glenn Heartmen. 
 
Sec 1.08 Transporta�on Impact Study. 

1. Reference comment on Direc�onal Distribu�on of CR 115. 
a. We need to be looking at 115 (Red Canyon Rd) as an emergency access and egress element for the en�re 

community as the area con�nues growth and not just keep assuming that 114 will manage egress.  I 
recognize that the McDowell engineering’s response is to close 115 and open to emergency vehicles only 
if this project is approved.  Without substan�al improvements to 115, I do not recommend this road for 
emergency vehicles either.    What are our op�ons for road improvement looking at 115 as an egress 
road for wildfire or another emergency’s?   

Sec 7.11.1 Wildfire Mi�ga�on 
1. I like the Fire Adapted Community standards but also would like this idea taken to the next level and become a 

Fire Wise Community that will allow for more direct ownership to the home owners in helping to con�nue the 
work for the subdivision.  This also will allow for the possibility for grants in the mi�ga�on of the area.  

Sec 5.11.7 Fire Protec�on 
1. Fire Protec�on Standards (7) 

a. Fire-Flow Requirements for One and two-family dwellings, Group R-3 and R-4 Buildings and townhouse 
will meet the requirement of Appendix B of the IFC 2015 as adopted by Garfield County Ordinance No. 
2018-02.   



February 1st, 2024 
 
 
Glenn Hartmann and Philip Berry 
Garfield County Community Development Department 
 
 
Dear Glenn and Philip, 
 
Subject:  PUAA-05-23-8967 – Spring Valley Ranch PUD – Substantial 
Modification/Amendment 
 
The wildfire hazard for the proposed developments are Low. However, a low rating does 
not mean a development is immune to the effects of wildfire. There are still wildfire 
hazards that should be mitigated by following the recommendations listed in this review.  
During the review of properties we look at many factors relating to wildfire hazard 
including: slope and aspect, lot size, natural fuels, road systems and access, and available 
water sources. Most of the recommended action items have been addressed in Document 
1.17 Wildfire Mitigation Report. 
 
In areas adjacent to proposed structures and also where clearing for development is not 
expected to occur, such as open spaces and natural areas, fuels reduction and 
maintenance of past treatments should occur.  The goal of fuels reduction is to reduce the 
amount of combustible fuel available to a fire and thus reducing fire intensity so that a 
structure may survive a wildfire and/or crews can safely suppress a fire.  Ladder fuels, 
surface fuels and crown fuels should be targeted as referenced in The Home Ignition 
Zone: A guide to preparing your home for wildfire and creating defensible space. The 
Wildfire Mitigation Report addressed several fuels treatments to help reduce fuels, 
promotedefensible space, create roadside fuel breaks, and annual mowing, so following 
through on these activities is integral to wildfire safety. In addition, expanding on these 
fuels treatments and being proactive in identifying areas of concern in the future is 
important to the residents’ safety. 
 
As addressed in the Wildfire Mitigation Report, it is highly recommended that defensible 
space be created around any new or existing development in Zones 1 (0-5 ft from 
structure), 2 (5-30 ft from structure) and 3 (30-100 ft from structure).  Defensible space is 
an area around a structure in which the forest fuels have been removed, reduced, or 
modified to reduce wildfire intensity. This is critical when taking into account wildfire 
suppression efficacy for this development. In addition, the density of homes and their 
small average lot size makes defensible space that much more important. 
 
Again as referenced in the Wildfire Mitigation Report, ‘Hardened’ home construction 
techniques are an important factor in reducing the probability of home ignitions from 
both wildland fuels and from structure to structure ignitions. It is recommended that 
noncombustible roof, decking and siding materials be used in all new construction.  
Roofing and siding materials are the two biggest factors in structure ignitability during a 
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wildfire.  By taking these steps you will lessen the risk of the structure being consumed 
during a wildfire. 
 
For further information on the Home Ignition Zone please refer to the following 
publications. 
 
https://csfs.colostate.edu/media/sites/22/2021/04/2021_CSFS_HIZGuide_Web.pdf 
 
If you have additional questions or need clarification on any recommendations feel free 
to contact our office.  
 
Sincerely, 
Matthew Mastalir 
 
 
Matthew Mastalir 
Forester 
Colorado State Forest Service 
Rifle Field Office 
(970) 625-3969 

https://csfs.colostate.edu/media/sites/22/2021/04/2021_CSFS_HIZGuide_Web.pdf
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February 23, 2024  

Glenn Hartmann, Director, and 
Philip Berry, Planner III 
Garfield County Community Development 

Location: 
39.515, -107.227 

 

Subject: Spring Valley Ranch PUD – Substantial Modification/Amendment 
File Number PUAA-05-23-8967; Garfield County, CO; CGS Unique No. GA-24-0007 

 

Dear Glenn and Philip: 
 
The Colorado Geological Survey has reviewed the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Substantial Modification / 
Amendment referral. I understand the applicant proposes a 577-unit development on approximately 5908 acres 
southeast of Glenwood Springs. The available referral documents include a Geologic Evaluation, Spring Valley 
Ranch, County Road 115 (CTL|Thompson, Inc. Project No. GS06730.000-115, February 23, 2023), and a 
response to Garfield County Comments, Spring Valley Ranch (CTL, December 14, 2023). 

CGS recognizes that a PUD has previously been approved for this property, and that the proposed modification 
maintains “the same density in a more compact and clustered format.” However, since CTL’s original geological 
evaluations were completed in 1998-2003, more detailed geologic mapping has been completed1. Areas of 
mapped landslides are more extensive than shown on CTL’s February 2023 Geologic Hazard Maps and in the 
3/1/2023 Spring Valley Ranch Impact Analysis by Western Bionomics.  

While landslides and areas of potentially unstable slopes, soil creep, and slope failure complex may appear to be 
dormant or stable under existing conditions, the proposed development will involve ground disturbances, 
including grading, cuts and fills for roads, utilities, driveways and building pads. This will change existing load 
and drainage patterns, potentially destabilizing slopes and resulting in local slope failure, or instability and slope 
movement on a larger scale.  

If the soils on or near any part of the proposed development or surrounding area become saturated through 
excessive rainfall, snowmelt, landscape irrigation, a water or sewer pipeline failure, infiltration from onsite 
wastewater treatment systems (OWTS), or other source of water, the soils could lose strength and fail slowly or 
catastrophically.  

Ground movement at any scale is likely to result in damage to homes, yards, driveways, utilities, and roads. 
Avoidance is the preferred mitigation for landslides, and CGS discourages grading and development within and 
adjacent to identified landslide and potentially unstable slope areas.  

CGS strongly recommends that the county require the following prior to approval of any plat or grading:  
• a revised geologic hazards evaluation specifically addressing landslide and development-related slope 

instability hazards, and demonstrating that existing slopes and proposed constructed slopes will have a 
factor of safety of at least 1.5 under developed conditions. The evaluation should include slope stability 
analysis of proposed road, driveway and building pad cuts, fills, and retaining walls exceeding four feet. 

  COLORADO GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
1801 Moly Road 
Golden, Colorado 80401 
 

 

Matthew L. Morgan 
State Geologist and 
Director 
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Glenn Hartmann and Philip Berry 
February 23, 2024 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

GA-24-0007_1 Spring Valley Ranch PUD Substantial Mod_Amd PUAA-05-23-8967 
1:23 PM, 02/23/2024 

The impact on stability of changes in grading, loading, groundwater levels, precipitation and infiltration, 
vegetation, etc. must be evaluated.  

• Slope stability, rockfall, debris inundation, and evaporite-related subsidence risks should be evaluated 
and reviewed at a phase- or filing-specific scale once a lot layout is proposed, and prior to preliminary 
plat approval. 

Site-specific geotechnical recommendations should include strategies for mitigating local slope instability, 
including maximum allowable temporary and permanent cut and fill heights and slope angles, based on site-
specific, undisturbed and residual shear strength and friction angle values.  

CGS is available to review additional geologic/geotechnical information and analysis provided to the county. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this project. If you have questions or need further 
review, please call me at (303) 384-2643, or email carlson@mines.edu. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jill Carlson, C.E.G.      
Engineering Geologist 
 
1 Kirkham, R.M., Streufert, R.K., and Cappa, J.A., 2009, Geologic Map of the Shoshone Quadrangle, 

Garfield County, Colorado, Colorado Geological Survey, Map Series MS-35, 1:24,000, 

Kirkham, R.M. and Widmann, B.L., 2008, Geologic Map of the Carbondale Quadrangle, Garfield 
County, Colorado, Colorado Geological Survey, Map Series MS-36, 1:24,000, and 

Kirkham, R.M., Streufert, R.K., Cappa, J.A., Shaw, C.A., Allen, J.L., and Schroeder, T.J. II, 2009, 
Geologic Map of the Glenwood Springs Quadrangle, Garfield County, Colorado, Colorado Geological 
Survey, Map Series MS-38, 1:24,000. 



Garfield County Public Health Department – working to promote health and prevent disease 

 

                                    
                                              Public Health 
             

 
                

Garfield County Community Development 
108 8th Street 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
Attn: Glenn Hartmann, Director 
Philip Berry, Planner III 
 
RE: Spring Valley Ranch PUD, Substantial Modification/Amendment 
Parcel ID Nos.: 218716100169, 218720100168, 218726200168, & 218733100152  
4000 County Road 115 
Glenwood Springs, Colorado 
File # PUAA‐05‐23‐8967  
 
February 23, 2024 
 
Glenn and Philip, 
 
Garfield County Public Health (GCPH) has reviewed the application for the Spring Valley PUD Substantial 
Modification/Amendment, and we have the following comments.  
 

1. Drinking Water: The applicant proposes that the development will be served potable water by 
the Landis Creek Metropolitan District (LCMD). The applicant indicates that LCMD will be 
responsible for obtaining appropriate Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
(CDPHE) permits and will operate a community water system for the PUD. The applicant 
provided a Legal Water Supply Report and a Water Supply and Distribution Plan which indicated 
adequate water supply and quality. The domestic water supply for Spring Valley Ranch will be 
provided by numerous wells and a spring on the property.  The Water Supply and Distribution 
Plan indicated that all the existing well casings and pipes will be replaced. Some of the wells will 
need to be redrilled. Pump testing will be completed at each well after rehabilitation and 
redrilling. 

 
Staff recommends a condition of approval that new pump test data be provided to Garfield 
County once rehabilitation and redrilling of the wells is complete. Also, as this water system will 
be regulated by CDPHE, staff recommends a condition of approval that the applicant provide 
documentation from CDPHE that the water system meets their requirements for domestic water 
distribution. 

 
2. Wastewater: The applicant proposes that wastewater generated by residences and other uses 

at the PUD will be collected and treated by the Spring Valley Sanitation District (SVSD) at the 
Spring Valley Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF). The applicant indicated that the existing 
Spring Valley WWTF was designed, constructed, and has capacity to treat the wastewater 
generated by the full buildout of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD. The applicant provided a “will 
serve” letter from SVSD for the proposed PUD. 

195 W. 14th Street 
Rifle, CO 81650 
(970) 625‐5200 

2014 Blake Avenue 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

(970) 945‐6614 
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Because of the flows treated by the WWTF, the facility will be regulated by CDPHE and not 
Garfield County. Staff recommends a condition of approval that the applicant provide 
documentation that the Spring Valley WWTF is operating with a current license from CDPHE. 
 

3. Mixed‐Use District: The applicant indicates that there will be a mixed‐use district in the PUD that 
will provide amenities and services to the community including a clubhouse/lodge, dining 
facilities, retail stores, and convenience services. 
 
Staff recommends a condition of approval that all food distribution uses shall be properly 
reviewed, licensed, and inspected by GCPH Consumer Protection staff and any appropriate 
federal, state, and local agencies that have jurisdiction over these facilities. 
 

4. Noise: The applicant has presented multiple uses that are likely to generate noise as part of the 
PUD, including the multi‐use district, a golf course, and a ski area with snowmaking. The applicant 
did not provide a noise study to analyze the potential noise generated by these uses and their 
potential effects on residents. 

 
Staff recommends a condition of approval to include a noise study to examine if the noise 
generated by proposed uses other than residential at the PUD will exceed CRS 25‐12‐103 Sound 
Standards. 
 

5. Radon: Staff recommends that any new buildings constructed utilize radon‐resistant new 
construction (RRNC) practices to prevent radon gas exposure, which is the leading cause of lung 
cancer among non‐smokers in Colorado. After construction, a radon test should be conducted, 
and a fan installed on the pre‐installed passive system if necessary. Free radon test kits are 
available at Garfield County Public Health offices in Rifle and Glenwood Springs and at the Clean 
Energy Economy for the Region (CLEER) located at the Third Street Center in Carbondale. 
 

Thank you, 

 
 
Edward R. “Ted” White, P.E. 
Environmental Health Specialist III 
Garfield County Public Health 
2014 Blake Avenue 
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 
(970) 665‐6383 
twhite@garfield‐county.com 



Philip Berry
Text Box
Exhibit7-5





Glenn Hartmann

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris@ mou ntaincross-eng.com
Tuesday, August 15,2023 12:13 PM

Glenn Hartmann
RE: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Glenn

The application materials that were provided were reviewed for completeness. A complete review of the materials was

not performed at this time with the assumption that the final/complete application will be provided for comments in the

future. lf this assumption is incorrect, please let me know and I will conduct a more thorough review. Concerning the

completeness of the information provided:

The Application materials are somewhat vague on the Winter Recreation facilities. A small ski area would

require infrastructure and perhaps ski lifts that would introduce another entity for approvals.

The traffic analysis is thorough however the recommendations for improvements to each of the intersections

was not apparent.
The drainage report doesn't provide an analysis of the post development conditions, i.e. regionaldetention
ponds, preliminary pipe sizes, etc.
The Applicant should provide a preliminary/conceptual drainage plan. This would ideally help set up planned

locations for future stormwater detention treatment/storage areas.

There was not a will serve letter provided from the natural gas company.
The application materials did not mention or include avalanches in the geo-hazard analysis.

The application materials did not evaluate steep slopes or a slope analysis.

The water system layout should have a system analysis/verification of pipe sizes and fire flows. Additionally

verification of tank volumes and locations would be helpful. Upper tank location feasibility for construction and

access should be verified. Additionally the Applicant might consider dual tanks or an alternative location for
redundancy in the upper zone to allow for water service to continue during repairs and maintenance. These

could have impacts on the PUD zoning.

Calloremailanyquestionsorcomments. Letmeknowifthisemailissufficientorifyouwouldpreferthecommentsbe
in a formal letter. Thanks.

Sincerely,
Mountain Cross

Engineering, lnc.

Chris Hale, P.E.
826112 Grand Avenue
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601
Ph: 970.945.5544
Fx: 970.945.5558

From: Glenn Ha rtmann <gha rtmann@ga rfield-county.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 26,2O23 8:O2PM
To: Hannah Klausman <hannah.klausman@cogs.us>; jbarnes@carbondaleco.net; Chris Hale <Chris@mountaincross-

eng.com>; Brian Killian - CDOT <brian.killian@state.co.us>; Robin Pitt <robin.pitt@cogs.us>; koliver@carbondalefire.org;

1
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Bill Gavette <gavette @ca rbonda lefire.org>
Subject: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Dear Hannah, Jared, Chris, Brian, Robin and Bill: Attached below is a link to the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment
Application. While we are still doing completeness review of the major application submittals we are referring it to you
for your initial review and preliminary comments. This referral is consistent with the IGA between the County and local
municipalities. Once the Application is determined to be complete another referral and comment period on the
Application (incl ud ing a ny u pdates/additions) wil I occu r.

This referral will give you the opportunity to identify any areas of the submittals with are deficient or for which you feel
additional Application materials are warranted. The goal is to ensure a thorough and complete review process. ln
addition to any comments if you would like to meet with County Staff and/or the Applicant please let me know and we
can set that up as well.

lf you can provide your initial thoughts by August 16th that timing would be most appreciated. Thanks very much for
your assistance with this major project review.

Sincerely,

Glenn Hartmann
Principal Planner
970-945-1377 xL57O
Ghartm untV.com

2



From: Dale Stephens
To: Glenn Hartmann
Cc: Philip Berry
Subject: Spring valley
Date: Monday, January 13, 2025 2:14:52 PM

Good afternoon,  After our meeting last week I said that I would put to gather  a list  of issues
on county roads 110,114,and115. After driving these areas with the District Forman hear is
what we came up with.
 
 

1.      Having accel and deceleration lanes out of the subdivisions coming up
114.  ( Paint Brush WY, Pinyon Mesa DR. 110 and 114 Intersection, Auburn
Ridge Ln.and   the Colorado Animal Rescue and the easterly entrance into
the Collage.)These turn lanes in my opinion should be addresses sooner
than later.

 
2.      The intersection on 114 and 115 should be converted into a three way stop

 intersection or a traffic circle instead of the current intersection.
 
 

3.      Red Canyon needs to be widened 24 ft. and guardrail installed in the
canyon itself.  If widening  cant be accomplished this should be a one lane
road down hill traffic only. This would keep construction traffic and the
public  going the same direction in the canyon and people not having to
back up with trailers ect.  As of now if you meet someone in the canyon one
party is having to move out of the way to get passed each other.

 
 
                                   I believe this should all be done in their first phase of construction, And was
wondering about having a bond on the road during the construction phases. Let me know what
you think.
 
 
                                         Thanks,Dale

mailto:DStephens@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:GHartmann@garfieldcountyco.gov
mailto:pberry@garfieldcountyco.gov
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From: Wyatt Keesbery
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry
Cc: Dale Stephens; Harry Shiles
Subject: RE: Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment Referral Request
Date: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 7:54:27 AM

All,
I will stick with my comments I have expressed in the past.  CR 115 is not a viable route, and I would
like to see it used as emergency access only, but that is a BOCC decision. The intersection of CR 114
and Hwy 82 needs fixed, as it currently is a mess. The additional traffic will just create more
congestion issues.  There will need to be appropriate stacking and a proper turn lane on CR 114 and
a sufficient acceleration lane installed on HWY 82.  CR 114 and CR 115 will also need to have
sufficient turn lanes into the housing areas, and upgrades to the road will need to be addressed as
well.
Thanks
Wyatt
 
 
Wyatt Keesbery
Director
Garfield County Road and Bridge
0298 CR 333A
Rifle, CO. 81650
wkeesbery@garfield-county.com
970-625-8601 office
970-309-6073 cell
 
 
 

From: Glenn Hartmann <ghartmann@garfield-county.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2024 10:50 AM
To: Kelly Cave <kcave@garfield-county.com>; Casey Lawrence <clawrence@garfield-county.com>;
Chris Bornholdt <cbornholdt@garcosheriff.com>; Ted White <twhite@garfield-county.com>;
Jannette Whitcomb <jwhitcomb@garfield-county.com>; DJ Ridgeway <djridgeway@garfield-
county.com>; Dan Goin <dagoin@garfield-county.com>; Harry Shiles <hshiles@garfield-
county.com>; Dale Stephens <dstephens@garfield-county.com>; Wyatt Keesbery
<wkeesbery@garfield-county.com>; Levy Burris <lburris@garcosheriff.com>; Scott Aibner
<saibner@garfield-county.com>; Steve Anthony <santhony@garfield-county.com>; Sarah LaRose
<slarose@garfield-county.com>; Brian Killian - CDOT <brian.killian@state.co.us>; Sullivan - DNR,
Megan <megan.sullivan@state.co.us>; kamie.long@colostate.edu; CGS_LUR
<CGS_LUR@mines.edu>; Localreferral - CDPHE, CDPHE <cdphe_localreferral@state.co.us>; Matt
Yamashita <matt.yamashita@state.co.us>; John Groves (John.Groves@State.co.us)
<John.Groves@State.co.us>; Boyatt - DNR, Peter <peter.boyatt@state.co.us>; Canetti - DNR,
Samantha <samantha.canetti@state.co.us>; jake.stanton@state.co.us; SPA-RD-CO <spa-rd-
co@usace.army.mil>; RLSnyder@blm.gov; Larry Sandoval <lsandoval@blm.gov>;
nyla_murphy@fws.gov; jkirschvink@fs.fed.us; joseph.fazzi@usda.gov; jbarnes@carbondaleco.net;
Hannah Klausman <hannah.klausman@cogs.us>; Bill Gibson <bill.gibson@eaglecounty.us>; Chris
Hale <Chris@mountaincross-eng.com>; Karl Oliver <koliver@carbondalefire.org>; Robin Pitt
<robin.pitt@cogs.us>; acole@rfschools.com; Eric Mangeot <eric.mangeot@lrewater.com>; Rick
Lofaro <rick@roaringfork.org>; gcha@garfieldhousing.com; cheryl@garfieldhousing.com; Cox, Jason

mailto:wkeesbery@garfield-county.com
mailto:ghartmann@garfield-county.com
mailto:pberry@garfield-county.com
mailto:dstephens@garfield-county.com
mailto:hshiles@garfield-county.com
mailto:wkeesbery@garfield-county.com
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Date: February 13, 2024 

To: Glenn Hartmann & Philip Berry, Garfield County Community Development 

From: Sarah LaRose & Steve Anthony, Garfield County Vegeta�on Management 

 

Re: Vegeta�on Management Comments on Spring Valley Ranch PUD – Substan�al 
Modifica�on/Amendment, PUAA-05-23-8967 

 

Dear Mr. Hartmann and Mr. Berry, 

In regards to the applica�on for the Spring Valley Ranch PUD – Substan�al Modifica�on/Amendment, 
PUAA-05-23-8967, Garfield County Vegeta�on Management would like to request the following of the 
applicant at the �me of preliminary planning: 

1) Noxious Weed Inventory: An updated Noxious Weed Survey performed by a qualified plant 
ecologist or botanist during the growing season.  
 
While the current Weed Management Plan does contain findings from a January 2022 weed 
survey, staff has concerns that species present during the ini�al submission period (2009/2010) 
may s�ll be present but were not detected at the �me of this survey. Specific weeds of concern 
include: absinth wormwood (Artemisia absinthium), diffuse knapweed (Centaurea diffusa), 
Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), plumeless thistle (Carduus acanthoides), common burdock 
(Arctium minus), Dalma�an toadflax (Linaria dalmatica), houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale), 
leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), musk thistle (Carduus nutans), Russian knapweed (Rhaponticum 
repens), Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium), and yellow toadflax (Linaria vulgaris). 
 
 

2) Rare Plant Survey: A survey performed by a qualified plant ecologist or botanist for Harrington’s 
Penstemon (Penstemon harringtonii).  
 
This plant is ranked globally as a G3 and statewide as an S3 by the Colorado Natural Heritage 
Program, meaning it is considered “vulnerable through its range or found locally in a restricted 
range (21 to 100 occurrences, or 3,000 to 10,000 individuals)”.  

o This plant is found exclusively in Colorado. There are 74 known occurrences in Eagle, 
Garfield, Grand, Pitkin, Rout, and Summit coun�es. It is found primarily in dry, 
sagebrush-dominated communi�es between 6,400 and 9,400 feet in eleva�on. USDA 
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Forest Service Region 2 has designated P. harringtonii a sensi�ve species; it is also 
included on the Bureau of Land Management Colorado State Sensi�ve Species List. It is 
not listed as threatened or endangered under the Federal Endangered Species Act, nor is 
it currently a candidate for lis�ng.  

o If found, the loca�ons of P. harringtonii shall be iden�fied in general terms as they 
pertain to building envelopes. In addi�on, an acknowledgment and reference to 
Harrington’s penstemon in the covenants may help increase awareness of this plant and 
alert property owners of its significance. 
 
 

3) Prior to ini�a�ng any project or phase of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD, staff will require the 
submission of the following: 

- Revegeta�on and Disturbance Reclama�on Plan and Cost Es�mate (by a qualified landscape 
architect) 

- Financial Security to Guarantee Revegeta�on and Reclama�on 
- Weed Management and Reclama�on Plan (see required elements below) 

 

Required Elements of Weed Management and Reclama�on Plan: 

The purpose of the Weed Management and Reclama�on plan is to ensure that the development does 
not result in: (i) erosion and dust genera�on, (ii) the propaga�on of noxious weeds, (iii) the excessive loss 
of wildlife habitat and food sources, and (iv) long-term visual eyesores. The financial security allows the 
County to perform reclama�on in the event that the developer abandons the project or does not 
perform adequate reclama�on. 

The Weed Management and Reclama�on Plan must discuss the following: 

Sec�on 1: Soil Handling 
Must include: (i) the area of land disturbed and volume of soil moved, (ii) provisions for salvaging on-site 
topsoil, (iii) a �metable for elimina�ng topsoil and/or aggregate piles, (iv) plan that provides for soil 
cover if any disturbances or stockpiles sit exposed for a period of 90 days or more, and (v) erosion 
control and dust suppression measures and management. 

Sec�on 2: Weed Management Plan 
Must include: (i) An inventory and site map that shows County Listed Noxious Weeds and Colorado 
Listed A & B Noxious Weeds; (ii) A Weed Management Plan that addresses inventoried weeds in a �mely 
and effec�ve manner (note: Garfield County may require the submital of treatment records); and (iii) 
persons or en��es responsible for con�nued monitoring and mi�ga�on of any State of Colorado listed 
noxious weeds within the area as well as prescribed treatment method(s) and �ming 

Sec�on 3: Site Revegeta�on and Reclama�on 
Must include: (i) plant material list (be specific, scien�fic and common names required); (ii) plan�ng 
schedule (include �ming, methods, and provisions for watering, if applicable); and (iii) a map of the area 
that will be disturbed. (Note: Any straw or hay used as mulch or as an erosion control barrier must be 
cer�fied as weed-free by the State of Colorado Department of Agriculture). 



Sec�on 4: Cost Es�mate 
Cost es�mate is used to determine the amount of the financial security and must be provided by a 
qualified landscape architect. Line items within the cost es�mate must include: (i) mobiliza�on; (ii) 
earthmoving; (iii) seed and plan�ng; (iv) mulch, erosion control, and dust suppression; (iv) irriga�on; and 
(v) weed management. 

The applicant will need to quantify the surface area of disturbance that would need to be reseeded. 
These areas would be outside of building envelopes and landscape situations and would be road 
shoulders (not the actual road), utility easements, and common areas (that aren’t landscaped). This 
information would determine if a revegetation security is necessary. The minimum area threshold of 
surface area disturbance in which a security may be required is 1 acre.  
 

Financial Security:  

The security may be in the form of a bond, leter of credit, or cash through a Treasurer’s Deposit 
Agreement. If the applicant uses a bond for security, it will be their responsibility to make sure that the 
bond is kept current and renewed un�l the vegeta�on has been successfully reestablished according to 
the Reclama�on Standards sec�on in the Garfield County Weed Management Plan. The Standards at the 
date of permit issuance are cited in Sec�ons 4.06, 4.07 and 4.08 of the Plan.  

Please provide the County Atorney’s Office with bond con�nua�on cer�ficates when there is a renewal. 

County Inspec�on and Release of Financial Security: When the project has been completed and 
vegeta�on reestablished, the developer (permit holder) calls the County Vegeta�on Manager (970-945-
1377 x 4315) and requests an inspec�on. If the vegeta�on has been successfully established the 
Vegeta�on Management Department will bring the security release request to the Board of County 
Commissioners for their considera�on. 

 

 





 
Glenwood Springs (Area 8) Service Center 

0088 Wildlife Way 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

970.947.2920 
 

 
Jeff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife  

Parks and Wildlife Commission: Dallas May, Chair ∙ Richard Reading, Vice-Chair ∙ Karen Bailey, Secretary ∙ Jessica Beaulieu   

Marie Haskett ∙ Tai Jacober ∙ Jack Murphy ∙ Gabriel Otero ∙ Murphy Robinson ∙ James Jay Tutchton ∙ Eden Vardy 

9/3/2024 
 

Garfield County Community Development Department 
108 8th Street, Suite 401 
Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81601 
 
Attention: Glenn Hartmann, Director, and Philip Berry, Planner III 
 
Re: PUAA-05-23-8967 Spring Valley Ranch PUD - Substantial Modification/Amendment 
 
Dear Mr. Hartmann and Mr. Berry, 
 
Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) appreciates the opportunity to further comment on the 
Spring Valley Ranch PUD - Substantial Modification/Amendment. CPW has a statutory 
responsibility to manage all wildlife species in Colorado; this responsibility is embraced and 
fulfilled through CPW’s mission to protect, preserve, enhance, and manage the wildlife of 
Colorado for the use, benefit, and enjoyment of the people of the State and its visitors. 
 
CPW will not be a signatory to the current Wildlife Baseline Conditions and Mitigation Plan at 
this time, as we cannot agree that the wildlife impacts associated with developing the Spring 
Valley Ranch PUD would be addressed were this plan to be implemented. 
 
Communications Summary 
CPW, Storied Living, and their representatives have communicated about the Spring Valley 
PUD since November 2022. CPW’s February 27, 2024 comment letter submitted to Garfield 
County clarifies interactions between these parties during that timeframe. Since the February 
27, 2024 comment letter, CPW has communicated with Kelly Colfer regarding the Wildlife 
Baseline Conditions and Mitigation Plan (WMP). Mr. Colfer met virtually with CPW 
representatives on March 8, 2024, to discuss outstanding concerns. Subsequent email 
exchanges occurred. On May 6, 2024, CPW provided Kelly Colfer with a technical feedback 
document on the WMP as submitted to CPW on April 11, 2024. This technical feedback 
document stated that “CPW cannot ‘agree that the wildlife impacts associated with the 
development of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD would be addressed were this plan to be 
implemented.’ CPW will not be a signatory to the WMP for this development. CPW will 
continue to work with Garfield County to have our requests incorporated via the 
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Jeff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife  

Parks and Wildlife Commission: Dallas May, Chair ∙ Richard Reading, Vice-Chair ∙ Karen Bailey, Secretary ∙ Jessica Beaulieu   

Marie Haskett ∙ Jack Murphy ∙ Gabriel Otero ∙ Duke Phillips, IV ∙ James Jay Tutchton ∙ Eden Vardy 

county approval process.” On May 8, 2024, Mr. Colfer requested clarification that CPW would 
not sign the WMP. CPW’s stance was clearly stated in the March 8, 2024, virtual meeting and 
reiterated in the technical feedback document. On May 9, 2024, CPW responded via email 
that it was Mr. Colfer’s decision to leave the signatory line in or to remove it; CPW further 
clarified the decision to decline signing the WMP. Mr. Colfer replied that the endorsement 
and signature sections of the Report would be removed.  
 
The final WMP was delivered to CPW as a courtesy on June 3, 2024 (about a week after the 
PUD was resubmitted to Garfield County, per Mr. Colfer’s estimation) with the endorsement 
and signature sections still present. CPW has concerns that the final WMP language stating 
“By its execution of this document, CPW hereby agrees that the wildlife impacts associated 
with the development of the Spring Valley Ranch PUD would be addressed were this plan to 
be implemented” misrepresents CPW’s position. 
 
Mitigation Hierarchy Application 
The Wildlife Mitigation Plan proposes a .4% transfer tax to fund wildlife habitat improvement 
projects. CPW urges Garfield County to require the real estate transfer fee percentage be 
0.75% via a Condition of Approval or other regulatory mechanism. 
 
CPW utilizes the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimize, and mitigate when analyzing land 
use proposals. Avoidance measures leave wildlife habitat functionally intact with no direct, 
indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife resources. Minimization efforts reduce 
adverse impacts on wildlife resources from anthropogenic disturbance. Still, minimization 
efforts will not compensate for the permanent loss of wildlife habitat and the associated 
direct and indirect impacts to wildlife resources within, and adjacent to, the footprint of a 
proposal such as this. Effective mitigation would result in habitat uplift or improvement for 
the impacted wildlife populations at spatial and temporal scales equal to, or exceeding the 
proposed anthropogenic disturbances. In the immediate area, a 1:1 ratio protecting 5,908 off-
site acres in perpetuity is difficult or impossible to achieve. Few neighboring landscapes offer 
the same acreage of quality habitat. The requirement of a meaningful real estate transfer fee 
will help minimize, and in some scenarios begin to mitigate, the impacts of this development. 
The costs associated with appropriate habitat uplift projects in the immediate area will be 
extremely high. 
 
Section 6.4.1.7 of the WMP summarizes avoidance measures but does not distinguish between 
direct and indirect impacts on wildlife. Direct impacts occur from the conversion of habitat; 
indirect impacts occur from altered wildlife behavior in response to habitat conversions and 
changing landscape uses. Indirect impacts to elk and mule deer remain on the portions of 
Spring Valley Ranch that are not subject to full habitat conversion. 
 



 

 
Jeff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife  

Parks and Wildlife Commission: Dallas May, Chair ∙ Richard Reading, Vice-Chair ∙ Karen Bailey, Secretary ∙ Jessica Beaulieu   

Marie Haskett ∙ Jack Murphy ∙ Gabriel Otero ∙ Duke Phillips, IV ∙ James Jay Tutchton ∙ Eden Vardy 

● The WMP should clarify that the development proposal “Avoid direct impacts to 58% of 
the elk production range on Spring Valley Ranch.’ 

● The WMP should clarify that the development proposal “Avoid direct impacts to 54% of 
elk winter range on Spring Valley Ranch. 

● Regarding the “Avoid impacts to active raptors nests” statement: CPW did not identify 
any minimization measure listed in the WMP for raptors or migratory birds. Avoidance 
measures would include conducting annual nesting surveys before commencing 
construction or disturbance activities. Requiring meaningful avoidance measures to 
avoid impacts on raptors and migratory birds will help Spring Valley Ranch remain in 
compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

 
Section 6.4.1.7 of the WMP summarizes the minimization measures, which includes the 
statement “CPW Indemnification from Wildlife Damage Claims.” This is not a minimization 
measure, as this does not provide any direct benefit to a wildlife population. This is a stand-
alone statement that should be expanded upon elsewhere in the WMP; the context for this 
statement is critical and implementation will be subject to relevant state statutes. 
 
Additional Comments & Context 
In the technical feedback document provided to Spring Valley Ranch on May 6, 2024, CPW 
requested that the WMP prohibit the placement of pet food outside to reduce wildlife and 
domestic pet conflicts. This language was not incorporated. CPW also requested that the WMP 
acknowledge the Garfield County Comprehensive Plan, which contains big game management 
statements. The Garfield County Comprehensive Plan was not incorporated. The technical 
feedback document provided corrections to elk and mule deer statistics, which were updated; 
however, the current mule deer statement in section 4.2.2 erroneously references the 2021 
post-hunt population estimate and buck-to-doe ratios (this should reference the 2023 post-
hunt population and buck-to-doe ratios). 
 
For a complete understanding of the wildlife resources impacted by this proposal, please 
review CPW’s comment letter to Garfield County dated February 27, 2024. This letter 
provides critical background information on the impacted wildlife resources and justification 
for protecting those resources (including economic value to Garfield County and the State of 
Colorado). In summary, the Spring Valley PUD is located within the following High Priority 
Habitats1, for which CPW has sound spatial data and science-backed avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation recommendations:  
 

                                            
1 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). Colorado Parks & Wildlife Recommendations to Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Wildlife from 

Land Use Development in Colorado. High Priority Habitats. https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Conservation-Resources/Energy-
Mining/CPW_HPH-Map-Layers.pdf 



 

 
Jeff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife  

Parks and Wildlife Commission: Dallas May, Chair ∙ Richard Reading, Vice-Chair ∙ Karen Bailey, Secretary ∙ Jessica Beaulieu   

Marie Haskett ∙ Jack Murphy ∙ Gabriel Otero ∙ Duke Phillips, IV ∙ James Jay Tutchton ∙ Eden Vardy 

● Elk winter concentration areas: Defined as that part of the winter range where 
densities are at least 200% greater than the surrounding winter range density during 
the same period used to define winter range in the average 5 winters out of 10.  

● Elk production areas: Defined as that part of the overall range of elk occupied by the 
females of the species from May 15 to June 15 for calving. Only known areas are 
mapped and this does not include all production areas for the elk Data Analysis Unit. 

● Mule deer winter concentration area: Defined as that part of the winter range where 
densities are at least 200% greater than the surrounding winter range density during 
the same period used to define winter range in the average 5 winters out of 10. 
 

Thank you for considering CPW’s comments on the Spring Valley Ranch PUD - Substantial 
Modification/Amendment application. Please contact the following CPW staff to discuss the 
content of this letter. 
 

● Peter Boyatt, District Wildlife Manager, at peter.boyatt@state.co.us  
● Matt Yamashita, Area 8 Area Wildlife Manager, at matt.yamashita@state.co.us 
● Dani Neumann, NW Region Land Use Specialist, at danielle.neumann@state.co.us 

 
Sincerely, 

 
Matt Yamashita, Area 8 Area Wildlife Manager 
 
 



 
Glenwood Springs (Area 8) Service Center 

0088 Wildlife Way 

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601 

970.947.2920 

 

 
Jeff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife 

Parks and Wildlife Commission: Dallas May, Chair · Richard Reading, Vice-Chair · Karen Bailey, Secretary · Jessica Beaulieu  
Marie Haskett · Jack Murphy · Gabriel Otero · Duke Phillips, IV · Gary T. Skiba · James Jay Tutchton · Eden Vardy 
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 February 27, 2024 

Garfield County Community Development Department  
108 8th Street, Suite 401 
Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81601  

 
Attention: Glenn Hartmann, Director, and Philip Berry, Planner III 
Re: PUAA-05-23-8967 Spring Valley Ranch PUD - Substantial Modification/Amendment 

Dear Mr. Hartmann and Mr. Berry, 

Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Spring Valley 
Ranch PUD - Substantial Modification/Amendment. CPW has a statutory responsibility to 
manage all wildlife species in Colorado; this responsibility is embraced and fulfilled through 
CPW’s mission to protect, preserve, enhance, and manage the wildlife of Colorado for the 
use, benefit, and enjoyment of the people of the State and its visitors. 

The Spring Valley Ranch PUD is located about 3 miles east of Glenwood Springs and 
encompasses 5,908.43 acres. The current application includes 577 residential units, an 18-
hole golf course and short golf course, and numerous non-residential supporting uses and 
structures. The current application maintains the approved density of 577 residential units in 
a more clustered format than previous iterations. This allows for more open space with 15-20 
miles of new public mountain bike trails, wildlife habitat reserves, golf courses, and ski trails. 

CPW amends our previous letter dated February 20, 2024, to clarify meetings held with 
Storied Living and Kelly Colfer of Western Bionomics to discuss the Spring Valley Ranch PUD. 
CPW staff attended a virtual meeting with Kelly Colfer on November 11, 2022, for a 
preliminary discussion. This was followed by a meeting with Kelly Colfer, Storied Living 
representatives, and CPW staff on December 13, 2022, at the CPW Glenwood Springs Service 
Center. The Spring Valley Ranch PUD team explained their plans were still under 
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development. Broad topics of avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating adverse impacts on 
wildlife resources were discussed but no specific advice or recommendations were given to 
the development team by CPW. It was communicated to CPW that the development team 
would request additional meetings with CPW once the application was closer to the final draft 
form. One follow-up phone discussion was had with Kelly Colfer in January of 2023 to recap 
action items discussed at the December 13, 2022 meeting. During the December 13, 2022, 
meeting (and reiterated in the January 2023 phone discussion) CPW offered to further review 
the trail design, further discuss a potential agricultural field restoration project, and 
anticipated the opportunity to review a draft Wildlife Mitigation Plan. CPW has not had any 
communication with the development team since January of 2023. CPW anticipated attending 
future meetings with the Spring Valley Ranch PUD development team to proactively discuss 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation strategies that reduce adverse impacts on wildlife 
resources. For the reasons clarified below, CPW has concerns with this proposal and finds the 
Wildlife Mitigation Plan incomplete; CPW is not ready to sign the Wildlife Mitigation Plan at 
this time. 

General Comments          

The Spring Valley PUD is located within the following High Priority Habitats1, for which CPW 
has sound spatial data and science-backed avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
recommendations:  

● Elk winter concentration areas: Defined as that part of the winter range where 
densities are at least 200% greater than the surrounding winter range density during 
the same period used to define winter range in the average 5 winters out of 10.  

● Elk production areas: Defined as that part of the overall range of elk occupied by the 
females of the species from May 15 to June 15 for calving. Only known areas are 
mapped and this does not include all production areas for the elk Data Analysis Unit. 

● Mule deer winter concentration area: Defined as that part of the winter range where 
densities are at least 200% greater than the surrounding winter range density during 
the same period used to define winter range in the average 5 winters out of 10. 

Additional big game habitats include general elk and mule deer winter range and summer 
concentration areas. CPW understands the desire for additional housing and recreational 

                                            
1 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). Colorado Parks & Wildlife Recommendations to Avoid and Minimize 
Impacts to Wildlife from Land Use Development in Colorado. High Priority Habitats. 
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Conservation-Resources/Energy-Mining/CPW_HPH-Map-Layers.pdf 
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opportunities but this development will severely fragment and degrade habitat essential for 
wildlife. While many of the species listed in this letter will be impacted, one species of 
greater concern is the local elk population. Elk are considered an umbrella species whereby 
enhancing and protecting elk habitat will indirectly protect other species associated with 
those habitats. The elk herd (Data Analysis Unit E-16) in this portion of Game Management 
Unit 444 is generally bounded by I-70 to the North, Glenwood Springs to the West, Hwy 82 to 
the South, and multiple subdivisions to the East. Spring Valley Ranch represents a significant 
portion of the local elk herd’s available range.  

Increased habitat fragmentation from development and recreation will concentrate wildlife 
into smaller refuges. This increases exposure to disease, causes overutilization of the land 
resulting in poor habitat quality, causes unwanted impacts to agricultural lands through long-
term degradation of forage base, and increases damage to human infrastructure. CPW 
analyzes direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on wildlife populations when commenting 
on land use proposals. Direct impacts result from the habitat conversion due to the proposal's 
footprint. Indirect impacts on wildlife result from altered behaviors around the footprint of a 
proposal. Cumulative impacts result from multiple alterations of baseline habitat conditions 
that impact wildlife populations. It is important to consider the cumulative impacts of 
multiple projects across this landscape. A single project of this scale will have direct and 
indirect impacts, both major and minor, but the cumulative impacts of multiple projects on 
the same landscape can have far greater effects on wildlife. Figure 4. Page 13 of the 
applicant’s narrative report shows a good illustration highlighting current land uses and 
subdivisions. When factoring in the Lake Springs subdivision and ongoing development at the 
Elk Springs subdivision, the cumulative effects start to compound.  

Elk Herd E-16 is currently managed under the 2013 Frying Pan River Elk Herd E-16 Data 
Analysis Unit Plan2. When this plan was being written, the Garfield County Board of County 
Commissioners submitted a formal letter during the public comment period. The full version 
of this letter is located in Appendix 4. The Garfield County Board of County Commissioners 
requested that CPW manage elk in E-16 at the current population size (plus or minus 20%). In 
2023 CPW began updating elk management plans across the Northwest portion of the state, 
including the Frying Pan River herd. On November 13, 2023, CPW presented to the Garfield 
County Board of County Commissioners during their scheduled board meeting on the proposed 
                                            
2 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). E-16 Data Analysis Unit Plan 2013 - Colorado Parks and Wildlife. E-
16 Data Analysis Unit Plan 2013. 
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Hunting/BigGame/DAU/Elk/E16_FryingPanRiver.pdf  
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elk management objectives for the upcoming 2024 Frying Pan Elk Herd E-16 Data Analysis Unit 
Plan. At this time, the County Commissioners verbally indicated support to maintain the elk 
population at current numbers. The loss of over 5,908 acres of critical elk habitat from direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts will make managing to maintain the current elk population 
challenging.  

The Spring Valley Ranch Impacts Analysis document acknowledges that the “E-16 calf ratio 
has been declining since 1996 (CPW 2013), a sign that herd productivity is declining and a 
concerning metric for wildlife managers.” This statement refers to calf-to-cow ratios, which 
is one metric used by CPW to project elk herd health and resilience. For example, 45 calves 
to 100 cows indicate a stable, sustainable herd. In the last decade, E-16 has experienced low 
calf-to-cow ratios; averaging calf numbers in the low 30’s per 100 cows. The Spring Valley 
Ranch Impacts Analysis correctly identifies this trend as a concerning metric for wildlife 
managers. Increasing development and recreation continue to contribute to low population 
numbers and herd vitality.   

Wildlife Mitigation Strategy 

CPW utilizes the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, minimize, and mitigate when analyzing land 
use proposals. Avoidance measures leave wildlife habitat functionally intact with no direct, 
indirect, or cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife resources. Minimization efforts reduce 
adverse impacts on wildlife resources from anthropogenic disturbance. Still, minimization 
efforts will not compensate for the permanent loss of wildlife habitat and the associated 
direct and indirect impacts to wildlife resources within, and adjacent to, the footprint of a 
proposal such as this. CPW has noted that 1,100 acres of Wildlife Habitat Reserves are 
planned to be maintained and native vegetation left intact. Simply avoiding developing the 
Wildlife Habitat Reserves does not constitute mitigation. The language in this plan assumes 
that undeveloped portions of Spring Valley Ranch will remain viable, high-quality habitats 
that will be utilized by big game in the same manner as pre-development. Effective 
mitigation would result in habitat uplift for the impacted wildlife populations at spatial and 
temporal scales equal to, or exceeding the proposed anthropogenic disturbances. The 
establishment of a Wildlife and Wildfire Trust in the form of a real estate transfer tax has 
been presented as a mitigation option. In the immediate area, a 1:1 ratio protecting 5,908 
off-site acres in perpetuity is difficult. Few neighboring landscapes offer the same acreage of 
quality habitat. 



 

 

 

 

 

5 

The Wildlife Mitigation Plan proposes a 0.2% transfer tax to fund the Wildlife and Wildfire 
Trust. CPW suggests increasing the real estate transfer tax percentage to 1.5% with 50% of the 
revenue allocated to wildlife habitat improvement projections, permanent wildlife habitat 
protection projects, and code enforcement staff to ensure residential compliance with all 
wildlife protection codes. The Wildlife and Wildfire Trust charter, which is not currently 
drafted, should ensure proper wildlife values are at the forefront of fund distribution. 
Advisory groups, including CPW, should be a part of the Wildlife and Wildfire Trust project 
evaluations and decisions. CPW urges Garfield County to require meaningful mitigation 
measures as a Condition of Approval if this application moves forward.  

Spring Valley Ranch Impacts Analysis Comments 

Section 6.4.1.2 Wildlife Impact Mitigation, found in the Spring Valley Ranch Impacts Analysis 
document, details avoidance measures. The second and third bullets should state “avoid 
direct impacts…” These measures do not avoid indirect or cumulative impacts on elk 
production and winter ranges. The minimization measures proposed appropriately meet the 
definition of “minimization.’ However, the proposed recreation disturbance does not include 
comprehensive minimization efforts, as detailed further below in our letter. The first bullet 
point under Mitigation describes the “designation of over 1,100 acres of Wildlife Habitat 
Reserves.” This designation constitutes an avoidance measure, not a mitigation measure. The 
proposed mitigation plan language reads “...the Wildlife Mitigation Plan shall not be amended 
without the written consent of the local CPW District Wildlife Manager and Garfield County 
Board of County Commissioners.” CPW requests that the Wildlife Mitigation Plan shall not be 
adopted without the written consent of the local CPW District Wildlife Manager and Garfield 
County Board of County Commissioners. 

Appendix B — Wildlife Baseline Conditions & Mitigation Plan Comments 

The county application materials represent the first time CPW has viewed the proposed 
Wildlife Baseline Conditions & Mitigation Plan, which solicits a CPW signature. CPW finds 
Appendix B to be incomplete at this time. Appendix B omits mention of indirect and 
cumulative impacts on wildlife resources and focuses exclusively on direct impacts, in 
addition to including measures that do not align with CPW’s standard recommendations. As 
previously noted in our letter, the language in this plan assumes that undeveloped portions of 
Spring Valley Ranch will remain viable, high-quality habitats that will be utilized by big game 
in the same manner as pre-development.  
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Section 6. Wildlife Mitigation Objectives 1-9 detail avoidance and minimization measures as 
goals. This section should include mitigation goals to fully meet the intent of a Wildlife 
Mitigation Plan. The recreation minimization language in this section has the same challenges 
as the recreation minimization language in Section 6.4.1.2 of the Impacts Analysis.  

Section 7.1.1 lists Designated Open Space as a wildlife impact avoidance measure. It is 
unclear to CPW how this Open Space constitutes avoidance of direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts on wildlife resources. Section 7.1.1 states “The Conceptual Plan avoids direct 
impacts to 55% of the property by setting aside 3,249 acres as open space.” This appears to 
be misleading, as CPW’s interpretation of these numbers from document 1.05 Conceptual 
Plan includes the golf course. The conversion of wildlife habitat to a golf course does not 
constitute avoidance of wildlife impacts. CPW would appreciate clarification of these 
numbers. 

Section 7.2.7 Golf Course and Open Space Management states that “an Open Space 
Management Plan shall be developed with wildlife habitat preservation and wildfire 
management in mind as a primary goal.” CPW did not find the complete proposed Open Space 
Management Plan language within the application materials. Section 7.2.7.a) does prohibit all 
persons within the PUD from “chasing, scaring, frightening, disturbing, or otherwise harassing 
wildlife as a part of efforts to force wildlife off golf courses and open space areas during the 
winter feeding and spring/summer production seasons.” CPW reminds the applicant that 
harassment of wildlife is already illegal at all times pursuant to Colorado Revised Statute § 
33-6-128.  

Section 7.7.7.b) states that “The owner/operator of the golf course has the right to locally 
restrict wildlife from golf course tees, greens, landscaping clumps and other sensitive areas 
by using temporary fencing and other passive means. Any fencing erected will not restrict 
free movement of wildlife but will be used only in small, isolated, areas to help direct 
wildlife and/or people.” This direction risks wildlife entrapment issues. Please adhere to 
CPW’s Fencing With Wildlife in Mind3 document when attempting to exclude or direct wildlife. 

Regarding the 7.3.1.1 Northern Habitat Reserve elk production timing limitation: The 
applicant’s proposed annual closure for elk calving is May 15th through June 15th. CPW 

                                            
3 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). Fencing with Wildlife in Mind. 
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/LandWater/PrivateLandPrograms/FencingWithWildlifeInMind.pdf  
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recommends an annual seasonal timing limitation in elk production from May 15th to June 
30th (found in our High Priority Habitat table). 

Regarding the 7.3.1.1 Northern Habitat Reserve and 7.3.1.2 Spring Valley Wildlife Habitat 
Reserve winter timing limitations: In both sections, the applicant proposes annual winter 
range seasonal timing limitations from December 1st to April 15th. CPW recommends an 
annual seasonal timing limitation in elk and mule deer winter concentration areas from 
December 1st to April 30th (found in our High Priority Habitat table). 

Recreation Impacts 

The application proposes 15-20 miles of new public mountain bike trails. CPW recommends 
that these trails not be approved without additional consideration and adherence to approved 
trail planning documents and with input from surrounding public land management agencies. 
CPW staff is available to further consult with the applicant to assist with these 
recommendations. The 2020 Colorado’s Guide to Planning Trails with Wildlife in Mind4 
document recommends that trail developers “avoid, to the maximum extent possible, 
locating new trails within CPW-mapped elk production areas, migration corridors, severe 
winter range, and winter concentration areas.” For mule deer, Planning Trails with Wildlife in 
Mind recommends that trail developers “avoid, to the maximum extent possible, locating new 
trails within CPW-mapped mule deer migration corridors, severe winter range, and winter 
concentration areas.” When avoidance of trail systems in sensitive elk and mule deer habitats 
is not possible, the minimization recommendation states “limit trail densities…to less than 
one linear mile of trail per square mile on average within elk production areas, migration 
corridors, severe winter range, and winter concentration areas.” The same minimization 
recommendation is made for mule deer. Planning Trails with Wildlife in Mind contains 
excellent information on wildlife disturbance and best practices to avoid and minimize 
impacts on wildlife populations from human recreation activities along with literature 
reviews. This document was developed by CPW staff and a formal Task Force of 20 state, 
local, and federal land managers. CPW requests GIS layers of the proposed trails to analyze 
the trail system design and interface with wildlife habitats. 

                                            
4 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). Colorado’s Guide to Planning Trails with Wildlife in Mind. 
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Trails/Planning_Trails_with_Wildlife_in_Mind(without_appendices
).pdf  
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While there is language in the application stating that the applicant intends to implement 
seasonal closures on the proposed trails, enforcement of these closures appears problematic 
and unenforceable by current law and code enforcement agencies. If these trails are 
approved, the HOA should be responsible for hiring code enforcement staff to ensure 
compliance with all wildlife protection measures adopted through the application approval 
process. Additionally, year-round dog-on-leash restrictions should be enforced. New trail 
systems would eventually connect to adjacent United States Forest Service (USFS) and Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) properties, expanding the overall range of human activity and 
impacts on wildlife. It should be expected that humans will use these trails year round with 
the highest volume occurring from late spring through the fall. If human occupancy and elk 
movement increase in overlap, it is likely that elk behavior and landscape use will be further 
disrupted, causing elk to change their migration patterns spatially and/or temporally. If this is 
the case, there is less chance the elk will be able to make spatial distribution changes due to 
topography and movement corridors already fragmented by human development. Temporal 
changes will likely cause elk to move only at night—further restricting their ability to move 
across the landscape and possibly posing an increased risk to humans when crossing roadways. 

Residential Conflicts 

The Spring Valley PUD is also located within the following habitats, which create human-
wildlife conflict concerns: 

● Black bear overall range and fall concentration area. 
● Mountain lion overall range. 

In addition, many other wildlife species utilize the ranch during various times of the year 
including but not limited to wild turkey, coyote, red fox, bobcat, and numerous small 
mammals and songbirds. Various raptors and owls utilize the project area as well. Human 
food sources associated with residential areas, including garbage, pet food, barbeque grills, 
and birdfeeders, can attract black bears, coyotes, foxes, raccoons, skunks, and other 
unwanted wildlife. If the Spring Valley PUD is considered for approval, the following 
recommendations are made to minimize the potential for human-wildlife conflict: 

● All outdoor garbage should be secured in IGBC-certified bear-resistant canisters, if 
possible, or stored in a structure that prevents black bear access. No trash should be 
placed outside in an unsecured manner, such as in bags or standard canisters.  

● No compost piles should be allowed on the property. 



 

 

 

 

 

9 

● Landscaping should not include fruit-bearing trees. 
● Prohibit backyard poultry, waterfowl, or beehives and the use of bird feeders. 
● Prohibit placement of pet food outside.  
● No outdoor, free-roaming cats should be allowed, and dogs should remain on leash at 

all times unless a fenced dog park is installed. Roaming domestic animals can engage 
with wildlife, leading to potential injuries and mortalities. Both dogs and cats can 
chase, harass, and kill wildlife including fawns, calves, small mammals, and songbirds.  

● CPW strongly advises that dog runs be strategically placed near homes that allow pets 
to encourage use. CPW recommends outlining wildlife-friendly fencing requirements in 
any approval documents. Lack of fencing can lead to wildlife harassment by dogs, and 
improper fences in residential areas can entangle wildlife. Detailed specifications for 
Fencing With Wildlife in Mind can be found on our website. 

● Require maintenance of clean grills. 
● Lighting should be capped from above to help reduce night-sky light pollution, which 

inhibits nocturnal wildlife behavior. 
● The HOA should prohibit wildlife feeding via salt blocks or other methods. Except for 

bird feeders, any type of feeding, baiting, salting, or other means of attracting 
wildlife is illegal. CPW may cite both homeowners and tenants for violations. 

● The homeowners and tenants should be individually responsible for abiding by all 
wildlife conflict mitigation measures adopted by Garfield County and the HOA. 

Economic Importance of Wildlife to Garfield County & Colorado 

CPW’s 2019 Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan5 (SCORP) is currently in the 
process of being updated. SCORP Appendix F6 details the 2017 economic contributions of 
outdoor recreation in Colorado, which includes hunting, fishing, and wildlife-watching values. 
CPW anticipates an increase from the 2017 Appendix F numbers in the update. It should be 
noted that wildlife holds intrinsic value in addition to providing the following economic 
support to Garfield County. Wildlife recreation supports the following numbers, annually, in 

                                            
5 Colorado Parks & Wildlife. (n.d.). 2019 Colorado Parks & Wildlife Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan. https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Trails/SCORP/Final-Plan/2019-SCORP-Report.pdf  
 
6 Colorado Parks & Wildlife . (n.d.). 2019 Colorado Parks & Wildlife Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor 
Recreation Plan Appendix F. The 2017 Economic Contributions of Outdoor Recreation in Colorado. 
https://cpw.state.co.us/Documents/Trails/SCORP/Final-Plan/SCORP-AppendixF-
EconomicContributions.pdf  
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the Northwest Region of Colorado (Garfield County’s land mass represents approximately 13% 
of this region): 

 
• 4,701 jobs. 
• $173,000,000 in salaries and wages. 
• $287,000,000 in GDP contribution. 
• $436,000,000 in total economic input. 

The above numbers, sourced from the SCORP, are directly acknowledged in Garfield County’s 
Comprehensive Plan 2030. Garfield County should consider how this application interfaces 
with Section 8 of the Garfield County Comprehensive Plan 20307. Together, hunting and 
fishing contribute $3.5 billion to Colorado’s economy and support more than 25,000 jobs 
statewide8. These numbers further emphasize the importance of maintaining viable wildlife 
populations for Coloradans.  

Thank you for the consideration of CPW’s comments on the Spring Valley Ranch PUD - 
Substantial Modification/Amendment application. Please contact the following CPW staff to 
discuss the content of this letter. 

● Peter Boyatt, District Wildlife Manager, at peter.boyatt@state.co.us  
● Matt Yamashita, Area 8 Area Wildlife Manager, at matt.yamashita@state.co.us 
● Dani Neumann, NW Region Land Use Specialist, at danielle.neumann@state.co.us 

Sincerely, 

 

                                            
7 Garfield County. (n.d.). Comprehensive Plan 2030, as amended. Comprehensive Plan 2030 – 
Community Development. https://www.garfield-county.com/community-development/comprehensive-
plan-2030/  
 
8 Colorado Wildlife Council. (2023, November 9). Benefits for All. Benefits for All - Colorado Wildlife 
Council. 
https://cowildlifecouncil.org/benefits/#:~:text=Together%2C%20hunting%20and%20fishing%20bring,yea
r%2C%20impacting%20all%2064%20counties.  
 



 

 

 

 

 

11 

Matt Yamashita, Area 8 Area Wildlife Manager 

 
Cc: Peter Boyatt, District Wildlife Manager  
     Danielle Neumann, Land Use Specialist  
     Julie Mao, Terrestrial Biologist   
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From: Emery, Ashley R CIV USARMY CESPA (USA)
To: Glenn Hartmann; Philip Berry
Cc: Crosson, S B (Brad) CIV USARMY CESPA (USA)
Subject: Comment Request Response // City of Glenwood Springs - Spring Valley Ranch PUD // SPA-2024-00048
Date: Thursday, February 8, 2024 1:37:59 PM

Some people who received this message don't often get email from ashley.r.emery@usace.army.mil. Learn why
this is important

Mr. Berry/Mr. Hartmann,

 

Thank you for providing the opportunity for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to

comment on the proposed subject project or activity relative to potential impacts to

aquatic resources. Our initial desktop review of the proposed Spring Valley
Ranch PUD indicates that the footprint of the proposed project intersects with
potential waters of the United States. However, we would need additional
information to provide a definitive determination. If the activity should have the

potential to result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United

States, then the project proponent should work directly with our office to acquire

necessary Department of the Army permits, if applicable, as described in the following

paragraphs.

 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires a permit from us for the discharge of

dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. Waters of the United States

may include, but are not limited to, rivers, streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, wet

meadows, and seeps. To ascertain the extent of waters on the project site, the project

proponent should prepare a delineation of aquatic resources, in accordance with the

applicable standards, including the1987 Wetland Delineation Manual, the Regional

Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Delineation Manual: Arid West Region

(Version 2.0), and the South Pacific Division’s Map and Drawing Standards and

Guidelines. These standards can be found on our website at:

https://www.spa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory-Program-and-

Permits/Jurisdiction/.

 

An aquatic resource delineation should be evaluated prior to developing a range of

alternatives that meet the project purpose. The range of alternatives considered for

this project should include alternatives that avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands,

streams, or other waters of the United States. In the event it can be clearly

demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to discharging dredged or fill

material into waters of the United States, compensatory mitigation may be required.

 

For more information about our program or to locate a list of consultants that prepare

aquatic resource delineations and permit application documents, please visit our

website at https://www.spa.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory-Program-and-

Permits. Please refer to identification number SPA-2024-00048 in any

correspondence concerning this project. If you have any questions, please contact

me by email at ashley.r.emery@usace.army.mil, or telephone at (970) 243-1199 ext.

1010.

 

mailto:Ashley.R.Emery@usace.army.mil
mailto:ghartmann@garfield-county.com
mailto:pberry@garfield-county.com
mailto:Steven.B.Crosson@usace.army.mil
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.spa.usace.army.mil%2FMissions%2FRegulatory-Program-and-Permits%2FJurisdiction%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C46cc5bf3d0f44e8c226a08dc28e5d39f%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638430214788011730%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gfiz8tEY%2FjnjGxVDJbKnOhZVOFWimWQnDbTsllnu5mo%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.spa.usace.army.mil%2FMissions%2FRegulatory-Program-and-Permits%2FJurisdiction%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C46cc5bf3d0f44e8c226a08dc28e5d39f%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638430214788011730%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gfiz8tEY%2FjnjGxVDJbKnOhZVOFWimWQnDbTsllnu5mo%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.spa.usace.army.mil%2FMissions%2FRegulatory-Program-and-Permits&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C46cc5bf3d0f44e8c226a08dc28e5d39f%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638430214788023339%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lgqSALG3qSe%2FBpEEim4PwJjg95o8UDtRYgo0MHF4oII%3D&reserved=0
https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.spa.usace.army.mil%2FMissions%2FRegulatory-Program-and-Permits&data=05%7C02%7Cpberry%40garfield-county.com%7C46cc5bf3d0f44e8c226a08dc28e5d39f%7C08e36ed6b51748b0bf1cac960e8059e0%7C0%7C0%7C638430214788023339%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=lgqSALG3qSe%2FBpEEim4PwJjg95o8UDtRYgo0MHF4oII%3D&reserved=0
mailto:ashley.r.emery@usace.army.mil
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Kind Regards,

 
Ashley Emery
Northwest Colorado Branch
Albuquerque District
US Army Corps of Engineers
Office: 970-243-1199 ext 1010
 

 



February 8,2024

SpringValley Ranch PUD Amendment Comments

The staff of the Gtenwood Springs Fire Department and the Gtenwood Springs Rural Fire Protection district
provides the fottowing comments based on referraI by the Garfietd County ptanning board. These

comments are advisory in nature after onty pretiminary discussions and initiat review of ptanned

amendment to the Spring Vattey PUD.

EMS Response:

With the ptanned increase in poputation, the devetopment of recreationat facitities and increase in
traffic, carefuI consideration needs to be given to how EMS, specificatty Advanced Life Support, is

goingto be provided.

With the distance and time for transport to nearest hospitat, a dedicated heticopter [anding zone

shoutd be designated to industry standards for patients with acute needs.

Fire Protection Ptan

A ptan devetoped to show how the fire station is to be staffed with quatif ied and trained personnel

equipped to deatwith fire and EMS needs of the community.
Agreements formed with Garf ietd County Communications and surrounding f ire departments to
operate within the system that is already in ptace. SeveraI automatic aid agreements and mutuaI
aid agreements are being used to atteviate higher cat[ votumes and share resources for incidents
[ocated further away from centraI areas of current f ire districts.
Homes to be buitt to the 2021 lnlernationat Witdtand Urban lnterface Code standards and have

approved NFPA 13D systems instatted.

Access:

- We are satisfied that roads within the subdivision witt be buittto good standard to attowfire
department access with turnaround areas, be maintained and kept free of snow during winter, and

have adequatety spaced fire hydrants.
- There is concern about the quatity of Red Canyon Road and the abitityto handte extra traffic. We

feet that the subdivision should have both Red Canyon and Spring Vattey roads bought up to
Garfietd County Road standards for a two-tane street. Traffic accidents atong these routes also

create a demand for our resources to be used and there is a history of accidents on Red Canyon

due to its narrow conditions.
- A concern about traffic buitd-up at Red Canyon Rd/Hwy 82 and Spring Vattey Road/Hwy 82. Turn

[anes and timed traffic contro[ devices to be buitt to CDOT standarqs for expected vehicte volume.

No current agreement for fire staffing, use of resources and response between the Landis Creek
Metropotitan District and the Gtenwood Springs Fire Department exists. lt is important for the stakeholders
of the Spring Vattey PUD subdivision to review the comments provided and continue to consult with
Operation Levet Chief Officers in the Roaring ForkVattey.

Robin Pitt

Fire Marshat, Gtenwood Springs Fire Department

Philip Berry
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Glenn Hartmann

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Dan Cokley < DanC@sgm-inc.com>
Tuesday, August 15,2023 12:25PM
Glenn Hartmann
Wyatt Keesbery

RE: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Glenn

I have not been able to get into the detail of this report. lt's well done, McDowell does good work. A couple
questions I have are as follows

a InternalTrip Reduction - I do not necessarily agree with the methodology used and the reductions applied
but need to get into more detailto technically express that.

o The SHAC reduction for residential mixed use is acceptable at2o/o and 8% (Section 4.3 & Table 4)
o The GarCo vs On-site employee housing reduction should apply only to "work trips", 4 per day.

Which equates to 14% rather than23Yo (Table 4)
o I do not agree with the Non-Residentialtrip reduction in Table 5 and would need to spend more time,

or have a discussion with McDowell. The standard is to use NCHRP #684 lnternal Trip Reduction
spreadsheet. Which would result in lower trip reductions. lt may not affect the final conclusions.

Directional Distribution - Assuming a 95% (CR 114) and 5% (CR 115) is reasonable if CR 115 is to
remain open to public use. lf it will be closed, except to emergency vehicles, if a project of this size is
approved, the assumption should be used that all traffic uses CR 114. Would like input from the County
here. This also probably does not change the conclusions.
CR 114 and CR 115 improvements - Are generally triggered by existing volumes. Would the County like
any input on share percentage or anything else from SGM here?

a

a

Let me know if you would like to discuss and have me formalize a response

Thanks,
Dan

From: Glenn Hartmann <ghartmann@garfield-county.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 26,2023 8:36 PM

To: Dan Cokley <DanC@sgm-inc.com>

Subject: FW: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Hi Dan: I intended to include you on this referral. Traffic issues are a key consideration so thanks very much for your
preliminary input. Thanks. Glenn.

Glenn Hartmann
Principal Planner
97O-945-L377 xL57O

G ha rtma nn @garfield-countv.com

From: Glenn Hartmann
Sent: Wednesday, July 26,2023 8:02 PM

To: Hannah Klausman <hannah.klausman@cogs.us>;'jbarnes@carbondaleco.net'<ibarnes@carbondaleco.net>; Chris

Hale <Chris@mountaincross-eng.com>; Brian Killian - CDOT<brian.killian@state.co.us>; Robin Pitt
<robin.pitt@cogs.us>;'koliver@carbondalefire.org'<koliver@carbondalefire.org>; BillGavette

1
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<gavette @ca rbo nda lefire.o rg>

Subject: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Dear Hannah, Jared, Chris, Brian, Robin and Bill: Attached below is a link to the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment
Application. While we are still doing completeness review of the major application submittals we are referring it to you

for your initial review and preliminary comments. This referral is consistent with the IGA between the County and local

municipalities. Once the Application is determined to be complete another referraland comment period on the
Application (including any updates/additions) will occur.

This referral will give you the opportunity to identify any areas of the submittals with are deficient or for which you feel
additional Application materials are warranted. The goal is to ensure a thorough and complete review process. ln

addition to any comments if you would like to meet with County Staff and/or the Applicant please let me know and we
can set that up as well.

lf you can provide your initial thoughts by August 16th that timing would be most appreciated. Thanks very much for
your assistance with this major project review.

Sincerely,

Glenn Hartmann
Principal Planner
970-945-1377 xL57O

Gha rtma nn @garfield-countv.com

2



Glenn Hartmann

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dan Cokley < DanC@s9m-inc.com >

Monday, July 31,2023 B:45 AM

Glenn Hartmann
RE: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

r

f; Vou don't often get email from danc@sgm-inc.com. Learn why this is important

Hey Glenn, hope you had a good weekend! I will send comments back by 8/16

Thanks,
Dan

From: G lenn Hartma nn <ghartmann @ga rfield-county.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25,2023 8:36 PM

To: Dan Cokley <DanC@sgm-inc.com>

Subject: FW: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Hi Dan: I intended to include you on this referral. Traffic issues are a key consideration so thanks very much for your

preliminary input. Thanks. Glenn.

Glenn Hartmann
Principal Planner
97O-945-L377 xL57O
G ha rtma n n @ga rfield-countv.com

From: Glenn Hartmann
Sent: Wednesday, July 26,2023 8:02 PM

To: Hannah Klausman <hannah.klausman@cogs.us>;'jbarnes@carbondaleco.net'<ibarnes@carbondaleco.net>; Chris

Hale <Chris@mountaincross-ens.com>; Brian Killian - CDOT<brian.killian@state.co.us>; Robin Pitt

<robin.pitt@cogs.us>;'koliver@carbondalefire.org'<koliver@carbondalefire.org>; BillGavette

<gavette @ca rbo nda lefire.org>
Subject: Courtesy Referral Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Dear Hannah, Jared, Chris, Brian, Robin and Bill: Attached below is a link to the Spring Valley Ranch PUD Amendment

Application. While we are still doing completeness review of the major application submittals we are referring it to you

for your initial review and preliminary comments. This referral is consistent with the IGA between the County and local

municipalities. Once the Application is determined to be complete another referral and comment period on the

Application (incl ud ing a ny u pdates/add itions) wil I occu r.

This referral will give you the opportunity to identify any areas of the submittals with are deficient or for which you feel

additional Application materials are warranted. The goal is to ensure a thorough and complete review process. ln

addition to any comments if you would like to meet with County Staff and/or the Applicant please let me know and we

can set that up as well.

https://www.d ropbox.com/scl/folTzgrcrot4suge5dafgrzo/h?d l=0&rlkev=0ba3pz5is7rgmaep7nmnv7rq5
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