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DATE: 
May 12, 2010

TO:
Mr. Tony Deconinck, Project Manager


El Paso County Development Services Department


2880 International Circle 


Colorado Springs, CO 80910

FROM:      NEPCO 


P O Box 714


Monument, CO 80132

RE:
Gleneagle Golf Course Proposed Development Agreement dated April 15, 2010

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposed Development Agreement (PDA) dated April 15 2010 concerning the Gleneagle Golf Course.  

Upon review of this PDA, and in conjunction with the policies and guidelines as set forth in the El Paso County 2000 Tri-Lakes Comprehensive Plan, NEPCO has the following comments and recommendations:

The request has the look and feel of a government bailout. The owner bought a golf course business, taking a risk. He knew or should have known about its condition and zoning. Encountering trouble, he then asks the government for a zoning change.

The requested zoning change generates unrequited costs for neighboring property owners. The rezoning  generates negative externalities (costs caused by the GGC owner, but not born by him). Neighboring property owners have a cost forced onto them in reduced property values and/or inability to sell.  

There is no reasonable guarantee that the owner will improve the golf course with any funds that the development of the driving range may generate. The rezoning request had its origins in the need for a better irrigation system for the golf course. This particular need is not mentioned in the PDA. It is unlikely that the 47 homes will be sold before the Jan 1, 2012 deadline, making it unclear where any funds may come from.

The deletion of the driving range may devalue the golf course relative to other courses in the area. There is no reasonable guarantee that sufficient funds will be generated by the driving range development for improvements on the golf course and/or to keep the golf course in business. While we do not want the golf course to fail, it may be more advantageous if the golf course fails while still a complete course, including a driving range. The current or a new owner can then deal with the whole property within the existing zoning and its accepted uses. 

There is no reasonable guarantee that the work, once started, will be finished. There are many similar developments in the general area. Some have been languishing in a half-finished state for a long time, others have been abandoned. If the driving range development is left unfinished at some intermediate state, the costs for neighboring landowners, both in eye sores and nuisances and in decreased property value, will increase again.

Provision for staying in business not clear. The PDA states that 200 memberships will be needed to keep the golf course in business, including the 47 anticipated memberships from the new development. It is unlikely that those 47 homes will be built and sold soon. The very short deadline for when those memberships need to be in place (Jan 1, 2012) makes this provision an easy lever to declare the golf course a failed business and ask for further development of the remainder.

Marketing efforts have been low key. The golf course has not made significant, effective marketing efforts in the past years. Gleneagle residents have commented on the lack of, and the sometimes counterproductive, marketing. A local Gleneagle resident with national experience in marketing has offered his services for free. This offer was not taken up by the golf course management.

The Gleneagle community was developed and sold as a “golf course community.” Current property owners in Gleneagle paid for, and received, a property in a golf course community. Changing the zoning of (part of) the golf course violates the spirit of this situation.

The PDA introduces a new undesirable agreement between the County and MCTN. In paragraph 4 last section, the sentence beginning with “Additionally, at any time on or before Dec 31, 2012” explains that if MCTN withdraws by then, everything is off and MCTN will be “entitled to pursue through the County land use process any uses of the overall Golf course property that may be desired by MCTN.” This appears to be a key statement that introduces a whole new deal between MCTN and the County.  

Key provisions requested by the Board of County Commissioners not addressed. The Board of County Commissioners asked that the owner address “public health, safety and welfare issues.” No mention of these was found in the PDA, other than perhaps a list of the accepted uses issued by the County for the current zoning.

Recommendation

In conclusion, given the issues and concerns outlined in this letter, NEPCO recommends that the El Paso County Commissioners deny the Proposed Development Agreement and consequently the Re-zoning and Sketch Plan Requests for said property. Thank you for your consideration and attention to this critical land use issue.

Respectfully,

//signed//

Hans Post Uiterweer

President, NEPCO
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