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Date: September 11, 2025
To: Douglas County Board of County Commissioners
Through: Douglas J. DeBord, County Manager
From: Terence T. Quinn, AICP, Director of Community Development 7@
CC: DJ Beckwith, Principal Planner

Lauren Pulver, Planning Supervisor

Kati Carter, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning Resources
Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District — New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Planning Commission Meeting: August 4, 2025 @ 6:00 p.m.
Board of County Commissioners Meeting: September 2, 2025 @ 1:30 p.m.
Board of County Commissioners Hearing: September 9, 2025 @ 2:30 p.m.
Planning Commission Meeting: September 22, 2025 @ 6:00 p.m.
Board of County Commissioners Hearing: September 23, 2025 @ 2:30 p.m.

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The request is for approval of a new service plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan
District (District). The purpose of the service plan is to serve the public improvement
and service needs of the Sundown Oaks Development (Project) which includes the
Sundown and Oak Bluff subdivisions.

The Project consists of approximately 173 acres of land that is zoned Rural Residential.
The property is located in the Franktown Rural Community Area of the 2040
Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP).

At a public meeting on August 4, 2025, the Planning Commission (PC) recommended
denial of the service plan application by a vote of 6-2 citing approval criteria related to
financial viability, compliance with the CMP, need for the District, and if a District is in
best interest of the area to be served.

At the September 9, 2025, public hearing, the Board of Commissioners (Board)
requested that the PC reconsider this item at its September 22, 2025 meeting. A
recommendation from the PC will be provided to the Board at the September 23, 2025,
public hearing.
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APPLICATION INFORMATION

A.

Applicant

Northstar Custom Homes
10226 Dransfeldt Road
Parker, CO 80134

Applicant’s Representative
Nicole Peykov

Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

Request

Approval of a service plan for the purpose of providing the following services:
o Water Infrastructure

e Storm Sewer

e Sanitation and Wastewater Infrastructure
e Street Improvements

o Traffic Safety Protection

e Parks and Recreation

e Television Relay and Translation

e Mosquito Control

e Fire Protection

e Covenant Enforcement and Design Review
e Security

Process

Service plans and service plan amendments are processed in compliance with
Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.) Section 32-1-201 through 209 (the Control Act) and
the County’s Service Plan Review Procedures (Procedures).

The Procedures also provide that the Board review the service plan to determine its
compliance with specific criteria set forth in the Control Act; see the discussion in
Section IX — Staff Analysis.

Location

The District is located near the intersection of Burning Tree Drive and East Tanglewood
Road, Douglas County, Colorado. Generally, the District is located north of State
Highway 86 and east of Parker Road in the Franktown Rural Community as identified
in the 2040 CMP.
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I1l. CONTEXT

A. Background
The property within the District is zoned Rural Residential (RR) and is anticipated to
include 37 residential lots and zero square feet of commercial space. The population
of the District at build-out is expected to be 111 residents. Based upon the
information provided by the applicant, each of the residential properties within the
District will have an average value of approximately $2,200,000 once developed.

B. Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning
North, east, and west of the District is privately owned land zoned RR. South of the
District is privately owned land zoned RR, Large Rural Residential (LRR) and
Agricultural One (A-1).

IV. DISTRICT FINANCIAL INFORMATION

A. Estimated Infrastructure Cost
Based on preliminary engineering survey for improvements, the estimated costs for
infrastructure on the property are $9,057,551.

B. Operations Costs
Based on information in the service plan, the District expects to initially impose 10
mills to pay for costs associated with operations and maintenance (O&M). The
maximum O&M mill levy is contemplated to be 20 mills.

C. Organizational Costs
The organizational costs for the District, which include legal, engineering, surveying,
and accounting services are estimated to be $75,000.

D. Developer Advances
The District anticipates receiving initial funding for both capital and ongoing
administrative requirements from Developer Advances. Anticipated Developer
Advances total $9,000,000. Developer contributions that will not be repaid by the
District are anticipated to be $5,000,000.

E. District Revenues
Revenues for the District come primarily from a mill levy on taxable property within its
boundaries. The District may also rely upon other revenue sources such as fees, rates,
tolls, penalties, or charges. The maximum debt service mill levy is contemplated to be
50 mills.

F. Mill Levies
A maximum total mill levy of 70 mills is proposed to support debt service and O&M for
the District. The Debt Service Mill Levy Term is 40 years.
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G. Authorized Debt
The total debt limit for the District is $6,000,000.

V. SERVICES

A. Water and Sanitary Sewer
It is anticipated that the District will not provide water or sanitation services. Each
home within the Project will receive water from individual groundwater wells. The
District also anticipates that each home within the Project will utilize individual on-site
septic to serve as their wastewater treatment system. The service plan includes
powers that allow the District to build and maintain water and sanitation
infrastructure, if needed.

B. Services to be Provided by Other Governmental Entities
It is anticipated that fire protection shall be provided by Franktown Fire Protection
District.

VI. REFERRALS

Referrals for the proposed service plan were sent to the following agencies, and a
majority of the agencies either did not respond or responded with no comment; all
responses received are included in the attachments.

e AT&T Long Distance - ROW

e Bannockburn HOA

e Black Hills Energy

e Burning Tree Ranch HOA

e CenturyLink (Lumen)

e Cherry Creek Basin Water Quality Authority
e Colorado Department of Transportation CDOT-Region # 1
e Colorado Division of Water Resources

e Colorado Geological Survey

e Comcast

e CORE Electric Cooperative

e Douglas County Addressing Analyst

e Douglas County Assessor

e Douglas County Building Services

e Douglas County Conservation District

e Douglas County Engineering Services

e Douglas County Health Department

e Douglas County Libraries

e Douglas County Office of Emergency Management
e Douglas County School District RE 1

e Douglas County Sheriff's Office
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¢ Douglas County Wildfire Mitigation

e Foxhill Metro Districts #1 & 2

e Franktown Business Area Metro District
e Franktown Citizens Coalition Il Inc

e Franktown FD

e Pinery Water and Wastewater District

e RTD —Planning & Development Dept

e Rural Water Authority of Douglas County
e Town of Castle Rock

e Two Bridges Metro District

o Villages at Castle Rock Metro District 6
e Xcel Energy-Right of Way & Permits

Douglas County staff requested technical revisions to the service plan. These revisions
include formatting and language changes. The applicant submitted a revised service plan
to address those comments.

Douglas County Engineering Services (Engineering) reviewed the proposed service plan
and requested that clarifying language be added so that storm sewer and street
improvements would all be subject to the approval of Douglas County. The applicant
updated the language, and Engineering had no additional comments.

Bannockburn HOA reviewed the proposed plan and commented that all lots should be
five acres to coincide with current Franktown area zoning standards. Bannockburn also
had concerns regarding traffic, road uses and of the use of wells in the Upper Dawson
aquifer. These comments have been provided to the applicants.

Franktown Citizens Coalition Il Inc. (FCC Il) reviewed the proposed plan and shared
concerns with the impact of a metropolitan district on the Franktown Rural Community
based on the power of eminent domain and conflicting needs of the community. A
representative of FCC Il has met with the service plan applicants. All comments from the
FCC Il have been provided to the applicants.

Burning Tree Ranch HOA commented citing concerns with the impact of and lack of need
for a metropolitan district and impacts to groundwater.

The service plan application was also sent to the following County consultants for review:
e Hilltop Securities, Inc (financial plan review)
e BBC Research & Consulting (market study review)

In response to comments from the PC, the applicants submitted a revised service plan
that reduced the debt limit from $10 million to $6 million. Hilltop Securities, Inc (Hilltop)
reviewed the proposed service plan and concluded that, given the assumptions in the
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VII.

VIII.

Financial Plan, it is reasonable that the District will be capable of extinguishing all bonds
within the parameters established in the service plan.

BBC Researching & Consulting (BBC) reviewed the submitted market study and
commented that the absorption analysis in the study makes unsupported assumptions on
the estimated market demand for higher priced houses and questioned whether these
projections would be realized. BBC commented that if the absorption rate followed the
historical patterns, it would likely result in a delay in home sales which could impair the
district’s ability to generate the revenues necessary to service its debt on schedule. These
comments have been shared with applicants.

Public comment was submitted by residents of the proposed District. Staff received
numerous letters in opposition to the District. These letters are included in the

attachments.

PusLICc NOTICE AND INPUT

In accordance with C.R.S. § 32-1-204, public notice was published in the Douglas County
News-Press and sent to surrounding jurisdictions and property owners.

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING

At a public meeting on August 4, 2025, the Planning Commission (PC) recommended
denial of the service plan application by a vote of 6-2 citing approval criteria related to
financial viability, compliance with the CMP, need for the District, and if a District is in
best interest of the area to be served. Members of the public spoke in opposition citing
concerns over use of a metropolitan district and impacts to groundwater.

At the September 9, 2025, public hearing, the Board of Commissioners (Board) requested
that the PC reconsider this item at its September 22, 2025 meeting. A recommendation
from the PC will be provided to the Board at the September 23, 2025, public hearing.

STAFF ANALYSIS

The CMP promotes the sustainability of special districts in Goal 5-3. Essentially, it looks for
special districts to be financially sound and managed in the best interest of County
residents.

The PC is required to evaluate information pertaining to existing zoning, development
growth rates, and projections for required services necessary to demonstrate a need for
the District. These, and other issues requiring analysis as identified by the Control Act, are
examined in the analysis of the approval criteria.

1. There is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in the area
to be serviced by the proposed special district.
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Staff Comment: The area encompassed by the District boundaries is currently
zoned Rural Residential and there is a projected need for the District.

2. The existing service in the area to be served by the proposed special district is
inadequate for present and projected needs.

Staff Comment: The existing public service infrastructure within the proposed
District’s boundary area are lacking; therefore, existing services are inadequate
for the projected needs of the service area.

3. The proposed special district is capable of providing economical and sufficient
service to the area within its proposed boundaries.

Staff Comment: Based upon comments from the County’s financial consultant, the
service plan demonstrates the District can provide these services economically.

4. The area to be included in the proposed special district has, or will have, the
financial ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

Staff Comment: Based upon comments from the County’s financial consultant, the
District’s revenues as projected in the financial plan would be sufficient to
discharge the proposed indebtedness.

5. Adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area through the
County or other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations, including
existing special districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

Staff Comment: In addition to the County, the other municipal and special district
entity providing services within the District’s boundary area is Franktown Fire
Protection District. These entities are not able, or are unwilling, to provide all the
services desired within a reasonable time or on a comparable basis.

6. The facility and service standards of the proposed special district are
compatible with the facility and service standards of each county within which
the proposed special district is to be located and each municipality which is an
interested party under section 31-1-204(1), C.R.S.

Staff Comment: All facilities will be constructed in accordance with the standards
of the County and any other applicable local, state, or Federal rules and
regulations.

7. The proposal is in substantial compliance with a master plan adopted pursuant
to section 30-28-106, C.R.S.
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Staff Comment: The service area of the District falls within the Franktown Rural
Community of the CMP. The density of the proposed District is consistent with a
density of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres identified within the CMP, based on the
standards of the Preliminary Plan approved in 2019. The CMP also outlines goals
for the Franktown Rural Community that support maintaining Franktown’s
historically rural character and preserving existing vegetation. The proposed
development, which will be served by the proposed District, supports these
concepts by setting aside 50% open space to preserve existing vegetation and
natural features on the site.

Goal 5-3 of the 2040 Comprehensive Master Plan promotes the sustainability of
special districts, including ensuring that special districts are financially sound
through the independent evaluation of all financing plans. The County works
closely with a third-party consultant to evaluate the financial feasibility of all new
special districts and special district amendments.

8. The proposal is in compliance with any duly adopted county, regional, or state
long-range water quality management plan for the area.

Staff Comment: Based on information provided by the applicant, the District is in
compliance with Colorado’s Water Quality Management Plan.

9. The creation of the proposed special district will be in the best interests of the
area proposed to be served.

Staff Comment: Based upon the level of services proposed for the area, and lack
of service provision from existing service providers in the area, the District
appears to be in the best interest of the area proposed to be served.

X. STAFF ASSESSMENT

The Board is authorized to act on a service plan per C.R.S. Section 32-1-203.

Based upon this section, the Board shall deny the service plan application if there is not
sufficient information to address the Approval Criteria #1-4 above. Additionally, the
Board may deny the service plan application, at its sole discretion, if there is not sufficient
information to address the Approval Criteria #5-9 above.

A red-lined copy of the service plan is included in the attachments; it highlights areas
where the applicant’s service plan deviates from the County’s Service Plan Template
(Template).

With regard to the Procedures, the applicants have addressed the Board’s areas of
interest as follows:

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 8 of 462



Mill levy

The service plan anticipates an estimated total mill levy of 70 mills. It is anticipated
that the initial debt service mill will be 50 mills. The initial O&M mill is anticipated to
be 10 mills, with a maximum mill levy of 20 mills.

Mill levy roll-off provision

Districts may propose to eliminate the mill levy cap at such time the District’s assessed
valuation is greater than 50% of the outstanding debt; this is referred to as a mill levy
roll-off.

The applicant has included the Template language regarding a mill levy roll-off
provision.

Inclusions and exclusions

The Template includes language that allows an organizer to identify future inclusion
and exclusion areas, which allows greater flexibility to the District for boundary
changes. The Template also includes a provision for notification to the County of any
other proposed boundary changes not identified in the service plan; this notification
allows the County time to request a formal material modification to the service plan to
further review the proposed changes.

The applicant has included the Template language regarding future inclusions and
exclusions.

Condemnation powers

The Template provides eminent domain powers only as necessary to construct public
improvements identified in a service plan. The Template also provides that any other
use of eminent domain requires a 45-day inquiry notice to the County.

The applicant has included the Template language regarding the use of eminent
domain.

Debt limits, developer advances, system development fees
The District has a total of 56,000,000 authorized debt limit. Developer Advances total
59,000,000, of which, 55,000,000 is not anticipated to be repaid by the District.

Provision of extraterritorial service
The service plan does not include any future inclusion areas or extraterritorial service
areas.
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The applicant has included the Template language regarding future changes to the
District boundaries.

Consolidation and transition plan
The Template requires that the District initiates the dissolution process when the
District has neither any financial obligations nor O&M obligations.

The applicant has included the Template language regarding future dissolution.

Provision for long-term, renewable water supply
It is anticipated that each home within the Project will receive water from individual
groundwater wells.
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RESOLUTION NO. R-025-
THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, COLORADO

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SERVICE PLAN OF
SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

WHEREAS, on July 15, 2025, a service plan for the proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan
District was filed with the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder (“Clerk™), and the Clerk, on behalf
of the Board of County Commissioners (“Board”), mailed a Notice of Filing of Special District
Service Plan to the Division of Local Government in the Department of Local Affairs on July 15,
2025; and

WHEREAS, on August 4, 2025, the Douglas County Planning Commission (“Planning
Commission”) issued a recommendation of denial of the Service Plan to the Board; and

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2025, an updated version of the Service Plan (the “Service
Plan”) was submitted to Douglas County, which addresses the concerns raised by the Planning
Commission; and

WHEREAS, on August 26, 2025, the Board set a public hearing on the Service Plan for
September 9, 2025 (“Public Hearing”), and ratified: (1) publication of the notice of the date, time,
location and purpose of such Public Hearing, which was published in The Douglas County News-
Press on August 14, 2025; and (2) notice of the date, time and location of the Public Hearing which
was mailed on August 11, 2025, to the governing body of the existing municipalities and special
districts which have levied an ad valorem tax within the next preceding tax year and which have
boundaries within a radius of three miles of the proposed boundaries of Sundown Oaks
Metropolitan District (the “District”) and, on August 11, 2025, to the petitioner and to the property
owners, pursuant to the provisions of § 32-1-204(1.5), C.R.S.; and

WHEREAS, on September 9, 2025, a Public Hearing on the Service Plan was opened at
which time all interested parties, as defined in § 32-1-204, C.R.S., were afforded an opportunity
to be heard, and all testimony and evidence relevant to the Service Plan and the organization of
the proposed District was heard, received and considered; and

WHEREAS, on September 9, 2025, the Board of County Commissioners requested that
the Planning Commission reconsider the item based on new information and continued the item to
the September 23, 2025; and

WHEREAS, on September 23, 2025, a Public Hearing on the Service Plan was opened at
which time all interested parties, as defined in § 32-1-204, C.R.S., were afforded an opportunity
to be heard, and all testimony and evidence relevant to the Service Plan and the organization of
the proposed District was heard, received and considered.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, STATE OF COLORADO, THAT:

Section 1. The Board does hereby determine that all procedural requirements of §§ 32-
1-201, et seq., C.R.S., relating to the Service Plan have been fulfilled and that the Board has
jurisdiction in the matter.

Section 2. The Board does hereby find:

(a) that there is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in
the area to be serviced by the proposed District; and

(b) that the existing service in the area to be served by the proposed District is
inadequate for present and projected needs; and

(c) that the proposed District is capable of providing economical and sufficient
service to the area within the proposed boundaries; and

(d) that the area to be included in the proposed District has, or will have, the
financial ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis; and

(e) that adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area through
Douglas County or other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations, including
existing special districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis; and

) that the facility and service standards of the proposed District are
compatible with the facility and service standards of Douglas County and each
municipality which is an interested party under § 32-1-204, C.R.S.; and

(2) that the proposal is in substantial compliance with the Douglas County
Comprehensive Master Plan; and

(h) that the proposal is in compliance with any duly adopted county, regional,
or state long-range water quality management plan for the area; and

(1) that the creation of the proposed District will be in the best interests of the
area proposed to be served; and

() that the Service Plan, based upon the statements set forth in the Service Plan
and upon all evidence presented at the Public Hearing on the Service Plan, meets all
conditions and requirements of §§ 32-1-201, ef seq., C.R.S.

Section 3. The Board hereby approves the Service Plan without conditions; provided,
however, that such action shall not imply the approval of any land development activity within the
proposed District or its service area, or of any specific number of buildable units identified in the

DE 10315378.1
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Service Plan, unless the Board has approved such development activity as part of a separate
development review process.

Section 4. The legal description of the District shall be as provided in Exhibit A,
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

Section 5. A certified copy of this resolution shall be filed in the records of Douglas
County.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 23rd day of September, 2025, in Castle Rock, Douglas
County, Colorado.

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, COLORADO

BY:
Chair

ATTEST:

Deputy Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
(Legal Description of Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District)

A tract of land situated in the Mortheast 4 of Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66
West and in the Morth %4 of Section &, Township & South, Range 65 West of the 6™
Principal Meridian, Douglas County, Colorado, more pariiculary described as follows:
Beginning at the Morthwest corner of the Northeast 4 of Section 6 and congidering the
Morth line of said Mortheast ¥ to bear 5 89°259'42"E with all bearings contained herain
relative thereto,

Thence S B9"29'42"E along said North line a distance of 1567.21 feet;

Thence S 42°22°33"W a distance of 350.63 feet;

Thence S 12°44'04"W a distance of 633.61 feet;

Thence S 13°28°32"E a distance of 450.11 feet;

Thence N 88°29'09™W a distance of 576.25 feet;

Thence M 18°19'51°E a distance of 278.59 feet;

Thence M 25°22'25™W a distance of 232.32 feet;

Thence Narthwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 140.13 feet,
said curve has a radius of 199.00 feet, a central angle of 40°20'47" and a chord that
bears M 47°22'57"W a distance of 137_25 feet to a peint of tangent;

Thence N 27°12'34°W along said tangent a distance of 25.30 feet to a point of curve;
Thence Waesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 290.99 feet, said curve
hasz a radius of 230.00 feet and a central angle of 72°29°20" to a point of tangent;
Thence S B0®19°56™W along said tangent a distance of 119.06 feet to a point of curve;
Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 16.64 feet, said
curve has a radius of 500.00 feet and a central angle of 01°54°26";

Thence M 88°53'53™W a distance of 230 .46 feet to the East line of the Northwest ¥ of
Section &;

Thence S 01°06'41™W along said East line a distance of 674.50 feet;

Thence N 88°49'13"W a distance of 716.83 feet;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 75.70 feet, said
curve has a radius of 311.60 feet, a central angle of 13°55'11" and a chord that bears M
62°10'55"W a distance of 75.52 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 219.63 feet, said
curve has a radius of 4169.13 feet and a central angle of 03°01°08" to a point of tangent;
Thence N 72°09'37"W along said tangent a distance of 112.92 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Morthwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 257.09 feet,
said curve has a radius of 369.42 feet and a central angle of 39°52'28";

Thence S 60°54°30™W a distance of 209.52 feet;

Thence 5 B9"32°31"W a distance of 1084.92 feat to the East line of the North % of the
Northeast 4 of Section 1;

Thence S 00°39°06"E a distance of 180.54 feet to the Southeast comer of said North %
of the Mortheast 4

Thence M 88°52'28™W a distance of 2654 .27 feet to the Southwest comer of said North
2 of the Northeast 4;

Thence M 00°57'30°W a distance of 1289.73 feet to the Northwest comer of said North
Y2 of the Northeast 4;

Thence S B9°48°08"E a distance of 2660.19 feet to the Northeast corner of said North e
of the Mortheast ¥4

Thence S BE°55°53"E along the Morth line of the Morthwest %4 of Section & a distance of
TE.B5 feet;

Thence S 08°26°37"E a distance of 420,37 feet;

Thence S T6°59°00°E a distance of 190.66 feat;

Thence N 389°37'41°E a distance of 604 .94 feet;

Thence N 13°01'08™W a distance of 142.81 feet to the Morth line of the Northwest 4 of
Section &;

Thence S B8°55°53"E a distance of 1782.91 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Containing a total of 17286 acres, more or less.
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DOUGLAS COUNTY

q Department of Community Development
Planning Services
100 Third Street, Castle Rock, CO 80104
(303.660.7460)
www.douglas.co.us SPECIAL DISTRICT

SERVICE PLAN APPLICATION

"*PLEASE FILL OUT THIS APPLICATION FORM COMPLETELY***

DISTRICT NAME: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District **PLANNING OFFICE USE ONLY***
LOCATION: Intersection of Burning Tree Dr. and E. Tanglewood Rd. [0 NEW DISTRICT/PRESUBMITTAL  [J MAJOR MODIFICATION
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: (attach)) E( NEW DISTRICT [0 CONSOLIDATION

B L N, Suiridown 02k This service p?&TEa%%“eﬂen rev::!a)v(\'llcgL %g BEL%‘?aMsl EToEu%ty Communi

SUBDIVISIONNAME(S): : .
®) evelopment Department and is consicered complete for purposes
ubmittal to the County Clerk as a formal application for staff raview

FILING#:
6 ubsequent public hearings. This completeness finding is not
SECTION#: ndorsement or approval of the service plan or special district.
TOWNsHip:8 South 8 South
RANGE: 66 West 65 West Signed : e
L PLANNER SIGNADaRE DATE
PROPERTY TAX PARCEL #(s). PRESENT ZONING: Res/Vacapt

FEE (ifrequired)m._o_o_ PROJECT NO. SY2025-005
2507-010-00-001 GROSS ACREAGE: 173

2509-060-00-040
2509-062-00-002 FINANCIAL CONSULTANT

2509-061-00-001 NAME: RBC Capital Markets, LLC Attn. Michael Persichitte
ADDRESS- 1801 California Street, Suite 3850; Denver, CO 80202

APPLICANT (Petitioner not Consultant)

NAME: Northstar Custom Homes

ADDRESs: 10226 Dransfeldt Road PHONE: 303-595-1292 FAX:
Parker, CO 80134

ENGINEERING CONSULTANT

PHONE: (303) 708-9100 FAX: NAME: Canyon Creek Engineering, Phil Geising
ADDRESS: PO Box 3072, Parker, CO 80134

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

NAME: Steve Gage PHONE: (303) 870-0953 FAX:

ADDRESS: 10226 Dransfeldt Road
Parker, CO 80134

PROPERTY OWNER (Provide separate list if more than one owner)
Sundown Subdivision, LLC; Oak Bluff Subdivision LLC

NAME:
ADDRESS: 609 W. Littleton Blvd., Suite 206

PHONE: (303) 708-9100 FAX:

Littleton, CO 80120

LEGAL CONSULTANT
Spencer Fane LLP; Nicole Peykov PHONE: FAX:

NAME:
ADDRESs: 1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000

Denver, CO 80203 To the best of my knowledge, the information contained on this
application is true and accurate.

Fax 303-839-3838 W’C/ 6/2/2025

APPLICANT SIGNATURE DATE

PHONE: 303- 839-3715
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SERVICE PLAN
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SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
DOUGLAS COUNTY, COLORADO
Prepared
by
Spencer Fane LLP
1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

FORMAL SUBMITTAL: July 2, 2025

APPROVAL DATE: , 2025
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APPROVAL SUMMARY

This Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District was approved by the
Douglas County Board of County Commissioners on (date). Resolution No. ,
approving this Service Plan, has been recorded at Reception No. on (date). The
organizational and TABOR elections took place on (date). The court decree organizing
the District was recorded with the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder on (date) at
Reception No.
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ORGANIZERS AND CONSULTANTS

This Service Plan has been prepared by the Organizers and the following participating

consultants:

Organizer

NorthStar Custom Homes, Inc.
Attn: Steven Gage

1128 Neptunite Place

Castle Rock, CO 80108

Phone: 303-725-1466

Email: stevengage71(@gmail.com

District Counsel

Spencer Fane LLP

Attn: Nicole Peykov

1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

Phone: 303-839-3800

Email: npeykov(@spencerfane.com

Financial Advisor

RBC Capital Markets, LLC

Attn:  Michael Persichitte

1801 California Street, Suite 3850
Denver, Colorado 80202

Phone: (303) 595-1292

E-mail: michael.persichitte@rbccm.com

Engineer

Canyon Creek Engineering

Attn: Phil Giesing, P.E.

P.O. Box 3072

Parker, CO 80134

Phone: 303-805-1803

Email:
phil@canyoncreekengineering.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This service plan is for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the “District”),
which will serve the public improvement needs of Sundown Oaks. The District is generally
located near the intersection of Burning Tree and East Tanglewood Road and contains
approximately 173 acres. The District will include 37 residential units and 0 square feet
of commercial space.

The District will have a single district structure. This structure will allow the
District to control both financing and services.

The District shall be authorized to provide the following services: fire protection,
mosquito control, parks and recreation, safety protection, sanitation, solid waste disposal
facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste, street improvement, television
relay and translation, and water and other services described in C.R.S. §§ 32-1-1001 and
1004, as amended, and subject to the limitations in this Service Plan.

The total authorized debt limit for the District shall be Six Million Dollars
($6.000,000.00). The District anticipates the issuance of an initial series of bonds in the
amount of Three Million Six Hundred and Twenty-Five Thousand Dollars ($3,625,000) in
2027. The initial debt service mill levy will be 50.000 mills, with a Maximum Debt Service
Mill Levy of 50.000 mills. The initial operations and maintenance mill levy will be 10.000
mills, with a Maximum Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy of 20.000 mills. The
combined initial mill levy for the District will be 60.000 mills, with a maximum combined
mill levy of 70.000 mills.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This service plan (the “Service Plan”) for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
(the “District”) is for a special district organized under Title 32 of the Colorado Revised
Statutes to serve the public improvement needs of Sundown Oaks Development (the
“Project”). The District is generally located near the intersection of Burning Tree Drive
and East Tanglewood Road (see Exhibit A, Vicinity Map) and contains approximately 173
acres (see Exhibits B & C, Legal Description and District Boundary Map).

Pursuant to the requirements of the Special District Control Act, C.R.S. §32-1-201,
et seq., as amended, and the Special District Service Plan Review Procedures for Douglas
County (the “County”), the following items are included in this Service Plan:

1. A description of the powers granted to and services to be provided by the
District;

2. A general description of the facilities to be constructed and the standards of
such construction, including a statement of how the facility and service standards of the
District are compatible with facility and service standards of the County and of any
municipalities and special districts which are interested parties;

3. A general written description of the estimated cost of acquiring land,
engineering services, legal services, administrative services, initial indebtedness and
estimated maximum interest rates and discounts, and other major expenses related to the
organization and initial operation of the District;

4. A summary of general conditions regarding oversight of the District by the
County;

5. A legal description and map of the District’s boundaries and an estimate of
the population and valuation for assessment of the District;

6. A summary of estimated costs for improvements to be financed and
constructed by the District;

7. A preliminary engineering and architectural survey showing how the
improvements and services are to be provided;

8. A financial plan showing how District improvements and services are to be
financed, including the operating revenue for the first budget year of the District;

0. The resolution of approval adopted by the Board of County Commissioners;

10. Information demonstrating compliance with Section 18A, Water Supply —

Overlay District, of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution, as amended, and compliance
with Colorado’s Water Quality Management Plan;

11. A description of any advance and reimbursement agreements;

12. A description of any arrangement or agreement with any political
subdivision for the performance of any services between the District and such other
political subdivision; and

13. The recorded court decree organizing the District.

Exhibits A through M, attached hereto, are hereby incorporated into the Service
Plan.
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II. PURPOSE OF THE DISTRICT

The purpose of the District is to provide public improvements and services for the
benefit of all anticipated inhabitants and taxpayers of the District, either within or without
its boundaries. The District also serves to finance and oversee the construction of these
public improvements and to provide for ongoing operations and maintenance services.

III. DISTRICT FRAMEWORK

The District will be organized under a single district structure and will be
responsible for all aspects of financing and services authorized under this Service Plan.

IV.  NEED FOR DISTRICT

There are currently no other governmental entities, including the County, located
in the immediate vicinity of the District that consider it desirable, feasible, or practicable
to undertake the planning, design, acquisition, construction, installation, relocation,
redevelopment, financing, and ongoing operations of the public improvements needed for
the Project. Formation of the District is therefore necessary in order for the public
improvements and services required for the Project to be provided in the most economical
manner possible.

V. LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES

The District is located near the intersection of Burning Tree Drive and East
Tanglewood Road in Douglas County. A vicinity map is attached hereto as Exhibit A.
The area of the initial District’s boundary encompasses approximately 173 acres. A legal
description of the District’s boundaries is attached hereto as Exhibit B. A map of the initial
District’s boundaries is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

It is anticipated that the District’s boundaries may change from time to time as it
undergoes inclusions and exclusions pursuant to C.R.S. §§ 32-1-401, ef seq., and C.R.S.
§§ 32-1-501, et seq., as amended. Prior to any inclusions or exclusions, the District shall
provide forty-five (45) days published notice and written notice to the Board of County
Commissioners pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207(3)(b). If, within such forty-five (45) day
period, the Board of County Commissioners objects to the inclusion or exclusion, then the
inclusion or exclusion shall be prohibited and constitute a material modification of this
Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII of the Service Plan and
C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

VI. ASSESSED VALUATION/PROJECTIONS/LAND USE/POPULATION

The property within the District is zoned vacant or Rural Residential. The current
assessed value of property within the initial boundaries of the District is 0.00 as of the date
of this Service Plan. The estimated assessed value at full build-out is Six Million Two
Hundred and Five Thousand Six Hundred Fifty Three Dollars ($6,205,653) and is expected

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District 2

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 25 of 462



to be sufficient to reasonably discharge the debt under the Financial Plan. Initially, the
District will include 37 residential units and 0 square feet of commercial space. Based
upon an estimated three (3) persons per residence, the population of the District at build-
out will be One Hundred Eleven (111) residents.

Approval of this Service Plan by the County does not constitute nor imply approval
of the development of a specific area within the District, nor does it constitute or imply
approval of the number of residential units or the total site/floor area of commercial or
industrial buildings identified in this Service Plan or any of the exhibits attached hereto,
unless such land use plans have been approved by the Board of County Commissioners as
part of a separate development review process.

VII. POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The District shall have the power and authority to provide the public improvements
and related operation and maintenance services within and without the boundaries of the
District as such power and authority is permitted by this Service Plan and described in the
Special District Act, C.R.S. Title 32, and other applicable statutes, common law, and the
Colorado Constitution, subject to the limitations set forth herein.

A. General Powers

The District shall have the authority to construct, operate, and maintain the services
and facilities as described in Section VIII.A of this Service Plan.

B. Miscellaneous Powers

In addition to the powers enumerated above, the District’s Board shall have the
power and authority:

1. To amend this Service Plan as provided for in Section XV, Modification of
Service Plan;

2. To forego, reschedule, or restructure the financing and construction of certain
improvements and facilities in order to better accommodate the pace of growth, resource
availability, and potential inclusions and exclusions of property within the District, with
prior notice to the County in accordance with C.R.S. § 32-1-202(2)(b), as amended; and

3. To have and exercise all rights and powers necessary or incidental to, or implied
from, the specific powers granted to the District in this Service Plan.

4. To have and exercise the power of eminent domain, but only as necessary to
construct, install, access, relocate or redevelop the public improvements identified in this
Service Plan in the locations shown in Exhibit E. Any other use of eminent domain shall
require the District to provide forty-five (45) days published notice and written notice to
the Board of County Commissioners pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207(3)(b). If, within such
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forty-five (45) day period, the Board of County Commissioners objects to the use of
eminent domain, then it shall be prohibited and constitute a material modification of this
Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII of the Service Plan and
C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

VIII. DISTRICT SERVICES, FACILITIES, AND IMPROVEMENTS
A. Services and Facilities

The District shall have the authority pursuant to C.R.S. §§ 32-1-1001 and 32-1-
1004, as amended, to provide the following services and public improvements described
in this section.

1. Water

It is anticipated that each individual home within the Project will receive
water service from its own groundwater well. The District, while not providing water
services, shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct, and install,
potable water and irrigation water facilities and systems, including, but not limited to, water
rights, water supply, treatment, storage, transmission, and distribution systems for
domestic, irrigation, fire control, and other public purposes, together with all necessary and
proper reservoirs, treatment facilities, wells, equipment, and appurtenances incident
thereto, which may include, but shall not be limited to, transmission lines, pipes,
distribution mains and laterals, storage facilities, and ditches, with all necessary and
incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with extensions and
improvements thereto. The District shall have the power and authority to contract with
other private or governmental entities to provide any or all of the services the District is
authorized or empowered to provide.

2. Storm Sewer

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for flood and surface drainage improvements,
including, but not limited to, culverts, dams, retaining walls, access way inlets, detention
and retention ponds, paving, roadside swales, curbs and gutters, disposal works and
facilities, water quality facilities, and all necessary and proper equipment, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto, all subject to the approval of Douglas County
pursuant to Douglas County rules and regulations.

Stormwater improvements subject to Colorado Discharge Permit System
Regulations, if applicable, shall be owned and maintained by the District or such other
governmental entity that may accept dedication. Dedication to another governmental entity
of stormwater improvements subject to such regulations shall be subject to approval by the
County. Inno event will the District dedicate such detention ponds or facilities to a private
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homeowner’s association, or other property owner’s association, for operations or
maintenance.

3. Sanitation and Wastewater Treatment

It is anticipated that each individual home within the Project will utilize its
own on-site wastewater treatment system. Nonetheless, the District shall have the power
and authority to finance, design, construct, acquire, install, assess tap or other facility fees,
related to wastewater facilities and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto.

4. Street Improvements

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for arterial and collector streets and roadway
improvements including, but not limited to, bridges, curbs, gutters, culverts, storm sewers
and drainage facilities, detention and retention ponds, retaining walls and appurtenances,
sidewalks, paving, lighting, grading, landscaping, streetscaping, placement of underground
utilities, snow removal, tunnels, and other street improvements, and architectural
enhancements to any or all of the above, with all necessary and incidental and appurtenant
facilities, land and easements, together with extensions and improvements thereto, all
subject to the approval of Douglas County pursuant to Douglas County rules and
regulations.

5. Traffic Safety Protection

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for safety protection through traffic control devices
and safety controls on streets, as well as such other facilities and improvements as are
necessary or prudent, including, but not limited to, signalization at intersections, traffic
signs, area identification signs, directional assistance and driver information signs, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, and land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto. All traffic and safety control devices will be
consistent with and in compliance with County rules and regulations.

6. Parks and Recreation

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for public park and public recreation centers and
other recreation facilities, services, or programs including, but not limited to, grading, soil
preparation, sprinkler systems, fencing, pavilions, playgrounds, playing fields, open space,
bike trails, pedestrian trails, pedestrian bridges, picnic areas, common area landscaping,
streetscaping, storage buildings and facilities, weed control, paving, decorative paving,
outdoor functional and decorative lighting, community events, and other services,
programs and facilities, with all necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land
and easements, together with extensions and improvements thereto.
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7. Television Relay and Translation

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
install, acquire, operate, and maintain television relay and translator facilities, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto.

8. Mosquito Control

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, operate, maintain, and provide for systems and methods for elimination
and control of mosquitoes.

9. Fire Protection

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, operate, and provide for fire cisterns.

10. Covenant Enforcement and Design Review

The District shall have the power and authority to provide covenant
enforcement and design review services subject to the limitations set forth in C.R.S. § 32-
1-1004(8), as amended.

11. Security

The District shall have the power and authority to provide security services
within the boundaries of the District, subject to the limitations set forth in C.R.S. § 32-1-
1004(7), as amended. In no way is this power and authority intended to limit or supplant
the responsibility and authority of local law enforcement (i.e., the Douglas County Sheriff’s
Department) within the boundaries of the District.

B. Estimated Costs and Phasing of Improvements

An estimate of the costs of the public improvements which may be planned for,
designed, acquired, constructed, installed, relocated, redeveloped, maintained, or financed
was prepared based upon a preliminary engineering survey on the property and is
approximately Nine Million Fifty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred and Fifty-One Dollars
($9.057.551.00) as shown in Exhibit D. Exhibit D includes an engineer’s opinion of costs
in current dollars of each public improvement, together with an explanation of methods,
basis, and/or assumptions used. All descriptions of the public improvements to be
constructed, and their related costs, are estimates only and are subject to modification as
engineering, development plans, economics, the County’s requirements, and construction
scheduling may require. The District will continue to develop and refine cost estimates
contained herein and prepare for issuance of debt. Any increase in public improvement

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District 6

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 29 of 462


https://9,057,551.00

costs greater than twenty percent (20%), but less than forty percent (40%), of the stated
amount in Exhibit D, exclusive of any contingency shown in Exhibit D, shall require an
administrative review by County staff. Any increase in public improvement costs in excess
of forty percent (40%) of the stated amount in Exhibit D, exclusive of any contingency
shown in Exhibit D, will constitute a material modification of the Service Plan and will
require review by the County and action by the Board of County Commissioners in
accordance with Section XIII. All construction cost estimates assume construction to
applicable local, State, or Federal requirements.

Maps showing the preliminary location of the public improvements that the District
is authorized to acquire or construct are attached hereto as Exhibit E. Phasing of
construction shall be determined by the District to meet the needs of taxpayers within its
boundaries. The District shall own, maintain, and replace public improvements
constructed, installed, or acquired by the District or shall dedicate such public
improvements to such other entity as shall accept dedication, subject to any limitations
specified in this Service Plan.

In all instances, the District shall ensure that the public improvements are designed
and constructed in accordance with the standards and specifications of the County or other
such entity that may have authority over such design and construction. The District shall
obtain approval of civil engineering and other plans and any applicable permits for the
construction and installation of public improvements from the County and/or other
appropriate regulatory agencies.

C. Services to be Provided by Other Governmental Entities

The Project is located within and fire protection services will be provided by the
Franktown Fire Protection District.

D. Compliance with Section 18A, Water Supply — Overlay District, of the
Douglas County Zoning Resolution, as amended

It is anticipated that each individual home within the Project will receive a water
supply from its own groundwater well and will utilize its own on-site wastewater treatment
system. It is anticipated that the District will construct an underground cistern for fire
control purposes. The District has met the requirements of Section 18A, Water Supply —
Overlay District, of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution, as amended, as described in
the Water Supply Plan in Exhibit H.

E. Compliance with Colorado’s Clean Water Quality Management Plan

The Project will be served by individual septic sewer systems. Therefore,
compliance with Colorado’s Water Quality Management Plan is not applicable to this
Project at this time.
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IX. EXISTING AND PROPOSED AGREEMENTS

It is anticipated that the District may enter into an intergovernmental agreement
with Franktown Fire Protection District.

X. FINANCIAL INFORMATION
A. General

This section describes the nature, basis, and method of funding and debt and mill
levy limitations associated with the District’s public improvements. A detailed Financial
Plan and statement of assumptions is contained in Exhibit F.

B. Assumptions

The maximum debt limitation contained herein is based on the assumption that each
of the 37 residential properties in the District will have an average value of approximately
Two Million Two Hundred Thousand Dollars ($2,200,000). The Financial Plan
demonstrates that the District has the ability to finance the public improvements identified
herein, will be capable of discharging the indebtedness on a reasonable basis, and will
operate on a sound fiscal basis.

C. Identification of District Revenue

The District will impose a mill levy on taxable property within its boundaries as a
primary source of revenue for repayment of debt and for operations and maintenance. The
District may also rely upon various other revenue sources authorized by law. At the
District’s discretion, these may include the power to assess fees, rates, tolls, penalties, or
charges as provided for in C.R.S. § 32-1-1001(1), as amended.

A Maximum Total Mill Levy of 70.000 mills is authorized to support debt service
and operations and maintenance of the District. The District may request an amendment
to the Service Plan, in accordance with Section XIII, to eliminate mill levy caps when the
debt to assessed value ratio falls below fifty percent (50%).

If, on or after January 1, 2026, there are changes in the method of calculating
assessed valuation or any constitutionally mandated tax credit, cut, or abatement, the mill
levy limitation applicable to such debt and operating and maintenance expenses may be
increased or decreased to reflect such changes, such increases or decreases to be
determined by the Board in good faith so that to the extent possible, the actual tax revenue
generated by the mill levy are neither diminished nor enhanced as a result of such changes
(“Mill Levy Adjustment”). For purposes of the foregoing, a change in the ratio of actual
valuation and any constitutional or legislative changes in the actual value against which the
assessment rate is applied shall be deemed to be a change in the method of calculating
assessed valuation.
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D. Debt Service Mill Levy

A maximum mill levy of 50.000 mills is authorized to support the debt service of
the District, subject to the limitation of the Maximum Total Mill Levy. An initial debt
service mill levy of 50.000 mills will produce revenue sufficient to support debt service
costs through the bond repayment period (see Exhibit F, Financial Plan).

E. Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term

The District shall not impose a debt service mill levy which exceeds forty (40) years
after the year of the initial imposition of such debt service mill levy unless (1) a majority
of the Board of Directors of the District imposing the mill levy are residents of such
District, and (2) such Board of Directors has voted in favor of issuing Debt with a term
which requires or contemplates the imposition of a debt service mill levy for a longer period
of time than the limitation contained herein.

F. Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy

A maximum mill levy of 20.000 mills is authorized to support the operations and
maintenance of District services and public improvements, subject to the limitation of the
Maximum Total Mill Levy. An initial operations and maintenance mill levy of 10.000
mills will produce revenue sufficient to support the operations and maintenance of District
services and public improvements (see Exhibit F, Financial Plan).

G. District Expenditures

The estimated cost of public improvements for the District is Nine Million Fifty-
Seven Thousand Five Hundred and Fifty-seven Dollars ($9,057,551.00). Exhibit D
includes, in current dollars, the estimated cost of each public improvement, together with
an explanation of the methods, basis, and/or assumptions used to establish such costs.

The District will require operating funds to plan and cause the public improvements
contemplated herein to be constructed, operated, and maintained as permitted herein. Such
costs are expected to include reimbursement of organizational costs, legal, engineering,
accounting, bond issuance costs, and compliance with State budgeting, audit, and
reporting, and other administrative and legal requirements. The organizational costs for
the District for legal, engineering, surveying, and accounting services are estimated to be
Seventy Five Thousand Dollars ($75,000). The first year’s operating budget is estimated
to be Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000).

H. Debt
1. Debt Limitation

The total debt limit for the District is Six Million Dollars ($6,000,000),
inclusive of costs of issuance, inflation, and other similar costs. For purposes of this
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Service Plan, debt shall be considered any outstanding bonds, notes, contracts, or other
financial obligations of the District payable in whole or in part from ad valorem taxes or
other revenues of the District for the purposes of financing, acquiring, constructing, or
improving any of the public improvements contemplated herein. The debt limit shall not
be increased unless approved by the County and as permitted by statute and the Colorado
Constitution. Any change in debt limit shall be considered a material modification of the
Service Plan, subject to the provisions of Section XIII of this Service Plan. The maximum
term of any bond issue, including refunding and refinancing, shall be thirty (30) years from
the original date of issuance.

2. Maximum Voted Interest Rate and Maximum Underwriting Discount

The interest rate on any debt is limited to the market rate at the time debt is
issued. In the event of a default, the maximum voted interest rate on any debt shall not
exceed twelve percent (12%). The maximum underwriting discount shall be five percent
(5%). Debt, when issued, shall comply with all relevant requirements of this Service Plan,
State law, and Federal law as is then applicable to the issuance of public securities.

XI. DEVELOPER ADVANCES AND REIMBURSEMENTS

The District anticipates receiving initial funding for both capital and ongoing
administrative requirements from developer advances. Such advances may be made to the
District subject to the District’s obligation to reimburse the same, as may be evidenced by
short-term reimbursement agreements or other acceptable agreements or resolutions. The
interest rate on developer reimbursements shall not exceed the current Bond Buyer 20-
Bond GO Index plus four percent (4%).

Such advances, which the Board is obligated to appropriate on an annual basis, shall
count against the maximum allowable debt limit under this Service Plan and may be repaid
by the District from bond proceeds or other legally available sources of revenue. Developer
advances shall be subordinate to the District general obligation bonds and refinancing of
the same shall not require County approval. Any amount of outstanding principal and
accrued interest on such developer advances that remains unpaid as of the expiration of the
Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term shall be deemed to be forever
discharged and satisfied in full. The total developer advances are anticipated to be
approximately Nine Million Dollars ($9,000,000.00). Developer contributions, which will
not be repaid by the District, are anticipated to be approximately Five Million Dollars
($5,000,000.00).

XII. ANNUAL REPORT

The District shall be responsible for submitting an annual report to the County no
later than August 1 of each year in accordance with the procedures set forth in C.R.S. § 32-
1-207(3)(c) and (d), as amended. The annual report shall conform to the format attached
hereto as Exhibit L, or in a format agreed to by the County.
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XIII. MODIFICATION OF SERVICE PLAN

Pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207, as amended, the District shall obtain prior written
approval of the County before making any material modification to this Service Plan.
Material modifications require a Service Plan amendment and include modifications of a basic
or essential nature, including, but not limited to, the following: any addition to the types of
services provided by the District; a decrease in the level of services; a decrease in the financial
ability of the District to discharge the existing or proposed indebtedness; or a decrease in the
existing or projected need for organized service in the area. Inclusion of property that is
located in a county or municipality with no other territory within the District may constitute a
material modification of the Service Plan.

In the event the District plans to undertake an action which may not be permitted by
this Service Plan, it shall be the District’s responsibility to contact County staff to seek an
administrative determination as to whether the action in question is permitted by the Service
Plan. If County staff determines that the action may constitute a material modification, the
District shall submit a proposal for action to the Board of County Commissioners. Thereafter,
the Board of County Commissioners will determine whether the proposed action constitutes
a material modification. If the Board of County Commissioners determines that the proposed
action constitutes a material modification, then the action shall be prohibited and constitute a
material modification of this Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII
of the Service Plan and C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

XIV. DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

The District shall provide notice to all purchasers of property in the District
regarding the District’s authority to levy and collect ad valorem taxes and to impose and
collect rates, fees, tolls, and charges, by recording a disclosure statement against the
property within the District with the Office of the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder.
Such disclosure statement shall also provide information concerning the structure of the
Board and summarize how purchasers may participate in the affairs of the Board. The
disclosure statement shall be recorded within thirty (30) days following the recordation of
the court decree organizing the District.

XV. DISSOLUTION

It shall be mandatory for the District to initiate dissolution proceedings when the
District has neither any financial obligations nor operations and maintenance obligations. The
District may file a petition in the district court for dissolution when there are no financial
obligations or outstanding bonds, or any such financial obligations or outstanding bonds
are adequately secured by escrow funds or securities meeting the investment requirements
in C.R.S. §§ 24-75-601, et seq., as amended. The District’s dissolution shall be subject to
approval of a plan of dissolution in the district court of the County, pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-
1-704, as amended.
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XVI. DEFINITIONS

In this Service Plan, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated below,
unless the context hereof clearly requires otherwise:

Board: the board of directors of the District

Board of County Commissioners: the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County,
Colorado

Control Act: Part 2 of Title 32 (Special Districts) of the Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.),
which outlines review procedures for service plans for a special district
County: Douglas County, Colorado

Debt: any bond, note debenture, contract, or other multiple-year financial obligation of a
District

Developer: the owner of the property proposing development of the project
District: the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Boundaries: the boundaries of the area described in the legal description attached
hereto as Exhibit B

District Boundary Map: the map attached hereto as Exhibit C, showing the District’s
boundaries

Financial Plan: the Financial Plan described in Section X and attached as Exhibit F, which
describes: (a) how the public improvements are to be financed; (b) how the debt is expected
to be incurred; and (c) the estimated operating revenue derived from property taxes for the
first budget year.

General Obligation Bond: bonds or other obligations for the payment of which the District
has promised to impose an ad valorem property tax mill levy

Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is permitted to
impose for payment of debt as set forth in Section X.D

Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term: the maximum number of years the
District 1s authorized to have a debt service mill levy in place, as set forth in Section X.E.
below
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Maximum Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is
permitted to impose for the payment of operating and maintenance expenses as set forth in
Section X.E

Maximum Total Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is permitted to impose for
the payment of debt as set forth in Section X.D. and operating and maintenance expenses
as set forth in Section X.E

Project: the development or property commonly referred to as Sundown Oaks

Public Improvements: the improvements authorized to be planned, designed, acquired,
constructed, installed, relocated, redeveloped, and financed as generally described in the
Special District Act to serve the future taxpayers and inhabitants of the District as
determined by the Board of the District

Revenue Bond: bonds issued by the District to finance a specific project, the income from
which will be used for repaying the bond

Service Plan: the service plan for the District approved by the Board of County
Commissioners

Special District Act: C.R.S. § 32-1-101, ef seq., as amended

State: the State of Colorado

XVII. RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

The District incorporates the Board of County Commissioner’s resolution approving
this Service Plan into this Service Plan to be presented to the district court attached hereto as
Exhibit G.

XVIII. STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It is submitted that this Service Plan for the District, as required by C.R.S. § 32-1-203,
as amended, establishes that:

1. There 1s sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in
the area to be served by the District;

The purpose of the District is to finance and construct certain public improvements and to
provide other additional services necessary to support the Sundown Oaks development. The
proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith based upon information and
belief, will not be available to the community through the County or other existing
municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts, within a reasonable
time and on a comparable basis.
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2. The existing service in the area to be served by the District is
inadequate for present and projected needs;

The proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith based upon information
and belief, will not be available to the community through the County or other existing
municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts, within a
reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

3. The District is capable of providing economical and sufficient
service to the area within its boundaries;

The formation of the District will ensure that the public improvements and other services
are sufficient and constructed within a reasonable period of time for the benefit of the
property owners located in the community.

4, The area to be included in the District has, or will have, the financial
ability to discharge the indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

The estimated costs of the improvements and facilities to be constructed, installed and/or
acquired by the District are set forth in this Service Plan. The Financial Plan describes the
anticipated issuance of debt and repayment based on the projected development within the
District boundaries. The Financial Plan demonstrates the District’s ability to finance the
facilities identified in this Service Plan and capability of discharging the proposed
indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

5. Adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area through
the County or other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations, including existing
special districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis;

The proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith based upon information
and belief, will not be available to the area through the County or other existing
municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts, within a
reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

6. The facility and service standards of the District are compatible with
the facility and service standards of each county within which the District is to be located and
each municipality which is an interested party under C.R.S. § 32-1-204(1), as amended,;

As stated elsewhere in this Service Plan, all facilities and services proposed will be
constructed in accordance with the standards and specifications of Douglas County, the State
of Colorado, and any other appropriate jurisdictions.

7. The proposal is in substantial compliance with the Douglas County
Comprehensive Master Plan, as amended, adopted pursuant to C.R.S. § 30-28-106, as
amended;
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The Developer has reviewed the County’s Comprehensive Master Plan and is aware of the
County’s desire to reflect, acknowledge and balance the common values, rights, and needs
of all County residents and landowners, and its desire to honor and protect the unique,
diverse communities and resources within the County. It is the Developer’s belief that the
proposal is compatible with the community vision for the future and complies with the
policies necessary to achieve sustainable growth within the County as expressed in the
Comprehensive Master Plan.

8. The proposal is in compliance with Colorado’s Water Quality
Management Plan, as amended; and

Each individual home and homeowner within the Project will be responsible for its own
on-site wastewater treatment system.

9. The creation of the District will be in the best interests of the area to
be served.

As described throughout this Service Plan, the proposed improvements and services
necessary to serve the Project are not, and in good faith based upon information and belief,
will not be available to the area through the County or other existing municipality or quasi-
municipal corporation, including special districts, within a reasonable time and on a
comparable basis. The formation of the District will ensure that the public improvements
and other services are sufficient and constructed within a reasonable period of time for the
benefit of the property owners located in the community.
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a O DAVID E. ARCHER & ASSOCIATES, INC.

PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS & ENGINEERS
105 Wilcox Street * Castle Rock, CO 80104
PHONE (303) 688-4642 * FAX (303) 688-4675 * karcher@davidearcher.com

Job No. 21-1638

August 16, 2021

Page 1 of 2 Pages
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

A tract of land situated in the Northeast % of Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66
West and in the North % of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West of the 6™
Principal Meridian, Douglas County, Colorado, more particularly described as follows:
Beginning at the Northwest corner of the Northeast % of Section 6 and considering the
North line of said Northeast ¥ to bear S 89°29°'42”E with all bearings contained herein
relative thereto;

Thence S 89°29'42"E along said North line a distance of 1567.21 feet;

Thence S 42°22'33"W a distance of 350.63 feet;

Thence S 12°44'04"W a distance of 633.61 feet;

Thence S 13°28'32"E a distance of 450.11 feet;

Thence N 89°29°09"W a distance of 576.25 feet;

Thence N 18°19'51"E a distance of 278.59 feet;

Thence N 25°22'25"W a distance of 232.32 feet;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 140.13 feet,
said curve has a radius of 199.00 feet, a central angle of 40°20’47” and a chord that
bears N 47°22’'57"W a distance of 137.25 feet to a point of tangent;

Thence N 27°12'34"W along said tangent a distance of 25.30 feet to a point of curve;
Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 290.99 feet, said curve
has a radius of 230.00 feet and a central angle of 72°29°20” to a point of tangent;
Thence S 80°19'56"W along said tangent a distance of 119.06 feet to a point of curve;
Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 16.64 feet, said
curve has a radius of 500.00 feet and a central angle of 01°54'26";

Thence N 88°53'53"W a distance of 230.46 feet to the East line of the Northwest ¥4 of
Section 6;

Thence S 01°06’41"W along said East line a distance of 674.50 feet;

Thence N 88°49'13"W a distance of 716.83 feet;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 75.70 feet, said
curve has a radius of 311.60 feet, a central angle of 13°55’11” and a chord that bears N
62°10’55"W a distance of 75.52 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 219.63 feet, said
curve has a radius of 4169.13 feet and a central angle of 03°01’06” to a point of tangent;
Thence N 72°09'37”"W along said tangent a distance of 112.92 feet to a point of curve;
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PROPERTY DESCRIPTION (continued)

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 257.09 feet,
said curve has a radius of 369.42 feet and a central angle of 39°52'28";

Thence S 60°54’30"W a distance of 209.52 feet;

Thence S 89°32’31"W a distance of 1084.92 feet to the East line of the North %2 of the
Northeast ¥ of Section 1;

Thence S 00°39’06"E a distance of 180.54 feet to the Southeast corner of said North ¥
of the Northeast Y4,

Thence N 88°52'28"W a distance of 2654.27 feet to the Southwest corner of said North
1 of the Northeast Y4;

Thence N 00°57'30"W a distance of 1289.73 feet to the Northwest corner of said North
1 of the Northeast Y4;

Thence S 89°48’08"E a distance of 2660.19 feet to the Northeast corner of said North %2
of the Northeast Y4,

Thence S 88°55'53"E along the North line of the Northwest % of Section 6 a distance of
76.85 feet;

Thence S 08°26’37"E a distance of 420.37 feet;

Thence S 76°59’00"E a distance of 190.66 feet;

Thence N 59°37'41"E a distance of 604.94 feet;

Thence N 13°01'08"W a distance of 142.81 feet to the North line of the Northwest ¥4 of
Section 6;

Thence S 88°55'53"E a distance of 1789.91 feet to the Point of Beginning.

Containing a total of 172.86 acres, more or less.
This description was prepared under the direct supervision of Johnny Calvin Hicks,
PLS36570 for and on behalf of David E. Archer and associates, Inc.
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District Boundary Map
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SUNDOWN OAKS METRO DISTRICT BOUNDARY

In Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66 West, and
In Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West,
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$ 8
o
8 ™
| 8|8 |
'—
)
| R
E |
Z13
| [
Nt come I, SEC. 36-7-66 $'8SEC. 31-7-65 BASiS or BEARINGS
— . : S86°55'53"E 2604.12 S84°29'42"E 5672
LINE SECTION |-6-66 | NORTH LINE OF - ' — - =
SEC 1—9-66 o THE NW I/4 OF SECTION 6-8-65 131010 o 4792 N NORTH LINE OF THE NE I/4 OF SECTION 6-8-65 -
] N CORNER OF S SECTION 6-8-65
0 SECTION 6-8-65 |
5 8
§ 9
N ©
< § S R=500.00'
Q S 276054, L=16.64'
0 IR /g5 LO0E ™
I Wy Q S80°19'56"NW
%) 3 : | 19.06' R=230.00'
S . 3 L=290499'
O g 77286 ACRES +/- £ BB 55y Mo 1254
W 23046 2530'
$|¥J 5[ R=199.00'
: 5|98 [
3 e A
= w
5 b 5 N25°22'25"W
o = g% 23232
5 5| 584°32'31"W 1084.92' 218
X o o~ 4
y K SOUTH LINE OF THE NORTH I/2 OF THE NE I/4 OF SECTION |-8-66 B 8& g 8 P
S CORNER OF THE N&&°52'28"W 265427 — 0o 2Iqel3 Jr =
N I/2 OF THE NE I/4 - ° 63, ° =0 T
% oF ST F e ?IEI/gOﬁEOEETS‘EI» 0(& 3 N&&°49'13"W 716.863 N&d°2d'09"W 576 .25' -
S OF SECTION 1-8-66 8
2
=
3@ |
|
I
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:
A tract of land situated in the Northeast 1/4 of Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66 West and in the BASIS OF BEARINGS
North 1/2 of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, Douglas County, i v : - : - = : Bearings are deeded and based on the consideration that the
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Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 140.13 feet, said curve has a
radius of 199.00 feet, a central angle of 40°20°47" and a chord that bears N 47°22°57°W a distance of
137.25 feet to a poin’r of tangent;

Thence N 27°12°34’W along said tangent a distance of 25.30 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 290.99 feet, said curve has a radius
of 230.00 feet and a central angle of 72°29°20" to a point of tangent;

Thence S 80°19°56"W along said tangent a distance of 119.06 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 16.64 feet, said curve has a radius
of 500.00 feet and a central angle of 01°54’26";

Thence N 88°53°53°W a distance of 230.46 feet to the East line of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 6;
Thence S 01°06°41°W along said East line a distance of 674.50 feeft;

Thence N 8849°13’'W a distance of 716.83 feet;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 75.70 feet, said curve has a
radius of 311.60 feet, a central angle of 1355°11" and a chord that bears N 62°10°55"W a distance
of 75.52 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 219.63 feetl, said curve has a
radius of 4169.13 feet and a central angle of 0301°06" to a point of tangent;

Thence N 72°09°37°W along said tangent a distance of 112.92 feet to a point of curve;

Thence Northwesterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 257.09 feet, said curve has a
radius of 369.42 feet and a central angle of 39°52°28";

Thence S 60°'54°30°W a distance of 209.52 feet;

Thence S 89°32°31"W a distance of 1084.92 feet to the East line of the North 1/2 of the Northeast 1/4
of Section 1;

Thence S 00°'39°06’E a distance of 180.54 feet to the Southeast corner of said North 1/2 of the
Northeast 1/4;

Thence N 8?‘52’28”W a distance of 2654.27 feet to the Southwest corner of said North 1/2 of the
Northeast 1/4;

Thence N 09"57’30”W a distance of 1289.73 feet to the Northwest corner of said North 1/2 of the
Northeast 1/4;

Thence S 89°48°08’E a distance of 2660.19 feet to the Northeast corner of said North 1/2 of the
Northeast 1/4;

Thence S 8855°53’E along the North line of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 6 a distance of 76.85

All measurements shown hereon are U.S. Survey Feet.

Conflicting boundary evidence is as shown.
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Containing a total of 172.86 acres, more or less. W
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Exhibit D
Cost of Improvements

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 46 of 462



Cost Estimate Sundown Oaks Metro District

Mobilization
Surveying/Engineering
Permits/Bonds

Supervision

Erosion Control

Demo
Hardscapes at tie in to Tanglewood
Tree and Brush Mitigation
Wood and wire fencing

Earthwork & Paving

Cuts & Fills
Rough cut and gutter prep
Rough prep for paving
4' wide trail system
10'pond road D and H
Shape ponds A, D and H
Curb and Gutter
Asphalt Paving install (6" AC over *"
ABC)(includes scarify, moisture, base
under curb)
Storm System
36" RCP
24" RCP
24" FES (2)
18" RCP
18" FES (8)
5' Storm manhole (3)
15'Type R
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West Side (Oak Bluffs)

30,000.00
105,000.00
80,000.00
180,000.00
90,000.00
78,000.00

570,000.00

144,000.00

555,000.00
1,166,000.00

East Side (Sundown)

21,000.00
85,000.00
60,000.00
160,000.00
66,000.00
60,300.00

438,500.00

98,000.00

373,000.00
719,500.00
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https://438,500.00
https://60,300.00
https://66,000.00
https://160,000.00
https://60,000.00
https://85,000.00
https://21,000.00
https://1,166,000.00
https://555,000.00
https://144,000.00
https://570,000.00
https://78,000.00
https://90,000.00
https://180,000.00
https://80,000.00
https://105,000.00
https://30,000.00

5'Type R(2)
Type C
Forebay (3)
Trickle Channels
Outlet Structure (3)
Riprap installations
Entry Gate Assembly 160,000.00 155,000.00
Pillars, Cementm Stone, Wall
Gates and motors
Electrical Connections
Spillway Wall

Landscaping 94,000.00 82,000.00
Hardscaping 26,000.00 21,000.00
Tree Mitigation for Fire 185,000.00 125,000.00
CDOT Left Turn Lane
Mobilization 12,000.00 12,000.00
Erosion Control 27,000.00 27,000.00
Earthwork & Paving 898,000.50 898,000.50
Surveying
Potholing
Traffic Control
Demo Paving
Demo Trees
Cuts and Fills
Import Fill

Over X existing subgrade for new shoulder paving 2"
Shoulder Paving

Shoulder Topsoil

Road signs and delineator post remove and reinstall existing
Striping

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
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Temporary driveway protections

Contingency 722,250.00 534,000.00
SUBTOTAL EACH SUBDIVISION 5,122,250.50 3,935,300.50
TOTAL FOR 37 LOTS BOTH SUBDIVISIONS 9,057,551.00
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Exhibit E
Map of Improvements

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
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Exhibit F
Financial Plan

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions
SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

Financing Summary
Total Debt Service Summary

Stated Term (Each Issuance) 30.0 Yrs
Sources 2027 Total Estimated Interest Rates 6.25%
Par Amount 3,625,000 3,625,000
Premium/(Discount) - - Senior Principal 3,625,000
Other - - Senior Interest 5,360,808
Total Sources 3,625,000 3,625,000 Total Senior Principal & Interest 8,985,808

Less: Capitalized Interest (Principal & Earnings @ 0.00%) (400,260)
Uses 2027 Total Less: Debt Service Reserve Fund (Principal & Earnings @ 0.00%) (348,438)
Project Fund - Released at Closing 2,703,802 2,703,802 Senior Net Debt Service 8,237,110
N/A - -

Total District D/S Mill Levy 50.000
Capitalized Interest 400,260 400,260 Commercial Assessment % 27.90%
Debt Service Reserve Fund 348,438 348,438 Residential Assessment % 6.70%
Costs of Issuance 172,500 172,500 Property Tax Revenue % 100%
Total Uses 3,625,000 3,625,000

dl?%"@lllg)r ks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Ct File:

n
Prepared by RB%?SR—) 025-005 Page 1 05/22/2025
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions

TOTAL CAPACITY NORTH SIDE PHASE

Square Footage or Residential Units

Commercial TBD Single Family - Sundown Lots Added 17 17 6 5
TBD Single Family - Oaks Lots Added 20 20 2 5 5 5 3 20
Lots Added Total 37 37 8 11 10 5 3 37
TBD Single Family - Sundown Lots Deleted -17 -17 -3 -5 -5 -4 -17
TBD Single Family - Oaks Lots Deleted -20 -20 -2 -5 -5 -5 -3 -20
Lots Deleted Total -37 -37 -3 -7 -10 -9 -5 -3 -37
Residential TBD Single Family - Sundown Homes Added 17 17 3 5 5 4 17
TBD Single Family - Oaks Homes Added 20 20 2 5 5 5 3 20

Annual Change

Cumulative Residential Built Total

Inflated Market Value Per Square Foot or Residential Unit @ 2.00%

Commercial TBD Single Family - Sundown Lots Added 500,000 500,000 520,200 530,604 541,216 530,053
TBD Single Family - Oaks Lots Added 500,000 500,000 520,200 530,604 541,216 552,040 563,081 542,447
Lots Added Weighted Avg 500,000 500,000 520,200 530,604 541,216 552,040 563,081 536,753
TBD Single Family - Sundown Lots Deleted 500,000 500,000 -520,200 -530,604 -541,216 -552,040 -536,933
TBD Single Family - Oaks Lots Deleted 500,000 500,000 -530,604 -541,216 -552,040 -563,081 -574,343 -553,296
Lots Deleted Weighted Avg 500,000 500,000 -520,200 -530,604 -541,216 -552,040 -563,081 -574,343 -545,778
pe Builder Prod De 0 B o Be B 0 028 029 030 0 0 ota
Residential TBD Single Family - Sundown Homes Added 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,288,880| 2,334,658| 2,381,351 2,428,978 2,362,505
TBD Single Family - Oaks Homes Added 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,334,658| 2,381,351 2,428,978| 2,477,557 2,527,108 2,434,503

Weighted Avg

2,200,000

2,200,000

2,288,880

2,334,658

2,381,351

2,428,978

2,477,557

2,527,108

2,401,423

Inflated Market Value - Annual Additions

Builder Product 2025 MV Built  To Be Built

Commercial Total Lots Added 18,500,000 18,500,000 4,161,600] 5,836,644| 5412,161] 2,760,202 1,689,244 19,859,850
Total Lots Deleted -18,500,000 -18,500,000 -1,560,600] -3,714,228] -5,412,161] -4,968,364| -2,815,406] -1,723,029 -20,193,787

O e a ota 601,000 0 08,16 0,10 029 9

Residential TBD  |Single Family - Sundown Homes Added | 37,400,000 37,400,000 6,866,640 11,673,288] 11,906,754| 9,715,911 40,162,593
TBD __|Single Family - Oaks Homes Added | 44,000,000 44,000,000 4,669,315] 11,906,754| 12,144,889 12,387,787| 7,581,325 48,690,070

Reside a ota 400,000 400,000 6,866,040 b,34 b0 o 08 360,800 o 8 o 88,8 b6

Grand Total 81,400,000 81,400,000 9,467,640 18,465,019] 23,813,508 19,652,638] 11,261,624| 5,858,297 88,518,726

Assessed Value - Annual Additions

Completion Year

i 2025 MV Built To Be Built

Collection Year

Commercial 27.90% 725,679 592,154 -616,077 -314,199 -480,725 93,168
Residential 6.70% 5,453,800 5,453,800 460,065| 1,094,954| 1,595,505 1,464,674 829,982 507,949 5,953,128
Total Annual Additions 5,453,800 5,453,800 1,185,744| 1,687,108 1,595,505 848,597 515,782 27,224 5,859,960
Prepared bySRB® Capitdisaekerplitan District New Service Plan Page 2 05/22/2025
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions

SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

Cash Flow Summary

|  12/01/2025]  12/01/2026]  12/01/2027]  12/01/2028]  12/01/2029]  12/01/2030]  12/01/2031]  12/01/2032]  12/01/2033]  12/01/2034]  12/01/2035|  12/01/2036|
Property Tax Revenue Information Include
Beginning Assessed Value - - - 1,185,744 2,872,852 4,525,814 5,374,411 5,997,682 6,024,905 6,205,653 6,205,653 6,391,822
Additions - - 1,185,744 1,687,108 1,595,505 848,597 515,782 27,224 - - -
Reappraisal Adjustments - - - - 57,457 - 107,488 - 180,747 - 186,170 -
Total District Assessed Value - - 1,185,744 | 2,872,852 | 4,525,814 | 5,374,411 | 5,997,682 | 6,024,905 | 6,205,653 | 6,205,653 | 6,391,822 | 6,391,822 |
District Mill Levy 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000
% Reappraisal Growth 0.00% 2.00% 2.00% 3.00% 3.00%
District Property Tax Revenue - - 59,287 143,643 226,291 268,721 299,884 301,245 310,283 310,283 319,591 319,591
Specific Ownership Tax @ 7.00% - - 4,150 10,055 15,840 18,810 20,992 21,087 21,720 21,720 22,371 22,371
Treasurer's Fee - 2.00% - - (1,186) (3,074) (4,843) (5,751) (6,418) (6,447) (6,640) (6,640) (6,839) (6,839)

Property Tax Revenue

Capital Fee Revenue

Capital Fee Per Lot - - - - - - - - - - - -
% Realized NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
% Growth/Inflation 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Lots - - 3 7 10 9 5 3 - - - -

System Development Fees -]

Revenue After SDF s 150,624 237,288 281,780 314,458 315,886 325,362 325,362 335,123 335,123
Total Revenue for Debt Service 150,624 237,288 281,780 314,458 315,886 325,362 325,362 335,123 335,123
Senior Debt Service Information

Principal - - - - - - 15,000 15,000 25,000 25,000 35,000 40,000
Additions - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interest Rate 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%
Interest - - 207,682 226,563 226,563 226,563 226,563 225,625 224,688 223,125 221,563 219,375
Capitalized Interest - (207,682) (113,281) (56,641) (22,656) - - - - - -
Total Debt Service Payments - - - 113,281 169,922 203,906 241,563 240,625 249,688 248,125 256,563 259,375
Debt Service Coverage | | | | 1.33| 1.40| 1.38| 1.30| 1.31] 1.30| 1.31] 1.31f 1.29|
Operations Mill Levy | 10.000] 10.000] 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000] 10.000] 10.000] 10.000] 10.000|
Revenues Available for Operations - - 11,857 28,729 45,258 53,744 59,977 60,249 62,057 62,057 63,918 63,918
Anticipated Expenses - - (11,857) (28,729) (45,258) (53,744) (59,977) (60,249) (62,057) (62,057) (63,918) (63,918)
|NetFundBaIance | -| | -| | -| | -| | -| -| | -|

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Prepared by RECrOigitdf eadk¥2025-005 Page 3 05/22/2025
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions

SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

Beginning Assessed Value 6,391,822 6,583,577 6,583,577 6,781,084 6,781,084 6,984,517 6,984,517 7,194,052 7,194,052 7,409,874 7,409,874 7,632,170
Additions

Reappraisal Adjustments 191,755 - 197,507 - 203,433 - 209,535 - 215,822 - 222,296 -
Total District Assessed Value | 6,583,577 | 6,583,577 | 6,781,084 | 6,781,084 | 6,984,517 | 6,984,517 | 7,194,052 | 7,194,052 | 7,409,874 | 7,409,874 | 7,632,170 | 7,632,170 |
District Mill Levy 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000
% Reappraisal Growth 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%

District Property Tax Revenue 329,179 329,179 339,054 339,054 349,226 349,226 359,703 359,703 370,494 370,494 381,608 381,608
Specific Ownership Tax @ 7.00% 23,043 23,043 23,734 23,734 24,446 24,446 25,179 25,179 25,935 25,935 26,713 26,713
Treasurer's Fee - 2.00% (7,044) (7,044) (7,256) (7,256) (7,473) (7,473) (7,698) (7,698) (7,929) (7,929) (8,166) (8,166)

Capital Fee Per Lot - - - - - - - - - - - -
% Realized NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
% Growth/Inflation 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Lots - - - - - - - - - - - -

System Development Fees - - ] - ] -1 -1 -1 -1 - - -] -

Revenue After SDF s 345,177 345,177 355,532 355,532 366,198 366,198 377,184 377,184 388,500 388,500 400,155 400,155

Total Revenue for Debt Service 345,177 345,177 355,532 355,532 366,198 366,198 377,184 377,184 388,500 388,500 400,155 400,155

Senior Debt Service Information

Principal 50,000 50,000 65,000 65,000 80,000 85,000 100,000 105,000 120,000 125,000 145,000 155,000
Additions - - - - - - - - - - - -
Interest Rate 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%
Interest 216,875 213,750 210,625 206,563 202,500 197,500 192,188 185,938 179,375 171,875 164,063 155,000
Capitalized Interest - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total Debt Service Payments 266,875 263,750 275,625 271,563 282,500 282,500 292,188 290,938 299,375 296,875 309,063 310,000
Debt Service Coverage | 1.29| 1.31] 1.29| 1.31] 1.30| 1.30] 1.29| 1.30] 1.30| 1.31] 1.29| 1.29|
Operations Mill Levy | 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000| 10.000|
Revenues Available for Operations 65,836 65,836 67,811 67,811 69,845 69,845 71,941 71,941 74,099 74,099 76,322 76,322
Anticipated Expenses (65,836) (65,836) (67,811) (67,811) (69,845) (69,845) (71,941) (71,941) (74,099) (74,099) (76,322) (76,322)

[Net Fund Balance I - - | - - - - - - - - - | |

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions

SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

Beginning Assessed Value 7,632,170 7,861,135 7,861,135 8,096,969 8,096,969 8,339,878 8,339,878 8,590,074 8,590,074

Additions 5,859,960
Reappraisal Adjustments 228,965 - 235,834 - 242,909 - 250,196 - 171,801 2,908,857
Total District Assessed Value | 7,861,135 | 7,861,135 | 8,096,969 | 8,096,969 | 8,339,878 | 8,339,878 | 8,590,074 | 8,590,074 | 8,761,876 | 8,768,817 |
District Mill Levy 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 50.000 40.000

% Reappraisal Growth 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 2.00%

District Property Tax Revenue 393,057 393,057 404,848 404,848 416,994 416,994 429,504 429,504 350,475 10,470,785
Specific Ownership Tax @ 7.00% 27,514 27,514 28,339 28,339 29,190 29,190 30,065 30,065 24,533 707,431
Treasurer's Fee - 2.00% (8,411) (8,411) (8,664) (8,664) (8,924) (8,924) (9,191) (9,191) (7,500) (223,481)

Capital Fee Per Lot - - - - - - - - -
% Realized NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
% Growth/Inflation 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Lots - - - - - - - - -

System Development Fees -] - | - -] -1 -T -1 -] -]

Revenue After SDF s 412,159 412,159 424,524 424,524 437,260 437,260 450,378 450,378 343,466

Total Revenue for Debt Service 412,159 412,159 424,524 424,524 437,260 437,260 450,378 450,378 367,508 10,954,734

Senior Debt Service Information

Principal 170,000 185,000 205,000 215,000 240,000 255,000 280,000 300,000 475,000 3,625,000
Additions - - - - - - - -

Interest Rate 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%

Interest 145,313 134,688 123,125 110,313 96,875 81,875 65,938 48,438 29,688 5,360,808
Capitalized Interest - - - - - - - - (348,438)

Total Debt Service Payments 315,313 319,688 328,125 325,313 336,875 336,875 345,938 348,438 156,250 8,237,109
Debt Service Coverage | 1.31] 1.29| 1.29| 1.30| 1.30| 1.30| 1.30| 1.29] 2.35]

Operations Mill Levy | 10.000] 10.000] 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000| 10.000] 10.000] 10.000|

Revenues Available for Operations 78,611 78,611 80,970 80,970 83,399 83,399 85,901 85,901 87,619 2,838,332
Anticipated Expenses (78,611) (78,611) (80,970) (80,970) (83,399) (83,399) (85,901) (85,901) (87,619) (2,838,332)

[Net Fund Balance [ -| - | - | -] - - - - -1 -

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS

May 2025 Development Assumptions
SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

Debt Service Summary

Senior - 2027

Date 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
Principal - - - - - 15,000 15,000 25,000 25,000 35,000 40,000
Coupon 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%
Interest - 207,682 226,563 226,563 226,563 226,563 225,625 224,688 223,125 221,563 219,375
Total P+| - 207,682 226,563 226,563 226,563 241,563 240,625 249,688 248,125 256,563 259,375
CAPI - (207,682) (113,281) (56,641) (22,656) - - - - - -
DSRF - - - - - - - - - - -
Net D/S - - 113,281 169,922 203,906 241,563 240,625 249,688 248,125 256,563 259,375

Senior - Total
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113,281

169,922
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203,906

241,563

240,625

249,688

248,125

Date 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
Principal - - - - - 15,000 15,000 25,000 25,000 35,000 40,000
Interest - 207,682 226,563 226,563 226,563 226,563 225,625 224,688 223,125 221,563 219,375
Total P+l - 207,682 226,563 226,563 226,563 241,563 240,625 249,688 248,125 256,563 259,375
CAPI - (207,682) (113,281) (56,641) (22,656) - - - - - -
DSRF - - - - - - - - - - -

256,563

259,375

05/22/2025



Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS

May 2025 Development Assumptions
SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

e I

Senior - 2027

Date 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047
Principal 50,000 50,000 65,000 65,000 80,000 85,000 100,000 105,000 120,000 125,000 145,000
Coupon 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%
Interest 216,875 213,750 210,625 206,563 202,500 197,500 192,188 185,938 179,375 171,875 164,063
Total P+I 266,875 263,750 275,625 271,563 282,500 282,500 292,188 290,938 299,375 296,875 309,063
CAPI - - - - - - - - - - -
DSRF - - - - - - - - - - -
Net D/S 266,875 263,750 275,625 271,563 282,500 282,500 292,188 290,938 299,375 296,875 309,063

Senior - Total
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263,750

275,625

271,563
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282,500

282,500

292,188

290,938

299,375

Date 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044 2045 2046 2047
Principal 50,000 50,000 65,000 65,000 80,000 85,000 100,000 105,000 120,000 125,000 145,000
Interest 216,875 213,750 210,625 206,563 202,500 197,500 192,188 185,938 179,375 171,875 164,063
Total P+l 266,875 263,750 275,625 271,563 282,500 282,500 292,188 290,938 299,375 296,875 309,063
CAPI - : - - : - - : - - :
DSRF - - - - - - - - - - -

296,875

309,063
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Financing Analysis - DRAFT - 50 D/S MILLS
May 2025 Development Assumptions

SERVICE PLAN SUBMITTAL

e I

Senior - 2027

Date 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 Totals
Principal 155,000 170,000 185,000 205,000 215,000 240,000 255,000 280,000 300,000 475,000 3,625,000
Coupon 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25% 6.25%

Interest 155,000 145,313 134,688 123,125 110,313 96,875 81,875 65,938 48,438 29,688 5,360,807
Total P+| 310,000 315,313 319,688 328,125 325,313 336,875 336,875 345,938 348,438 504,688 8,985,807
CAPI - - - - - - - - - - (400,260)
DSRF - - - - - - - - - (348,438) (348,438)
Net D/S 310,000 315,313 319,688 328,125 325,313 336,875 336,875 345,938 348,438 156,250 8,237,109

Senior - Total

Date 2048 2049 2050 2051 2052 2053 2054 2055 2056 2057 Totals
Principal 155,000 170,000 185,000 205,000 215,000 240,000 255,000 280,000 300,000 475,000 3,625,000
Interest 155,000 145,313 134,688 123,125 110,313 96,875 81,875 65,938 48,438 29,688 5,360,807
Total P+l 310,000 315,313 319,688 328,125 325,313 336,875 336,875 345,938 348,438 504,688 8,985,807
CAPI - - - - - - - - - - (400,260)
DSRF . - - - - - - - - (348,438) (348,438)

310,000

315,313

319,688

328,125

325,313

336,875

336,875

345,938

348,438

156,250

8,237,109
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Exhibit G
Resolution of Approval
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RESOLUTION NO. R-025-

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, COLORADO

A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SERVICE PLAN OF
SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

WHEREAS, on [INSERT DATE], a service plan for the proposed Sundown Oaks
Metropolitan District (“Service Plan”) was filed with the Douglas County Clerk and
Recorder (“Clerk”), and the Clerk, on behalf of the Board of County Commissioners
(“Board”), mailed a Notice of Filing of Special District Service Plan to the Division of
Local Government in the Department of Local Affairs on [INSERT DATE]; and

WHEREAS, on [INSERT DATE], the Douglas County Planning Commission
recommended approval of the Service Plan to the Board; and

WHEREAS, on [INSERT DATE], the Board set a public hearing on the Service
Plan for [INSERT DATE] (“Public Hearing™), and (1) ratified publication of the notice of
the date, time, location and purpose of such Public Hearing, which was published in The
Douglas County News-Press on [INSERT DATE]; and (2) caused notice of the date, time
and location of the Public Hearing to be mailed on [INSERT DATE], to the governing
body of the existing municipalities and special districts which have levied an ad valorem
tax within the next preceding tax year and which have boundaries within a radius of three
miles of the proposed boundaries of Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (“District”) and,
on [INSERT DATE], to the petitioners and to the property owners, pursuant to the
provisions of § 32-1-204(1.5), C.R.S.; and

WHEREAS, on [INSERT DATE], a Public Hearing on the Service Plan was
opened at which time all interested parties, as defined in § 32-1-204, C.R.S., were afforded
an opportunity to be heard, and all testimony and evidence relevant to the Service Plan and
the organization of the proposed District was heard, received and considered.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, STATE OF COLORADO,
THAT:

Section 1. The Board does hereby determine that all procedural requirements
of 88 32-1-201, et seq., C.R.S., relating to the Service Plan have been fulfilled and that the
Board has jurisdiction in the matter.

Section 2. The Board does hereby find:

@) that there is sufficient existing and projected need for organized
service in the area to be serviced by the proposed District; and

(b) that the existing service in the area to be served by the proposed
District is inadequate for present and projected needs; and

(c) that the proposed District is capable of providing economical and
sufficient service to the area within the proposed boundaries; and

(d) that the area to be included in the proposed District has, or will have,
the financial ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis; and

(e) that adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area
through Douglas County or other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations,
including existing special districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis;
and

()] that the facility and service standards of the proposed District are
compatible with the facility and service standards of Douglas County and each
municipality which is an interested party under § 32-1-204, C.R.S.; and

(9) that the proposal is in substantial compliance with the Douglas
County Comprehensive Master Plan; and

(h) that the proposal is in compliance with any duly adopted county,
regional, or state long-range water quality management plan for the area; and

Q) that the creation of the proposed District will be in the best interests
of the area proposed to be served; and
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()] that the Service Plan, based upon the statements set forth in the
Service Plan and upon all evidence presented at the Public Hearing on the Service Plan,
meets all conditions and requirements of 8§ 32-1-201, et seq., C.R.S.

Section 3. The Board hereby approves the Service Plan without conditions;
provided, however, that such action shall not imply the approval of any land development
activity within the proposed District or its service area, or of any specific number of
buildable units identified in the Service Plan, unless the Board has approved such
development activity as part of a separate development review process.

Section 4. The legal description of the District shall be as provided in Exhibit
A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference.

Section 5. A certified copy of this resolution shall be filed in the records of
Douglas County.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this ___ day of , 20__, in Castle Rock,
Douglas County, Colorado.

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF THE COUNTY OF DOUGLAS, COLORADO

BY:

, Chair

ATTEST:

Deputy Clerk
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EXHIBIT A
(Legal Description)
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Exhibit H
Compliance with Section 18A, Water Supply — Overlay District
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CANYON

CIVIL
CReek PLANNING
ENGINEERING STRUCTURAL
December 21, 2023 WATER PLAN for 95CW288 and 2022CW3071 decrees

Oak Bluff and Sundown Subdivisions Water Plan, approximately 179 acres

Oak Bluff subdivision consists of 21 Rural Residential home sites roughly 4.5 to 5 acres on
106acres. Sundown subdivision consists of 17 homesites, approximately 2 acres each, on 73
acres. Combined these subdivisions are approximately 179acres. These sites are located east of
Franktown near the southwest corner of Burning Tree Drive and Tanglewood Road. The site lies
in the NE quarter of Section 1, Township 8S, Range 66W and in the NW quarter of Section 6,
Township 8S, Range 65W of the 6 P.M. The Rural Residential single family home sites will be
served by individual well and septic systems. There are no wells currently on the property.

Source of Water

A water supply letter by Hayes Poznanovic Korver, LLC. dated 4-18-23 defines the amounts of
water available under two decreed cases see attachment A. The water decreed in Case No.
95CW288 for Parcel A(190.73acres) and in Case No. 2022CW3071 used to serve the lot owners
and the Home Owner’s Association (HOA). Upper Dawson water will have groundwater
reserved by the HOA's for augmentation.

Aquifer Decreed volumes in Case No. 1995CW288 Prorated amount for 179acres
Upper Dawson 44.2 acre feet (NNT) 41.5 af (NNT)
Lower Dawson 24.0 acre feet (NT) 22.5 af (NT)

Denver 64.8 acre feet (NT) 60.8 af (NT)
Arapahoe 89.2 acre feet (NT) 83.7 af (NT)
Laramie-Fox Hills 55.8 acre feet (NT) 52.4 af (NT)
Aquifer Decreed volumes in Case No. 2022CW3071

Upper Dawson 11.15acre feet (NNT)*decreed augmentation plan, 10.8 af (NNT)

Water Demand

As per the water demand standards in Douglas County Zoning Resolution Section 18A, the
home sites will require 1 acre foot of water per year, and irrigated areas will require 2.5 acre
feet per acre. In addition, a 30,000 gallon water tank will be constructed and filled on Tract A,
0.1 acre foot of water demand is dedicated for use to fill the 30,000 gallon fire water storage
tank as necessary (proposed for Lower Dawson well). Augmentation water for the Upper
Dawson aquifer withdraws will also be reserved in the Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer and dedicated
to the Oak Bluff and Sundown Home Owner’s Associations.

38 Rural Residential home sites (1acre foot, Douglas County requirement) 38.0 acre feet
.8 acre irrigated area at 2 entries 2.0 acre feet
Fire water storage and use 0.1 acre feet

Total demand from development 40.1 acre feet

CANYON CREEK ENGINEERING LLC. PO Box 3072, Parker, CO 80134  303-870-0953

canyoncreekengineering.com
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Water Allocation Plan

OAK BLUFF and SUNDOWN

Upper Dawson Aquifer Total Available: 41.5+10.8 = 52.3 acre feet per year(100year supply)
Although the expected use is 1 acre foot per year (100year supply), all 38 lots will be allocated
1.3 acre feet as follows: Lots 1 through 12 in Sundown will be allocated 0.9af from Case No.
2022CW3071 for a total of 10.8af. Lots 1 through 12 Sundown will also be allocated 0.4af from
Case No. 95CW288 for a total of 4.8af.

The remaining allocations are from Case No. 95CW288; Lots 13 through 17, Sundown and Lots 1
through 21, Oak Bluff will be allocated 1.3acre feet per year. The Oak Bluff HOA will be allocated
1.6 acre feet for irrigation. The Sundown Home Owner’s Association will be allocated 1.3 acre
feet for irrigation or other uses allowed in the decree. The total 52.3 acre feet will be
augmented with water from the Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer, if necessary, augmentation water will
be reserved by the respective HOA's.

Lower Dawson Aquifer Total: 22.5 acre feet

All 38 lots will be allocated 0.5 acre feet each (19 acre feet) in the Lower Dawson Aquifer for
future use, the Oak Bluff Home Owners Association will be allocated 2 acre feet and Sundown
HOA allocated 1.5 acre feet for a total of 22.5 acre feet. The Oak Bluff Home Owners Association
may access the Lower Dawson Aquifer for filling of the 30,000gal. fire suppression water tank, if
other methods of filling the tank are not chosen.

Denver Aquifer Total: 60.8 acre feet
All 38 residential lots will be allocated 1.6 acre feet per lot for a total of 60.8 acre feet.

Arapahoe Aquifer Total: 83.7 acre feet

All 38 residential lots will be allocated 2.1 acre feet per lot (79.8 acre feet).

The Oak Bluff Home Owners Association will be allocated 2.2 acre feet and Sundown HOA will
be allocated 1.7 acre feet. Total allocation of Arapahoe aquifer 83.7 acre feet per year (100yr

supply).

Laramie-Fox Hills Aquifer Total: 52.4 acre feet

The Oak Bluff Home Owners Association will be allocated 27.5af + 1.6af = 29.1 acre feet.
The Sundown Home Owner’s Association will be allocated 22.3af + 1 af = 23.3 acre feet.
To be reserved by the HOA's for future augmentation.

These amounts in each aquifer will be conveyed at time of lot purchase and will remain
attached to the lot and/or the respective Oak Bluff or Sundown Home Owners Associations. The
property will have restrictive covenants to enforce this water plan and dedicate the water to the
land owners and Home Owners Associations with the restriction the water cannot be conveyed
or sold.

Attachment A Water Supply Letter
Attachment B Water decrees
Attachment C Vicinity Map Prepared by: Phil Giesing P.E.27384

CANYON CREEK ENGINEERING LLC. PO Box 3072, Parker, CO 80134  303-870-0953

canyoncreekengineering.com
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HAYES POZNANOVIC KORVERuc

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

700 17TH STREET, SUITE 1800
DENVER, COLORADO 80202
TELEPHONE (303) 825-1980 FACSIMILE (303) 825-1983

April 18, 2023

Douglas County Community & Development Services
100 Third St, #220
Castle Rock, CO 80104

Re:  Oakbluff Minor Development
Sundown Minor Development

To Whom it May Concern:

The following provides an overview of the proposed water supplies that will serve up to
thirty-eight (38) residential lots, on a total of 177.323 acres, generally located in the N1/2 of the
NE1/4 of Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66 West of the 6th P. M., and the N1/2 of the
NW1/4, and the NW1/4 of the NW1/4 of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West of the 6
P.M., in Douglas County ("Subject Property"). This letter is based on amounts of groundwater
decreed and the augmentation plan approved in Case Nos. 1995CW288 and 2022CW3071,
District Court, Water Division 1. The groundwater appears to be owned by the Applicant. This
letter provides no opinion on the actual physical supply of groundwater available and is not a
title opinion. Each lot will each be served by an individual well.

Each subdivision will have the following number of single-family units:

e Qak Bluff—-21 lots
e Sundown — 17 Lots

Each subdivision will use individual wells into the Upper Dawson Aquifer.

Decreed Annual Volumes

The following volumes are available and approved for use, reuse, and successively use
and, after use, leased, sold, or otherwise disposed of for the municipal, domestic, industrial,
commercial, irrigation, stock watering, recreational, fish and wildlife, and any other beneficial
purpose, to be used on or off the land. Said water will be produced for immediate application to
said uses, for storage and subsequent application to said uses, for exchange purposes, for
replacement of depletions resulting from the use of water from other sources, and for
augmentation purposes both on and off the Subject Property. The groundwater in the Lower
Dawson, Denver, Arapahoe, and Laramie-Fox Hills aquifers is nontributary (“NT”) as defined in
C.R.S. §§ 37-82-101(2) and 37-92-102(1)(b), and the groundwater in the Upper Dawson is not-
nontributary (“NNT”) as described in C.R.S. §§ 37-90-103(10.7) and 37-90-137(9)(c.5).
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Decreed Volumes in Case No. 1995CW288:

Annual Amount
(100 Years)
Upper Dawson (NNT)* | 44.2 acre-feet
Lower Dawson (NT) 24.0 acre-feet
Denver (NT) 64.8 acre-feet
Arapahoe (NT) 89.2 acre-feet
Laramie-Fox Hills (NT) | 55.8 acre-feet

Aquifer

* 12 acre-feet was reserved for future exempt wells, a portion of
which was decreed in Case No. 22CW3071.

Decreed Volumes in Case No. 2022CW3071:

Annual Amount
(100 Years)
Upper Dawson (NNT) 11.15 acre-feet

Aquifer

Augmentation Plans

Case No. 1995CW288:

The 1995CW288 Decree approved and augmentation plan for the use of up to 44.2 acre-
feet per year of NNT Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater for 100 years for in-house, stock
watering, and irrigation uses.

Case No. 2022CW3071:

The 2022CW3071 Decree approved an augmentation plan for the use of up to 10.8 acre-
feet per year NNT Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater for 100 years for in-house, irrigation,
and fire protection uses.

Water Supply Sufficiency

The amount of groundwater in the NNT Upper Dawson Aquifer underlying the Subject
Property allowed to be withdraw under the augmentation plans is sufficient to provide in-house
and irrigation use on the Subject Property for up to 38 residential wells, each withdrawing up to
1.3 acre-feet per year for 100 years.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to call.
Sincerely,

HAYES POZNANOVIC KORVER LLC
. —
Crze A Taord
Eric K. Trout
Oakbluff/Sundown Water Supply Letter
Page 2 of 2
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DISTRICT COURT, WATER DIVISION 1,

COLORADO
P.O. Box 2038 CASE NUMBER: 2022CW3071
Greeley, CO 80632 A COURT USE ONLY A

APPLICATION FOR UNDERGROUND
WATER RIGHTS AND PLAN FOR
AUGMENTATION OF OAK BLUFF
SUBDIVISION, LLC. and SUNDOWN Case Number: 2022CW3071
SUBDIVISION, LLC., Applicants,

IN DOUGLAS COUNTY

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RULING OF THE REFEREE, AND
JUDGMENT AND DECREE

A claim for a plan for augmentation was filed in this case on May 26, 2022. All matters
contained in the application having been reviewed, such testimony having been taken and
evidence presented as was necessary, and being otherwise fully advised in the premises, it is
hereby the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Ruling of the Referee, and Judgment and
Decree, as follows:

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Name and address of Applicants:

Oak Bluff Subdivision, LLC., a Colorado limited liability company
Sundown Subdivision, LLC., a Colorado limited liability company
609 W Littleton Blvd, Suite 206

Littleton, CO 80120

2. Statements of Opposition: No statements of opposition were filed and the time for filing
of such statements has expired.

3. Subject Matter Jurisdiction: Timely and adequate notice of the application was published
as required by statute, and the Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this
proceeding and over the parties affected hereby, whether they have appeared or not.

4. Consultation: The Water Referee consulted with the Division Engineer, as required by
C.R.S. § 37-92-302(4), on the application, on August 8, 2022, and the Division Engineer
filed its summary of consultation on August 31, 2022. The amounts herein are consistent
with and conform to the values and amounts referenced in the State Engineer's
Determinations of Facts dated August 9, 2022.
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Oak Bluff Subdivision, et al.

22CW3071
Page 2 of 12
GROUNDWATER RIGHTS
5. Subject Property: Approximately 177.323 acres on 4 contiguous parcels generally

located in the N1/2 of the NE1/4 of Section 1, Township 8 South, Range 66 West of the
6th P.M., and the N1/2 of the NW1/4, and the NW1/4 of the NE1/4,

6. of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West of the 6th, P.M., Douglas County, State
of Colorado, as shown on Exhibit A (“Subject Property”).

7. Prior Decree Information: The groundwater underlying the Subject Property was decreed
in Case No. 1995CW288, District Court, Water Division 1 on July 25, 1996, (the
“95CW288 Decree”). The groundwater was conveyed to the Applicants via the quitclaim
deeds recorded at Reception Nos. 2020061315, 2020061316, 2020061328, 2020061329
on July 13, 2020, at the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder’s Office.

8. Annual Amount: Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater was reserved for exempt uses
under Parcel A in the 95CW288 Decree. The Subject Property is a part of Parcel A. This
decree adjudicates a portion of the reserved Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater. The
volume below is based on a 100-year aquifer life:

Aquifer Annual Amount (acre-feet) | Total Amount (acre-feet)
Upper Dawson (NNT) 11.15 1,115

7. 95CW288 Decreed Uses: The water withdrawn from the subject aquifers will be used,
reused, and successively used and, after use, leased, sold or otherwise disposed of for the
municipal, domestic, industrial, commercial, irrigation, stock watering, recreational, fish
and wildlife, and any other beneficial purpose, to be used on or off the land. Said water
will be produced for immediate application to said uses, for storage and subsequent
application to said uses, for exchange purposes, for replacement of depletions resulting
from the use of water from other sources, and for augmentation purposes.

8. Decreed Uses: Domestic, including in-house use, commercial, irrigation, stockwatering,
fire protection, and augmentation purposes, including storage, both on and off the Subject
Property.

PLAN FOR AUGMENTATION

9. Plan for Augmentation:

9.1  Groundwater to be Augmented: 10.8 acre-feet per year for 100 years of not-
nontributary Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater.

9.2  Water to be Used for Augmentation: Return flows associated with use of the not-
nontributary Upper Dawson Aquifer and return flows or direct discharge of
nontributary groundwater.
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Oak Bluff Subdivision, et al.
22CW3071
Page 3 of 12

9.3  The Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater will be used on up to twelve (12) lots, in
up to twelve (12) individual wells (0.9 acre-feet per well), for in-house use in one
single-family residence (0.3 acre-feet per year per well, 3.6 acre-feet per year
total), irrigation, including lawn, garden, and trees of up to 12,000 square-feet per
lot (0.6 acre-feet per well, 7.2 acre-feet per year), and fire protection, through one
or more wells on the Subject Property. Conservatively, water use in single-family
dwellings will equal at least 0.2 acre-feet of water annually for in-house uses, and
the use of non-evaporative septic systems typically results in consumption of
approximately 10% of such use, resulting in return flows of at least 0.18 acre-feet
per year from each single-family residence, and 2.16 acre-feet per year at full
build-out. Various components of this plan for augmentation are predicated on
these estimations, and Applicants shall be required to use a non-evaporative septic
system to treat and dispose of water used for in-house use.

9.4  Replacement During Pumping: During pumping of the Upper Dawson Aquifer
groundwater, Applicants will replace actual depletions to the affected stream
system pursuant to C.R.S. § 37-90-137(9)(c.5). In the 100th year, the total
depletion is 12.49% of the amount withdrawn or 1.35 acre-feet total. Return flow
from in-house use of the Upper Dawson Aquifer water for the residences is at
least 0.18 acre-feet per year, and 2.16 acre-feet per year at full build-out, as
described above, and such return flow is sufficient to replace actual depletions for
pumping of the entire 10.8 acre-feet per year for 100 years. Return flows accrue
to the South Platte River system via Cherry Creek. Because return flows from all
uses are estimated rather than measured, Applicants agree that such return flows
shall be used only to replace depletions under this plan for augmentation and will
not be sold, leased, traded, or assigned in whole or in part for any other purpose.
If for any reason, sufficient return flows are not available to replace the actual
depletions shown on Exhibit B, the Applicants, or successors in interest, are
required to pump water directly into the stream in the amount that has not been
replaced by return flows. If such water is withdrawn from the Upper Dawson
Aquifer well(s) operated under the augmentation plan the amount of water being
pumped from the well(s) for other purposes must be reduced so that the allowed
annual withdrawal from the well(s) is not exceeded. Such replacement must be
made prior to the irrigation season for the following year.

9.5  Post-pumping Depletion Augmentation: Assuming maximum pumping of 10.8
acre-feet per year for 100 years from the Upper Dawson Aquifer, the maximum
total depletion to the affected stream systems is approximately 13.92% of the
annual amount withdrawn or 1.50 acre-feet in the 130th year. Applicants will
reserve 10.8 acre-feet per year, 1,080 acre-feet total, of the nontributary Laramie-
Fox Hills Aquifer groundwater decreed in the 95CW288 Decree, owned by
Applicants, for use in this plan, but reserves the right to substitute the use of other
nontributary groundwater, including return flows, either underlying the Subject
Property, or from another location which is legally available for such purpose, for
replacement of post-pumping depletions at such time that post-pumping
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11.

9.6

9.7

Oak Bluff Subdivision, et al.
22CW3071
Page 4 of 12

depletions may begin. The Court retains continuing jurisdiction in this matter to
determine if the supply is adequate.

Applicants will begin making post pumping replacements when (1) the Applicants
or successors in interest have acknowledged in writing that all withdrawals for
beneficial use of the Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater has permanently
ceased, or (2) for a period of 10 consecutive years that no Upper Dawson Aquifer
groundwater has been withdrawn. Until such time as the post pumping depletions
begin the Applicant must continue to replace during pumping depletions to the
stream using return flows, by pumping water directly to the stream to replace such
depletions or using another replacement source approved by the Division
Engineer. At the time that post pumping depletions begin as described in this
paragraph, Applicant or successors in interest will be required to construct a well
and pump groundwater to replace post-pumping depletions, subject to the terms
and conditions of Paragraph 8.5. This condition constitutes a covenant running
with the land.

Applicants will replace post-pumping depletions for the shortest of the following
periods: (1) The period provided by C.R.S. § 37-90-137(9)(c.5), or (2) the
expressed period specified by the Colorado Legislature, should it specify one and
providing the Applicant obtain Water Court approval for such modification, or (3)
the period determined by the State Engineer, should they choose to set such a
period and have jurisdiction to do so, or (4) the period established through rulings
of the Colorado Supreme Court on relevant cases, or (5) until Applicant petition
the Water Court and the State Engineer's Office and prove that they have
complied with any statutory requirement.

Failure of Applicants and/or successors in interest to comply with the terms of the decree
may result in an order of the Division Engineer's office to curtail or eliminate pumping of
the well. This decree shall be recorded in the real property records of Elbert County so
that a title examination of the property, or any part thereof, shall reveal to all future
purchasers the existence of this decree.

Administration of Plan for Augmentation:

111

11.2

Applicants shall report to the Division Engineer for Water Division 1 upon
request, a summary of the amount of water pumped by each Denver Basin well,
the annual depletion, the amount of replacement water provided by each
replacement source, the net impact on the stream and any other information
required by the Division Engineer to properly administer the decree on an
accounting form acceptable to the Division Engineer.

All withdrawals which are the subject of this decree will be metered.
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Oak Bluff Subdivision, et al.
22CW3071
Page 5 of 12

Pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-92-305(8), the State Engineer shall curtail all out-of-
priority diversions, the depletions from which are not so replaced as to prevent
injury to vested water rights.

The Applicants, or successors in interest, at the direction of the Division Engineer
shall make post-pumping replacements to the South Platte River stream system
via Cherry Creek, or its tributaries, pursuant to the amounts referenced on the
depletion curve attached on Exhibit B.

Retained Jurisdiction for Plan for Augmentation:

121

12.2

12.3

Pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-92-304(6), the Court retains continuing jurisdiction over
the plan for augmentation decreed herein for reconsideration of the question
whether the provisions of this decree are necessary and/or sufficient to prevent
injury to vested water rights of others. The Court also has jurisdiction for the
purposes of determining compliance with the terms of the augmentation plan.

Any party seeking to invoke the retained jurisdiction of the Court shall file a
verified petition with the Court. The petition to invoke retained jurisdiction or to
modify this decree shall set forth with particularity the factual basis and the
requested decretal language to effect the petition. The party lodging the petition
shall have the burden of going forward to establish prima facie facts alleged in the
petition. If the Court finds those facts to be established, Applicants shall
thereupon have the burden of proof to show: (1) that any modification sought by
Applicants will avoid injury to other appropriators, or (2) that any modification
sought by Objector is not required to avoid injury to other appropriators, or (3)
that any term or condition proposed by Applicants in response to the objector's
petition does avoid injury to other appropriators.

The Court retains jurisdiction for the purpose of determining whether the
continued reservation of the nontributary water for use on the Subject Property is
required. After notice to the State Engineer's Office, if Applicants can
demonstrate to the Court that post-pumping depletions need no longer be
replaced, the Court may remove the requirement that the nontributary water must
be reserved.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Full and adequate notice of the application was given, and the Court has jurisdiction over
the subject matter and over the parties whether they have appeared or not.

Applicants have complied with all requirements and met all standards and burdens of
proof, including but not limited to C.R.S. §8 37-90-137(9)(c.5), 37-92-103(9), 37-92-302,
37-92-304(6), 37-92-305(3), (4), (6), (8), to adjudicate the plan for augmentation and are
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entitled to a decree confirming and approving the plan for augmentation as described in
the Findings of Fact.

The Water Court has jurisdiction over this proceeding pursuant to C.R.S. § 37-90-137(6).
This Court concludes as a matter of law that the application herein is one contemplated
by law pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-90-137(4). The application for a decree confirming
Applicants’ right to withdraw and use groundwater decreed herein from the Upper
Dawson Aquifer should be granted pursuant to C.R.S. 88 37-90-137(4) and (9)(c.5),
subject to the provisions of this decree. The withdrawal of up to 10.8 acre-feet per year
and 1,080 acre-feet total of the Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater, and in accordance
with the terms of this decree and the 95CW288 Decree, will not injuriously affect the
owner of or persons entitled to use water under a vested water right or a decreed
conditional water right. The remaining amount of Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater
decreed in Case No. 95CW288 and herein will not be withdrawn and used until it is
included in a separate plan for augmentation.

JUDGMENT AND DECREE

The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law set forth above are hereby incorporated
into the terms of this Ruling and Decree as if the same were fully set forth herein.

Applicants and/or successors may withdraw the subject groundwater herein through wells
to be permitted by the State Engineer’s Office located anywhere on the Subject Property
in the average annual amounts and at the estimated average rates of flow specified herein,
subject to the limitations herein and the retained jurisdiction by this Court.

Applicants may withdraw an average annual amount of 10.8 acre-feet per year and not
more than 1,080 acre-feet total of the Upper Dawson Aquifer groundwater under the plan
for augmentation decreed herein pursuant to 8§ 37-90-137(9)(c.5), C.R.S.

The groundwater rights described in the Findings of Fact are hereby approved, confirmed
and adjudicated, including and subject to the terms and conditions specified herein and in
the 95CW288 Decree. No owners of or persons entitled to use water under a vested
water right or decreed conditional water right will be injured or injuriously affected by
the pumping of Applicants’ groundwater resources as decreed herein.

Pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-92-305(5), the replacement water herein shall be of a quality so
as to meet the requirements for which the water of the senior appropriator has normally
used.

The plan for augmentation as described in the Findings of Fact is hereby approved,
confirmed, and adjudicated, including and subject to the terms and conditions specified
herein.
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No owners of or person entitled to use water under a vested water right or decreed
conditional water right will be injured or injuriously affected by the operation of the plan
for augmentation as decreed herein.

Retained Jurisdiction:

23.1

23.2

23.3

234

The Court retains jurisdiction as necessary to adjust the average annual amounts
of groundwater available under the Subject Property to conform to actual local
aquifer characteristics as determined from adequate information obtained from
wells, pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-92-305(11). Within 60 days after completion of
any well decreed herein or any test hole(s), Applicants or any successor in interest
to these water rights shall serve copies of such log(s) upon the State Engineer.

At such time as adequate data is available, any person, including the State
Engineer, may invoke the Court's retained jurisdiction to make a Final
Determination of Water Right. Within four months of notice that the retained
jurisdiction for such purpose has been invoked, the State Engineer shall use the
information available to him to make a final determination of water rights
findings. The State Engineer shall submit such finding to the Water Court and the
Applicants.

If no protest to such finding is made within 60 days, the Final Determination of
Water Rights shall be incorporated into the decree by the Water Court. In the
event of a protest, or in the event the State Engineer makes no determination
within four months, such final determination shall be made by the Water Court
after notice and hearing.

Except as otherwise provided in Paragraphs 23.1-23.3, above, pursuant to C.R.S.
§ 37-92-304(6), the plan for augmentation decreed herein shall be subject to the
reconsideration of this Court on the question of material injury to vested water
rights of other, for a period of five (5) years. Any person, within such period, may
petition the Court to invoke its retained jurisdiction. Any person seeking to invoke
the Court's retained jurisdiction shall file a verified petition with the Court setting
forth with particularity the factual basis for requesting that the Court reconsider
injury to petitioner' s vested water rights associated with the operation of this
decree, together with proposed decretal language to effect the petition. The party
filing the petition shall have the burden of proof of going forward to establish a
prima facie case based on the facts alleged in the petition. If the Court finds those
facts are established, Applicants shall thereupon have the burden of proof to
show: (i) that the petitioner is not injured, or (ii) that any modification sought by
the petitioner is not required to avoid injury to the petitioner, or (iii) that any term
or condition proposed by Applicants in response to the petition does avoid injury
to the petitioner. The Division of Water Resources as a petitioner shall be entitled
to assert injury to the vested water rights of others. If no such petition is filed
within such period and the retained jurisdiction period is not extended by the
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Court in accordance with the provisions of the statute, this matter shall become
final under its own terms.

Continuing Jurisdiction: Pursuant to C.R.S. 8 37-92-304(6), the Court retains continuing
jurisdiction over the plan for augmentation decreed herein for reconsideration by the water judge
on the question of injury to the vested rights of others for such period after the entry of such
decision as is necessary or desirable to preclude or remedy any such injury.

24.  The groundwater rights decreed herein are vested property rights appurtenant to the
Subject Property and shall remain appurtenant unless expressly severed by conveyance to
someone other than the property owner. If any deed for the Subject Property is silent to
the conveyance of the water rights decreed herein, it is assumed that the water rights have
been conveyed as an appurtenance to the Subject Property, unless all or part of the water
rights have been previously severed.

Qlb,.]

John S. Cowan
Water Referee
Water Division One

Date: October 5, 2022

The Court finds that no protest was filed in this matter. The foregoing is confirmed and is made
the judgment and decree of this Court.

Date: October 27, 2022

Shannon Lyons
Alternate Water Judge
Water Division One

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 82 of 462



COLORADO’S
‘e Decision Support Systems

Exhibit A - Map of Oak Bluff & Sundown Properties
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Dak Bluff & Sundown Properties — Legal Descriptions

78.72 Acres — Oak Bluff Subdivision — L egal Description

M1/2 NE1/4, Section 1, Township & South, Range 66 West of the 6th P.M.

26.173 Acres — Oak Bluff Subdivision — Legal Description

A part of the W1/2 of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 65 West of the 6th P.M_, being more particularly described as follows:
Commencing at the MW corner of said Section 6, said point being the point of beginning; thence South 88 degrees 47 minutes 54
seconds West and along the Morth line of the NW? of said Section 6, a distance of 814 .21 feet to a point on the centerline of an
£80.00 foot wide ingress and egress easement; thence Southerly distance of 299.99 feet to a point of curve; 2. Along a curve to
the left have a delta of 11 degrees 14 minutes 18 seconds, a radius of 1,016.35 feet, a distance of 19935 feet measured along
the arc to a point of tangent; 3. South 24 degrees 07 minutes 28 seconds East, a distance of 295 52 feet to a point of curve; 4.
Along a curve to the left having a delta of 22 degrees 51 minutes 10 seconds, a radius of 406.95 fest, a distance of 162.31 feet
measured along the arc to a point of reverse curve; 5. Along a curve to the right having a delta of 14 degrees 49 minutes 25
seconds, a radius of 730,30 feet, a distance of 188.94 feet measured along the arc to a point of reverse curve; thence South 61
degrees 02 minutes 29 seconds West, a distance of 209.52 feet; thence South 89 degrees 40 minutes 30 seconds West, a
distance of 1,088 84 feet to a point on the West line of the NW1/4 of said Section &; thence North 00 degrees 19 minutes 25
seconds West, a distance of 1,152.05 feet to the point of beginning. Basis of bearing is the West center line of the NW1/4 of
said Section 6, being considered to bear North 00 degrees 19 minutes 25 second West.

37.42 Acres — Sundown Subdivision — | egal Description

A tract of land situated in the Northwest ¥ of Section 6, Township & South, Range 65 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, Douglas
County, Colorado, more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the Morth 1/4 corner of Section & and considering the North line of the Northwest ¥ Section 6 to bear N
88°55'53"W with all bearings contained herein relative thereto;

Thence M 88°55'53"W along said North line a distance of 479.21 feet to the True Point of Beginning; Thence N 88°55'53"W along
said Morth line a distance of 1310.70 feet to a point on the centerline of an 80 foot easement recorded at Book 636 at Page 142;
Thence Southeasterly along said centerline the following 9 courses;

1. Thence S 13°01'07"E a distance of 300.00 feet to a point of curve;

2. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 199 35 feet, said curve has a radius of 101635
feet, a central angle of 11 *14'18" to a point of tangent;

3. Thence 5 24°15'27"E a distance of 29552 feet to a point of curve;

4. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 162 31 feet, said curve has a radius of 406.95 feet,
a central angle of 22°51 '07" to a point of reverse curve;

5. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 188.94 feet, said curve has a radius of 730.31
feet, a central angle of 14°49'25" to a point of reverse curve;

6. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the left ® a distance of 257.09 feet, said curve has a radius of 369.42
feet, a central angle of 39 52'28" to a point of tangent;

7. Thence 5 72°09'37"E a distance of 112 92 feet to a point of curve;

8. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 219.63 feet, said curve has a radius of 4169.13
feet, a central angle of 3°01 '06™ to a point of 8 compound curve;

9. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 75.70 feet, said curve has a radius of 311.60 feet,
a central angle of 13°55'11" to a point of nontangent;

Oak BIluff Subdivision, et al.
22CW3071
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Thence 5 88°49'13"E a distance of 716.83 feet to a point on the East line of the Northwest% of Section &;
Thence N 1 "06'41"E along said East line a distance of 674.50 feet to a point on the South right of way line of a 60 foot easement;
Thence Westerly along said South right of way line the following 4 courses;

=

Thence N 88°53'53"W a distance of 34.04 feet to a point of curve;

2. Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 215.18 feet, said curve has a radius of 1470.00 feet, a
central angle of 8*23'13" to a point of tangent;

3. Thence 5 82°42'54"W a distance of 135.66 feet to a point of curve;

4. Thence Westerly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 99.75 feet, said curve has a radius of 420.00 feet, a

central angle of 13°36'28" to a point of nontangent;

Thence N 1 *04'07"E a distance of 891 60 feet to the Point of Beginning.

35.01 Acres — Sundown Subdivision — Legal Description

A tract of land situated in the Morth 1/2 of Section, Township & South, Range 65 West of the 6th Principal Meridian, Douglas
County, Colorado, more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at the North 1/4 corner of Section 6 and considering the Morth line of the Northwest % Section 6 to bear N
88°55'53"W with all bearings contained herein relative thereto;

Thence N 88°55'53"W along said Morth line a distance of 479.21 feet;

Thence 5 1°04'07"W a distance of 69160 to a point on the Suth right of way line of a 60 foot easement;

Thence Westerly along said South right of way line the following 9 courses;

1. Thence Easterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 99.75 feet, said curve has a radius of 420.00 feet, a
central angle of 13°36'28" and a cord that Bears N 75°54'40"E a distance of 99.52 to a point of tangent;

2. Thence N 82°42'54"E a distance of 135.66 feet to a point of curve;

3. Thence Easterly along the arc of a curve to the Right a distance of 215.18 feet, said curve has a radius of 1470.00 feet, a
central angle of 8*23'13" to a point of tangent;

4. Thence 5 88°53'53"E a distance of 264.50 feet to a point of curve;

5. Thence Easterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 16.64 feet, said curve has a radius of 500.00 feet, a
central angle of 1 *54'26" to a point of tangent;

6. Thence N 80°19'56"E a distance of 119.06 feet to a point of curve;

7. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the right a distance of 29099 feet, said curve has a radius of 230.00
feet, a central angle of 72°29°20" to a point of tangent;

8. Thence 5 27°12'34"E a distance of 25.30 feet to a point of curve;

9. Thence Southeasterly along the arc of a curve to the left a distance of 140.13 feet, said curve has a radius of 199.00 feet,
a central angle of 40° 20°47" to a point of nontangent;

Thence 5 25°22'25"E a distance of 232.32 feet;

Thence 5 18°19'51"W a distance of 278.59 feet;

Thence 5 83°29'09"E a distance of 576.25 feet;

Thence N 13*28'32"W a distance of 450.11 feet;

Thence N 12°44'04"E a distance of 633.61 feet;

Thence N 42°22'33"Ea distance of 350.63 feet to a point an the North line of the Mortheast! of section 6;Thence N 89°29'42"W
along said Morth line a distance of 1567.21 feet to the Point of Beginning.
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CENTRAL FILES

DISTRICT COURT, WATER DIVISION 1, COLORRDRECENVED PASTRICT QQURT
%%
Cape Np. 95CHIEE A 01 106 HR 28

n—— R LT s e 1

EIATE EHORKER W

PINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUBIONB OF LA, RULINd“UF THR RAPERER,
JUDGMENT AND DECREB

CONCERNING THE APPLICATIONS FOR WATRR RIGHTE OF CARROLL LAND
COMPARY, INC, AND THR BS8TATE OF WADLACR R. CARROWLL,

IR DOUGLAS COUNTY.

This claim for for nontributary and not nontributary
groundwater and approval of plan for augmentation, having been
filed on Decewbar 23, 1595, and all matters contained in the
application having been reviewed, snd testimony having baen
taken where such testimony is necesgarxy, and such correotiony
made ay are indicated hy the evidence presanted herein, the

following ls hereby the Ruling of the Roferee ae followst

BINDINGY Q¥ RACT
Name, address and telephone number of Applicante:

Carrell Land Company, Inc, and the Rstate of Wallace E.
Carroll

cfo 6300,80uth Syracuge Way, Sulte 300

Bnglewaod, Colorado $011d

{303} 773-2800

2. No atatements of oppusition were filled and the time For
filing of auch statements has expirxed.

3. Subject matter jurisdictionm: Timely and adeguate notice
of the application was published as recuired hy statute, and
the Court has jurisdiction aver the subject matter of this
procecding and over the parties affected hereby, whether they
have appseared or not,
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Ruling and Decres S50W268

! ABRROVAL OF GROUNDWATER RIGHTS

4, Aguifors gnd location of ground water: Applicants gesk a
decroe for rights to all ground water recoverable from the not
nentributary Uppex bDawson &nd nontributacry Lower Dawson,
Deénver, Avapahce and Leramde-Fox Hille aquifers wuderlylng two
noncontiguous parcels of land, Parcel A ig comprised of
approximately 156.73 acres of land, located in parcs of
Bection 31, TSR, ‘Kt6W and Section §, T8B, RESW, both of the 6th
P.M., as more particularly described on Attachment A herato.
Parcal B i comprieed of approximately 82.28 acres of land,
located in parts of Smction 2, TBB, R66W of the sth P.M., as
more particularly described and shown on Attachment B hersto.
Hoth Pavcels A and B vre shown on Attachment C hersto and are
harenfter referred to as the *Bubjech Property', The Suhject:
Praperty ie not located withian the boundsries of a designatcd
ground vwater basin,

5. Well locatinna, pumping rates and amnual amounts: Tie
ground watar may be withdrawn at rates of Flow necesgary to
efficiently withdraw the amounts decreed herein so long as the
permitted rates sra not exceeded. The ground water underlying

Parcel A will be withdrawn through any number of wells -
necessary, to be locsted at any location on Parcel A, and the
ground water underlying Parcel B will be withdrawn throush.any
aumber of wells necessary, to be located at any location on
Paxcel B, go long asg tho wells axe located within 200 feet of
their respective pennitted locations. Applicants hereby waive
any 600 foot spacing rule. Applicants may withdraw Upper s
Dawson groundwater deoread herein as associated with Parcel A
through existing well Permit No. 103741, which wtll ig
completed into the Upper Dawson aguiter aa descrived in the
Determination of Facte for the Upper Dawson dated February 9,
1996. Applicants will apply for a new well permit for the
existing wall to changa the well from an exenpt to a fee wall
to withdraw the Upper Dawson groundwater decreed herein, ‘The
eatimated annual amounts available for withdrawal underlying
Parcels A and B are as follows:

RARCEL.A

Saturated

Aquiter Thicknesag Amaunk
Upper Dawson 150 feet ) 44.2 acre-fest {WNT)*
Lowsy Dawson 63 teet 24.0 acre-feat(NT)

Carroll.rul
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. ’ Ruling and Decrsa 95CH2E8

Danver 200 feat ’ 64,8 sora-feat{NT)
Arspahoe 275 feet 89.2 acra-feet(NT}
Laramie-Fox Kills 395 feet 55.8 acre-fest (N7}

*Anmount reduced for Permit No. 103741 pursusnt to the Destermination of
Facts for this aquifer, and reduced by 12 acre-feet per year for uses which
are legally availlable pursuant to SBsction 37-92-602, C.R.8., on four 47.68
acre tracts of land. The amount Of excluded groundwater for use through
these exempt wella ig approximately 1200 acre-feet from the Lotal zmount of
groundwater availahle in the Upper Dawson aquifer underlying parcel 3, or
6.39 acre-feet per surface acre.

PARCEL B

gatirated
Aguifer Thicknegs Anumb
Upper Dawson 98 feet 10.1 acre-feeL (NNT) *
Lower Dawson 46 fest 7.6 acre-feet{NT)
Penver 250 feet 35.0 acre-fest (NT)
Arapahoe 270 feet 37.8 acre-feet{NT)
Laramle-Fox Hills 190 feet 23.4 acre-feet (N7}

*Amount reduced by 6 acre-feet per year for uses which are legally
avallable purguant to Section 37-92-602, C.R.5., on U¥D 41.14 acre tracts
of land., The amount of excluded groundwater for use through these exempt
wella ir approximately 600 acre-faet from the toral amount of groundwater
available in the Upper Dawson agquifer underlying parcel B, or 7.29 acre-
foaet per surface acre.

The amount® conform with the values and amounte referenced in the
8tate Engineer's Detexmination of Facts dated Pebruery 5, 1896,

6. Froposed Use: The water withdrawn €rom the subiect agquifers will bs
used, reused, succedsively used, and after uge leased, &cld, or otherwise
disposed of for the following beneficiaml purposes: municipal, domestic,
industrial, commercial, irrigation, stock warering, recreational, fish and
wildlife, and sny othsr beneficfal purpose, both on and off the slbject
Property. S8aid water will be produced for immediate application to said
useg, for storage and subsequent application to paid uses, for exchange
purposes, for replacement of depletions resulting from the use of watexr
from other gourees, and for augmentation purposes.

7. Final average annual amounts of withdrawal:
A. Pinal dstexmination of the applicable average saturated sand
thicknesees and resulting avevage annual snounkts available to Applicants

will be made pursuant %0 the retained jurlsdiction of this Couxt, a8
described in paragraph 25 below. The court ghall use the acre-foot

Carrell.rvl
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Ruling and Decree 96CH288

amounts in paragraph 5§ herein in the interim period, until a
final determination of water rights is made.

B, The allowed annual amount of ground water which may
be withdrawn through ths vwells specified above and any
addit{onal wslls, pursuant to 37-90-137{i¢}, C.R,8., may
exceed the average aanuel amount” of withdrawnl decreed
hersin for that aquifer, as long as the total volume of
water withdrawn through such wells and any additionnl wells
therefor pubsequent to ths Gate of this devree does not
axcead the product of the number of years sinrce the date of
the isguance of any well parmits or the date of this decree,
whichever ig earliest in time, multiplied by the average
annual amount of withdrawal decreed herein for that aguifer,
ag apecified above or as determined pursuant to the retained
jurisdiction of the Court. However, amounts set foxrth in
wall permite will not be exceeded.

8. Source of ground water and limitations on consumption:

A. The ground water to be withdrawn from the Lower
Dayson, Denver, Arapahoe and Larande-Fox Hills aquifers is
snontributary groundwater® ag defined in 37-99-103(14.5),
C.R.S., and in the Denver Bagin Rules, the withdrawal .of
which will not, within 100 years, deplete the flow of a
natural stream, including a natural stream as defined in 37%-
82-10L{2) and 37-92-102(1) (b}, C.R.8., at an annval rate
greater than 1/10 of 1% of the annual rate of withdraval.
The ground water te be withdrawn fxrom the Upper Dawson
aquifer ie *not nontributary* as defined in 37-96-137(3) (¢},
¢,R.8. and such water may be withdrawn pursuant to the plan
for augmentation approved herein.

B. Applicants may unot consume more than 98¢ of the
annual quantity of waterx withdrawn from the nontxibutary
Lower Dawson, Denver, Arapahoe and Laramie-Fox Hillo .
aguifers, The relinquishment of 2% of the annual amount of
water withdrawm to the stream system, as reguired by the
Denver Basin Rules effective January 1, 1986, may be
gatisfied by any method salected by the Applicants and
accepted as satisfactory to the State Engineer, so long as

- Applicents can demonstrate that an amount egual to 2% of
such withdrawals (by vclume) have been relinquished to the
stream system,.

Carroll.nul
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¢. ‘There ig unappropriated groundwater available for
withdrawal from the subject aquifers beneath the Subject
property, and the vested water rights of others will not be
materially injured by such withdrawals as described herein.
Withdrawals hereunder are allowed on the basig of an aquifer
1ife of 100 years, enpuwring no subsgtantial artificial
recharge within 109 yeare. No material injuxy to vested
water rights of others will vesualt from the issnance of
permita for wells which will withdraw nontxributavy
groundwates ot the axercise of the rights and limitations
specified in this decree.

9. BAdditional wells and well flelds:

A. Applicants may construct additional and replacement
walls in order to maintain levels of production, to meet
water supply demands or to recover the entire amount ,of
groundwater in the subject aguifers underlying the Subject
Property. BAs additional wells are planned, appiications
shall be £iled in accordance with 37-90-137({10), C.R.S8.
However, water underlying Parcelse A and B will only be
withdrasm through wells located on each specific parcel.

B, Two or more wells constructed into a given aguifer

on a spacific percel shall be considered a well field. In
effecting production of water from such well field,
Applicants may produce the entire amount which may be
produced from any given aquifer through any combination of
wells within the woll field.

€, In coneldering applications for permits for wells
or additional wells to withdraw the groundwater which is the
subject of this decree, the State Engineer shall be kound by
this decree and ghall issue sald permits ia accordance with
provisione of 37-90-137(160), C.R.8,, supject to paragraph §
_herein.

D, In the event that the allowed average auncal
amounte decresd herein avé adjusted pursuant to the retained
"jurlsdiction of the Court, Applicants shall obtain pernits
to reflect such adjusted average annual amounts prior to
withdrawing the adjusted amountg. Subsequent permits for
any wells herein shall likewise reflect any such adjustmen
of the average annual amounts decreed herein. '

B. The water in the Upper Dawson aquifer is not
nontributary and up to 54.3 acre-feet per year and no more
than 54.3 acre-feet total may be withdrasm pursuant to the
augrentation plan dscre=d herein.

Carroll,rul
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Ruling and Decree $57W288

APPROVAL OF PLAN FOR AUKIMENTATION

10. Approval of plan for augmentation:

A. Water to ba augmented: Up to 44.2 acre-feet per year
and 10.1 acre-feet per year of not nentributary Uppex Dawson
aquifer, underlying Parcels A amd B, reepectively.

B. ¥Water to ba used for augmentation: Return flows
asgogiated with use of the not nontributary Upper Dawcon
ground water and return flows or direct diecharge of not
nontributary or nontributary ground water decreed hierein.

C. Development snd Congumptive Use: The Uppexr Dawson
aquifer groundwater may be used on tha subject Property for
inhouse, stockwatering, and irrigation uses. Approximately
90% of the amount used for inhouse use and approximately 20%
of wateyx vsed for ivrigation will retuxn to the stream
systems. All water used for stockwatering is congidered to be
consumed., Sewage treatment of inhouse use will be provided by
non-evaporative geptic systens.

D. Replacement during pumping: During pumping of the
Upper Dawson ground watey, Applicants will replace depletions
to Cherxy Creek in an ameunt of water equal to the actual
depletions pursuant to §37-30-137(9){c}.- Iu the L00th year,
the total deplebion ko the stresm gystem from withdrawals from
the Upper Dawson agquifer on the Subject Broperty is
approximately 34.473% of the amount with@rawn on an anaual
banig (7.86 acre-feet). Return flows from inhouse use and
irrigation use accrues to Cherry Creek snd thoge return flous
are pufficient to replace actual depletions caused by pusiping
of up to 54.3 acre-feet per year from the Upper Dawson aguifer
while the wells are being pumped. However, if there is not
enough inhouse use or land being irrigated to supply the
necegeary return flowa, Applicants may he required to directly
discharge the not nontrihutary groundwater underlying the
subject Property to Chexry Creek. Because return flows from
all uses are estimdted rather than measured, Applicants agree
that such retuxn flows shall be used only to rcplace
depletions under this plan for augmentation, and will not be
sold, traded oy asgigned in whole or in part for any other
putpose.

Carroll,vul
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Ruling and Decree 95CW288

B. postpumping Depletion Augmentation: Ageuming msximum
pumping of 54.3 acre-fest per year from tha Upper Dawson
aguiter for one hundred years, the maximum depletion baees on
a total withdrawal of 5430 acra-feet under this plan for
augmentation ie 15,869% {8.616 mcre-feat] which occurs to
Cherry Creek in the 119th year. It is Applicants’ position
that depietions which occur after pumping ceases are not
injurious, The Office of the State Engineer does not agree
with this position. WHevertheless, in orxder to reach
settlemant with the Office of the state Baginesr, Applicants
will reserve 4420 acre-feet and 1010 acre-feet of nontributayry
Laramie-Fox Hills water underlying Pareels A and B,
respectively, decreed herein for use in this plan. The Court
retains continuing jurisdiction in this matker to determine {f
the supply is adequate.

¥. applicants shall replace post-pumping dspletions for
the shortesst of the following perfcds: the paricd provided by
C.R.8. 37-90-137(9) (c}; the expressed pexiod specified by the
Colorado Legislature, should it specify one and providing the
Applicants obtain water court approval for such modification;
the perind determined by the State Hnginser, should he choose
to set such a period and have jurisdiction to do so; tha
period established through ruliugs of the Colorado Suprene
Couxt on relevant cases, or until Applicants petition the
wator court and after notice to the State Bngineer and any
parties in the casa and proves that he has complied with any
statutory requixement.

11. Applicante shall pay the cost imposed by operation of this
augmentation plan, Failure of either the Applicants or
succespors in intarest to the subject Property to comply with
the terms of the decree may result in an orxder of the bivision
Bngineer's office to curtail or eliminate pumping of the Uppsr
Dawson groundwater. This decree shall be recorded in the real
property records of Douglas County 8o that a title examination
of the property, or any part thereof, phall reveal to all
future purchasere the existence of this decres.

32. Administration of plan for augmentation:

A, Applicants shall report amnually to the pivision
Brngineer for Water Division 1 and the appropriate Water
Cormmigeioner the monthly metered withdrawals of each well, on
an accounting form acceptable to the pivision Bngineer.

Carroll.rul
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Ruling and Decree $5CHIgS

B. All withdrawals which are the subject of this decree
will be metered.

¢. Pursuant to 37-92-308{8), C.R.8., the State Engineax
shall curtall 211 out-of-priority diversions, the depletions
from which are not so replaced as to pravent injury Lo vested
water righis.

D. The Applicants at the direction of the pivieion
Bngineer, shall make post pumping raplacements to the Charry
Cre¢k styeam system pursuant to the axounte yeferenced on the
deplation cuxve attached hareto on Attachment D.

13. Retained jurisdiction for plan for augmentation:

A. Pursuant to 37-92-304(6], C.%.5, the Court retains
continuing jurisdiction over the plan for augmentation
decreed herein for reconsideration of the question whether
the provigions of this decree are necessary andfor
sufficient to prevent injury to vested water rights of
othexs. The Court also has juriediction for the purposes of
determining compliance with the terms of the augmemtation
plan,

B. Any person seeking to invoke the retained
jurisdiction of the Court shall file a verified patition
with the Court. The petition to invoke retained
Jurigdiction or to modify tha Decres shall set foxth with
particulaxity the factual basis upon which the requested
decretal lenguage to effect the patition. The party lodging
the petition ghall have the burden of going forward to
esteblish prima facis facts alleged in the petition. If the
court finds those Facts to be established, Applicants shall
thergupon have tha burden of proof to show: (1) that any
modification sought by Applicants will avoid ianjury to other
appropriators; or (2) that any modification sought by '
Objector is not required to avoid injury to other :
appropriators or (3) that any term or condition proposed by
Applicante in respongse to the ohjectoxrs' pebition doee avoid
injury to other appropriators,

¢, The Court retains jurisdictfion for the purpose of
detemmining whether the continued reservation of the
nontributary water for use on the property is required, 1If
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 94 of 462



Ruling and Dgsoree 95CH268

Applicants oan demonstrate to thu Couxrt Or by agreement with
objector that post-purping depletions need no longer be
replaced, the court may xemws the raguirement that the
taramie-Fox Hillg nontributary water described above muet be
reserved. ’

)

14. The watexr Court bas jurisdiction over this proceeding
pursuant to 37-90-137(6}, C.R.8. This Court conciudes as a
nattex of law that the application hereln is one
contemplated by law, 8sction 37-90-137{4), C.R.8.

The application for a decree confirming Applicantig right to
withdraw and use all unappropriated ground weter froa the
nontributexry agquifers bensath the property as described
herein pursuant to 37-50-137(4), C.R.8., should be granted,
subject to the provislons of thig decree, The application
for a decred confirming Applicant's right to withdraw and
uge all ground water from the Upper Dawson squifer should be
granted pursuant to 37-90-137{4)} and {(9){c), C.R.8., subject
to the provisions of this decree. The withdrawal of up to
£4.3 acre-feet annually of the Upper Dawson gquifer water in
accordance with the terms of this decree will not result in
material injury to vested water rights of others.
applicants shall apply for a new well permit for the
existing well rermit No. 103741 to allow that well to
withdraw Upper Dawson aguifer groundwater decreed herein,

15. This plau for auwgmentation satisfieg the requirements of
37-90-137(%) {c}, C.R.5. for replacement of actual depletions
to the affected stream systemy for withdrawale of up to 54.3
acre-feet psr year and no more than 5430 acre-feet total
from the Upper Dawson aguifer,

16. The rights to ground water determined hesrein sghall not
be administered in accordance with priority of
appropriation. Such rights are not *conditiomal water
rights* as dafined by 37-92-103(6), C.R.8., requiring
findinge of rassonable diligence are not applicable to the
ground water rightg dstermined herein. The determination of
gqround water rights herein need not include a date of
initiation of the withdrawal projecL. §8ee 37-%2-305{311),
¢.R.8
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Ruling and Decree 95CW268

JUDCRMRNE. IHD DRCHER

The Findings of ¥act and Conclusiomeg of Lsw g&t foxkh
above arxo herehy incorporated into the terms of this Ruling
and Dacree as Lf the game were fully set forth herein,

17. 'Full and adequate unotice of the application wae given and
the Court has jurisdiction over the subjeut matter, and over
the partiss whether thay have appeared or not.

18, Por purpores of jurlediction in this case, 8§ 37-32-
3021{2), C.R.8., doss not require that the application he
supplemented with a well permit or evidence of its denial.

14, The Applicants may withdraw the subject ground water
hevein through wslls to be located anywhere on the property,
in the aversge annual amounts sand st the estimatad average
rateg of flow ppenified herein, subject to paragraph & above,
and the retained jurisdiction by this Court,

20, Applicants may withdraw up to 54.3 acre-faet per year and
no more than 5430 acrs-feet total of not nontribucary ground
watox from the Upper Dawson aguifer under the plan for
augmentation decreed herein pursuant to § 37-50-137(9} {c},
C.R.8.

21, Applicauts has complied with all requirements and met all
standarde and hurdens of proof, including hut not limited to
§§37-90-137(9) (o), 37-92-103(9}, 37-92-302, 37-92-304(6), 37-
92-305(1), (2), (3}, (4}, (6}, (8) and (9}, C.R.8., tO
adjudicate their plan for augmentation, and ig therefore
entitled to a dacree confirming and approving their plan for
augmentation as described in the findinge of fact.

22, Pursusnt to section 37-92-305(5), C,R.8,, the replacement
water herain ghall be ‘of a quality &0 ms to meet the
requirements for which tha water of the senior sppropriator
hag normally used,. :

23. The proposea plan for auvgmentatiom ag described in the
findings of fact, is hereby approved, confirmed and adjudi-
cated, including and subject to the terms and conditions
ppacified herein,
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Ruling and Degres 9S5CW288

34. No owners of, or person entitled to use water under a
vested water right or decresd conditional water right will be
injured or injuriously affected by the operation of the plan
for sugmentation as decreed herein.

25. Rebained Jurigdiction:

A. The Court retains Juxisdalotion as necessary to adjust
the average mmual amounts of groundwater availuble under the
property to conform to actual local aquifer characteristivu as
determined from adequate information obtained from wells,
pursuant to § 37-92-308{3%1), C.R.8, Within 60 days after
completion of any well decreed herxein, or any test hole(s),
Applicants or any succegsor in interest to these water rights
phall gerve coples of any geophysicel or obher log(s) cobtained
from guch well ox teat hole{s) upon the State Rnglnesr.

8. At such time ag adequate data is available, any psrson
including the state Bnginesr may invoke the Courtt'g retained
jurigdiction to make a finding and determination of water
rights aveilability. within four wonthe of notice that the
retained jurisdiction for such purpose hae been invoked, the
State RBngineer shall upe the inforwation available to him to
make & final finding and determination of water vights
avallability. The Stute Engineer shall sulmit such finding to
the Water Court and to the Applicants,

. €. If no protest to such finding is made within 60 days,
the Final Determination of Water Righte ghall bs incorporated
i{nto the decxee by the Water Court. 1In the event Of a
protest, or in the event the State Engineer makes no
datermination within four months, such final determination
shall be made by the Water Court after ncotice and hearing.

26. Continuing duciadiction. ,

A. Purguant to § 37-92-304(6), C.R.8. ths court raetains
continuing jurisdiction over the plan for augmentation decreed
herein for reconsideration of the quegtion whether the
provisions of this decree are necessary endfor gufficient to
prevent injury to vested water vights of others. The court
alpo retaing continuing jurisdiction for the purposes of
detarmining compliance with the terms of the augmentation
plan, or for the purpose of anending this degree to provide
for a different type of wastewater treatment.
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Ruling and Dacres 9BCW28E Yy

pated thiz Q5

water Refereo
¥ater Divisjion 1

THE COURT ROTH FIND THAT MO PROTEST WAS FILRD IN TRIS
H&TTHR, THRREPOR THR PORRGOING RULING I8 CONFIRMED AND
APPROVED, AND I8 HEREBY MADE THE JUDGMENT AMDY DHCRER OF THIH
COURT.

Dated: gg 3@35 2 %94, MW

Jonathan W. Hays
Waver Judge
Hater Divigion 1
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DISTRICT COURT, WATER DIVISION 1,
COLORADO
DATE FILED: December 2, 2015 1101 AM

Court Addrass: . CASR NUMBER: 2015CW3039
P.0. Box 2038

Greelay, Colorado 80632

CONCERNING THE APPLICATION FOR WATER
RIGHTS OF:

CARROLL LAND COMPANY AND FRANKTOWN
DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, Applicants, 4 COURT USE ONLY A

IN DOUGLAS COUNTY, Casge Number: 2018CW3059

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, RULING OF THE REFEREE, AND
JUDGMENT AND DECREE OF THE WATER COURT

A olaim for approva! of change of water right wae flled in this onse on May 29, 2015, All
matters contsined in the application having been reviewed, teatimony having been taken where
such testimony is necessary, and such corrections made as are indicated by the svidence
presented herein, the following is hersby the Ruling of the Referee;

FINDINGS OF FACT
1, Naime and addrese of Applicant:

Crrroll Land Company and Franktown Development Company
7505 Village Square Drive, #200

Castle Pines, CO 80108 ;
2, Opposers: No statements of opposition have been filed, and the time for filing of such
statemeants has expired,

3 Subject matter jurladiction: Timely and adequate notics of the appliostion was published
as required by statute, and the Court has jurlsdiotion over the subject matter of this ptoceeding
and over the purtiss affected hereby, whether they have appeared or not.

4, Decres information: Cuse No. 9SCW288, Water Division 1, decreed on July 28, 1996,
The property Which {s the subject of the decres ls approximately 273 nores located {n parts of
Sections 1 and 2, T83, R66W, and Seotion 6§, T8S, R65W of the 6th P.M,, 85 shown on
Attachment A (Subject Property).

5, Deoioed change: In Case No, §SCW288, an augmentation plan was approved for ths use
of 54.3 sore-fost per your of not nontributary Uppet Dawaon aquifer groundwater for inshouse,
stock watering and irrigation usss, The decres also requires that an equal amount of nontributary
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Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer groundwater be reserved for future use in the plan, By this change the
augmentation plan {a revised to reduce the antual amount of Upper Dawson aquifer groundwater
which may be withdrawn pursuant to the plan for suginentation decreed in Case No, 95CW288

_to 18.7 acre-feet per year, Also pursuent to this chenge, the amount of nontributery aquifer
groundwater reserved for uge in the augmentation plan is reduced to 18,7 acre-feet per year and
1870 acve-feet total,

6. No other parts of the decree in Case No, 95CW288 are ohanged herein,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of these proceedings and over all who

may be affected thereby, whether they have chosen to sppear or not pursuent to Section 37-92-
302, 37-92-304, and 37-92-305, CR.8,

8. Timely and adequate notice of the pendency of this ection was given in the manner
provided by law.

9. The change of water rights dacresd herein is, as 8 matter of law, permissible and comes
within the definitions authorized by statute.

10.  The tering and conditlons as got forth {n this decres are adsguate to prevent injury to the
owners of, or petgons entitled to use, water under & vested water right or a decreed conditional
water right pursuant to Sectlon 37-92-305, C.R.8

11, Pursuant to Sectlon 37-92-304(6), C.R.8,, ths Court reteins continuing jurisdiction over
the plan for augmentation as decrsed in Case No. 9SCW288 for reconsideration of the question
of whether the provisions of this deores are necessary and/or sufficlent to prevent injury to
vagted water rigiits of others, The Court also retaina continuing jurisdiction for the pugpose of
determining complinvce with the terms of the augmientation plan associated with the water
horsin,

12,  The foregoing Findings of Fuot and Conolusions of Law are fully incorporated herein.

Carroll Land Company, et al,
15CW3059
Paged nf3
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Date: November 9, 2015

Odsl..)

Johm 8. Cowan
Water Referee
Water Division 1

The court finds that no protest was flled in this matter, The foregoing rling is conflrmed
and approved, and s made the judgment and decres of this Court,

Date; December 2, 2015,

i

7 ames E, Hartmann
Weter Judge, Water Divisfon 1

Currolt Land Compeny, et al,
15CW3039
Poge 3 of 3
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Curroll Land Company, et el
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OAK BLUFF

PROJECT LOCATION

E TANGLEWOOD RD:
. / STATE HIGHWAY 86 \

VICINITY MAP
SCALE: 1”7 = 1000'-0"
SECTIONS—1&6 TOWNSHIP-8 S
RANGES—65&66 W
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Isaac Cohrs
Typewritten Text
OAK BLUFF


Exhibit |
Compliance with Colorado’s Water Quality Management Plan

There will be individual septic systems that will be installed and operated pursuant to
Douglas County regulations.

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
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Exhibit J
Advance and Reimbursement Agreement

Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
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REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT
(Operations)

THIS REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT (“Agreement”) is made and entered into this
_____ day of , 2025, by and between SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN, a
quasi-municipal corporations and political subdivision of the State of Colorado (the “District”);
and , @ Colorado (the “Developer”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the District is duly and validly organized as a quasi-municipal corporation
and political subdivision of the State of Colorado in accordance with the provisions of Title 32,
Colorado Revised Statutes; and

WHEREAS, the Developer has an interest related to property within the District’s
boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the District will use its best efforts to issue bonds to pay for certain capital
expenditures, as contemplated in the Service Plan, as the same was approved by the Douglas
County Board of County Commissioners; and

WHEREAS, the current financial model for the District acknowledges a deficiency in
revenues expected to be generated by the District to pay costs related to the operations of the
District; and

WHEREAS, the District anticipates that it will be unable to adequately fund initial
administrative and operational expenses on an annual basis without financial assistance in the form
of advances contemplated by this Agreement; and

WHEREAS, in order to encourage development within the boundaries of the District and
to ensure the continued existence and operation of the District, the Developer anticipates providing
funding to the District for the purposes of assisting with the provision of general administrative
and operating functions of the District with the expectation of being reimbursed therefor; and

WHEREAS, the District intends to reimburse the Developer for the advances made to the
District by the Developer on behalf of the District; and

WHEREAS, the District finds that this Agreement is in the best interests of its current and
future taxpayers.

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the premises and of the mutual
representations, warranties, covenants, agreements, and undertakings set forth herein, the parties
agree as follows:

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 110 of 462



COVENANTS AND AGREEMENT

1. Expenditures. As used in this Agreement, “Expenditures” means operating costs
paid by the District to vendors of goods and services provided to or on behalf of the District.
Expenditures also include those costs for which the Developer provides monetary advances to the
District for administrative and operational expenses of the District, including but not limited to
management fees, legal fees, financial consulting fees, engineering fees and general operations
and maintenance costs related to the public purposes of the District.

2. Reimbursement. In consideration of advances made by the Developer to the
general operating account of the District in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, the
District agrees to pay reimbursements plus interest to the Developer pursuant to the terms hereof.

3. Liability. Subject to the terms of this Agreement, the obligations of the District to
make the reimbursements plus interest (the “Reimbursement Obligation™) arise upon the receipt
of any advance of funds made by the Developer to the District, which the District’s accountant
shall record and track. No advance(s) shall be made until the District has advised the Developer of
the amount of the requested advance(s) (the “Advance Request”) and the Developer has been
provided with an opportunity to review and approve the same. The District hereby agrees that all
funds requested will be used for Expenditures permitted under this Agreement. Within ten (10)
business days following receipt of an Advance Request, the Developer shall approve the same and
cause the full amount of the Advance Request to be deposited into the general operating account
of the District. If the Developer fails to approve any Advance Request made by the District, the
specific reasons for such action shall be documented in writing and shall be provided to the District
in accordance with section 17 hereof.

Reimbursement for advances made by the Developer to the District in each year shall
include interest on the outstanding amounts due from the District to the Developer at the annual
rate of eight percent (8%) simple interest beginning on the date of advance to the date of
repayment, but in no event shall interest be charged that exceeds the AAA 30-year MMD
(Municipal Market Data) index interest rate by more than 400 Basis Points for the year the interest
is applied. Both such date of advance and date of repayment shall be counted in the determination
of the number of days for which interest is payable.

All reimbursements made by the District to the Developer shall be duly recorded in the
financial records of the District. The District shall determine and document repayments of amounts
due for reimbursement.

4. No Pledge of Specific Revenues or Security. No specific source of funds is
pledged, and no other form of security is pledged, to the payment of the Reimbursement
Obligation. No security in the form of letters of credit, bond insurance, stand-by credit agreements,
or other form of credit enhancement shall be utilized by the District for the payment of, or as
security for, the Reimbursement Obligation.

5. No Indebtedness or Financial Obligation. It is the intent of the District and the
Developer that this Agreement shall NOT constitute a “debt” or a “multiple-fiscal year direct or
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indirect district debt” or other financial obligation whatsoever of the District within the meaning
of the Colorado constitution or any other Colorado law and shall be subject to annual appropriation.

Nothing herein shall be construed to pledge District revenues for future years or impose
obligations that would require the use of future revenues from a tax otherwise available for general
purposes.

Nothing herein, however, shall prevent the Developer and the District from entering into
an agreement that includes a reimbursement obligation in the future that has the effect of renewing
this Agreement in substantially the same manner that a lease-purchase agreement may be renewed.
The Developer has no claim or penalty against the District in the event that this Agreement is not
renewed. The Developer agrees that the District has not pledged its credit to its obligations under
this Agreement.

6. Termination. This Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until December
31, 2025, and shall be automatically renewed for additional one (1) year periods unless either party
provides written notice to the other party at least thirty (30) days prior to December 31 of the then
effective term.

7. Not Negotiable. This Agreement is not a negotiable instrument.

8. Enforcement. This Agreement shall be enforceable by either party by actions at law
or in equity, and the non-breaching party shall be entitled to any and all remedies available at law
or in equity, including, but not limited to, specific performance and/or damages.

9. Amendment. This Agreement is subject to amendment only by the written consent
of the parties. Such amendment shall be effective as of the date the amendment is executed by the
parties or such other date as the parties shall designate.

10.  Severability. This Agreement is intended to be performed in accordance with and
only to the extent permitted by all applicable laws, ordinances, rules, and regulations of the State
of Colorado. If any provisions of this Agreement or application thereof to any person or
circumstance shall for any reason and to any extent be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of
this Agreement and the application of such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not
be affected thereby, but rather shall be enforced to the greatest extent permitted by law.

11.  Construction of Language. The language used in this Agreement and all parts
thereof shall be construed as a whole according to its fair meaning, and not strictly for nor against
either party, and both parties have equally participated in the preparation of this Agreement.

12. Non-Waiver. No waiver of any conditions, remedy or provision of this Agreement
shall be deemed to have been made unless expressly made in writing and signed by the party
against whom such a waiver is charged; and

@ The failure of either party to insist in any one or more cases upon the
performance of any of the provisions, covenants, or conditions of this Agreement or to exercise
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any option herein contained, shall not be construed as a waiver thereof or as a relinquishment for
the future of any such provisions, covenants, conditions or options;

(b) The acceptance or performance of anything required by this Agreement to
be performed with knowledge of the breach or failure of a covenant, condition or provision hereof
shall not be deemed a waiver of such breach or failure; and

(c) No waiver by a party of a breach by the other party shall be construed as a
waiver with respect to any other or subsequent breach.

13.  Governing Law. The terms and provisions of this Agreement shall be governed by,
and shall be construed in accordance with, the laws of the State of Colorado.

14.  Assignment. This Agreement is personal to the Developer and District, and neither
party has any right, power, or authority to assign all or part of this Agreement, or to delegate any
duties or obligations arising hereunder unless both parties agree in writing to such assignment.

15.  Captions and Headings. The headings throughout this Agreement are for
convenience and reference only, and shall in no way be deemed to define, limit, or add to the
meaning of any provision of this Agreement.

16. Integration. This Agreement embodies the entire agreement and understanding
between the parties concerning the subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior agreements and
understandings, if any, between the parties relating to the subject matter thereof.

17. Notices. All notices, requests, demands, consents and other communications
hereunder shall be transmitted in writing and shall be deemed to have been duly given when hand
delivered or sent by certified United States mail, postage prepaid, with return receipt requested,
addressed to the parties as follows:

District: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
c/o Spencer Fane LLP
Attn: Nicole Peykov
1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203
Phone: 303-839-3800
Email: npeykov@spencerfane.com

Developer:

Attn:
Phone:
Email:
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Either party may change the address at which it receives written notice by so notifying the
other party in writing in the manner provided herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement to be effective as of
the date first above written.

SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN
DISTRICT, a quasi-municipal corporation and
political subdivision of the State of Colorado

President

ATTEST:

Secretary

a Colorado limited liability company

By:

Name:

Its:
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FACILITIES FUNDING AND ACQUISITION AGREEMENT

THIS FACILITIES FUNDING AND ACQUISITION AGREEMENT (“Agreement”)

is made and entered into to be effective as of the __  day of , 2025, by and between
SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT, a quasi-municipal corporation and
political subdivision of the State of Colorado (the “District”), , a Colorado

(the “Developer”) (collectively, the “Parties”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, Developer is the owner or developer of certain property situated in Douglas
County, Colorado, that will be developed as part of a commercial development (the “Property™);
and

WHEREAS, in order to serve the future property owners and taxpayers of the Property,
certain public infrastructure improvements must be acquired, constructed or installed including
but not limited to water, storm sewer, sanitation and wastewater treatment, road and street
improvements, park and recreation improvements, and any other public improvements authorized
by the District’s Service Plan, as amended (“Improvements”); and

WHEREAS, the District does not currently have funds available for the construction and
installation of the Improvements within the area to be developed by Developer; and

WHEREAS, Developer has agreed to either initially construct the Improvements to convey
to the District or to initially fund the construction of the Improvements by the District; and

WHEREAS, the District and Developer have determined that for reasons of economic
efficiency and timeliness it is in the best interests of the District to establish a means by which
either: (1) Developer will construct or cause to have constructed by a general contractor
(“Contractor”) the Improvements which the District will acquire after they have been completed;
or (2) Developer will initially fund the construction and installation of the Improvements by the
District subject to reimbursement as provided herein; and

WHEREAS, the District’s Service Plan authorizes the issuance of general obligation bonds
in sufficient amounts to pay for all or a portion of the Improvements; and

WHEREAS, the District and Developer desire to set forth the procedures for the
reimbursement of the costs related to the Improvements.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and the respective agreements of
the Parties contained herein, the Parties agree as follows:

COVENANTS AND AGREEMENTS

1. Improvements. Improvements constructed by Developer pursuant to the terms of
this Agreement shall be eligible for acquisition by the District upon compliance by Developer with

1
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the requirements of Section 2. Developer shall give notice to the District of its intent to either
construct the Improvements pursuant to the provisions of Section 2 of this Agreement or advance
the funds for the District to construct the Improvements pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement.

2. Construction of Improvements. Developer agrees to design, construct, and
complete the Improvements in full conformance with the design standards and specifications as
established and in use by Douglas County, and any other applicable entities having jurisdiction
(“Governmental Entities”) pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement. The District will retain
an independent, professional engineer licensed in the State of Colorado (“Engineer”) to review the
Improvements to determine if the Improvements are approved for reimbursement in accordance
with the provisions of this Agreement.

A. Cost Verification Procedures. Developer agrees to advance funds to the
District to allow the District to make reasonable verification of the costs and suitability of
Improvements to be acquired by the District from Developer. One of the two following procedures
shall be used to verify the costs of the Improvements:

(i) Prior to awarding a construction contract for any Improvements,
Developer shall obtain a minimum of three (3) written bids for the Improvements. Developer shall
provide the District with copies of all bids received for the Improvements prior to awarding the
contract(s). In the event Developer determines that the lowest responsible bidder is not the lowest
bidder on a contract, Developer shall provide documentation justifying the use of the contractor
selected to the District prior to awarding the contract; or

(ii) Prior to requesting that the District acquire any Improvements pursuant
to this Agreement, Developer shall obtain a certification of the Engineer that the costs for the
design, construction and completion of the Improvements are reasonable and comparable for
similar projects as constructed in the Denver Metropolitan Area, and complies with the
requirements of Section 2.B.

B. Improvements Acquisition. Subject to the receipt of funding pursuant to
Section 4 herein, the District agrees to make payment to Developer for all costs related to the
Improvements, including but not limited to, organizational costs, all costs of design, testing,
engineering, construction, and related consultant fees, plus simple interest thereon to be accrued
at the rate of eight percent (8%) from the date of expenditure through the date of repayment. Prior
to the District acquiring the Improvements, the Engineer shall certify that the costs for the design,
construction, and completion of the Improvements are reasonable and comparable for similar
projects as constructed in the Denver Metropolitan Area. The Engineer, in the Engineer’s sole
professional discretion, may request documents and information as the Engineer deems necessary
and appropriate (“Certification Documents”) from the Developer to determine if the costs of the
Improvements shall be so certified.

The Developer shall only have an obligation to provide the Certification Documents to the
Engineer and shall not have a contractual obligation to provide any other documents beyond the
Certification Documents actually provided to the Engineer. The purpose of the Certification
Documents is to allow the Engineer to examine and certify the costs of the Improvements. By
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entering into this Agreement, the District has not directed or assigned to the Developer any
obligation to have care, custody, or control of any District documents.

C. Dedication of Improvements. Improvements shall be dedicated as set forth
in the District's Service Plan, as required with agreements with the Governmental Entities, or as
otherwise directed by the District.

D. Warranty Requirements. All of the Improvements shall have at least a one
(1) year warranty (or longer if required by the Governmental Entities) from the date of substantial
completion of the completed Improvements and if requested by the District, a security mechanism
in form approved by the District to secure the warranty if the District accepts such Improvements
prior to the expiration of the warranty.

3. Construction by District/Advances from Developer. As an alternative to
Developer's construction of and the District's subsequent acquisition of the Improvements in
accordance with Section 2 hereof, at Developer's election, and upon notification to the District and
subject to funding pursuant to Section 4, the District may construct all or a portion of the
Improvements and acquire related real property interests. If Developer requests the District to
construct the Improvements it shall do so subject to prior receipt of funding from Developer and
compliance with notice, budget and all requirements for bidding of public improvements. In the
event Developer elects to have the District construct the Improvements, the District and Developer
acknowledge that until the District has moneys available to fund costs related to the construction
of the Improvements, Developer will advance funds to the District to undertake the design, testing,
engineering, construction, related consultant fees and construction management of the
Improvements (“Construction Related Expenses™). The District shall submit a certified statement
to Developer of the Construction Related Expenses based on the bids it receives, and prepared by
its engineer. Developer agrees to advance funds to the District up to the amount of the certified
Construction Related Expenses (the “Maximum Advance Amount”). Developer acknowledges
that the District will be entering into contracts with engineers, architects, surveyors, accountants,
managers, attorneys and others in reliance upon Developer's commitments herein to provide
funding up to the Maximum Advance Amount. The District shall provide Developer written notice
if an advance is required to cover Construction Related Expenses. Developer shall provide the
requested advance, subject to the Maximum Advance Amount, within fifteen (15) business days
of receipt of notice requesting such advance (“Developer Advance”). Failure of Developer to
provide the Developer Advance shall be a default under this Agreement and the District may cease
construction until the Developer Advance is made. In the event the cost of the Improvements
exceeds the Maximum Advance Amount and the Developer will not advance sufficient funds to
complete the Improvements, the District shall have no further responsibility to continue
construction. Developer hereby agrees to indemnify the District against any damages caused by
the Developer’s failure to provide a requested Developer Advance.

A. Construction Contracts. The District agrees that it will enter into contracts
for construction of the Improvements with the lowest responsible bidder, which contracts are
incorporated herein by this reference (“Contracts”). References to the Contracts herein shall refer
to the Contracts as may be constituted or modified by the parties thereto and shall refer to both
singular and plural.
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B. Construction. The District agrees to design, construct, and complete the
Improvements in full conformance with the design standards and specifications as established and
in use by the District and other Governmental Entities pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement
and if applicable, approved by a professional engineer licensed in the State of Colorado.

C. Accounting. Within forty-five (45) days of final payment on any Contract
awarded pursuant to this Agreement, the District shall conduct an accounting of the funds received
pursuant to this Agreement. In the event Developer Advances deposited hereunder exceed the
actual costs and expenses incurred for the Improvements, the District shall within thirty (30) days
of such accounting refund such excess amounts to Developer or shall apply the remaining amounts
to the unpaid balance of any other Contract.

4. Reimbursement. The Parties agree that no payment shall be required of the District
for Improvements constructed and/or acquired under Section 2 hereof or for Developer Advances
pursuant to Section 3 hereof unless and until the District issues bonds (“Bonds”) or other
appropriate legally available instruments. The Bonds or other instrument(s) may be secured by
the collection of fees the District imposes, general property tax revenues of the District, or other
available revenue the District receives. The Developer acknowledges that the limit of the District’s
reimbursement obligation under this Agreement shall be the amount of Bond proceeds or other
revenues that can be obtained through collection of fees, property taxes or other revenues of the
District, subject to the limitations of the Service Plan and applicable laws. Developer understands
and agrees that any Bonds or other instrument shall comply with state statutes and regulations for
registration or exemption. In the event the District is unable to reimburse Developer for Developer
Advances or the acquisition of Improvements within thirty (30) years of the date of the
advancement, any amount of principal and accrued interest outstanding at such time shall be
deemed to be forever discharged and satisfied in full. It is hereby agreed and acknowledged that
this Agreement evidences an intent to reimburse Developer hereunder, but this Agreement shall
not constitute a debt or indebtedness of the District within the meaning of any constitutional or
statutory provision, nor shall it constitute a multiple fiscal year financial obligation, and the
making of any reimbursement hereunder shall be at all times subject to annual appropriation by
the District in its absolute discretion.

A. Payment. Until such time as the District issues Bonds, payments made by
the District to Developer shall be credited as follows: first against accrued and unpaid interest on
Developer Advances; second against the principal amount due on Developer Advances; third
against accrued and unpaid interest on the acquisition of Improvements; and finally against the
principal amount due for acquisition of Improvements. Once Bonds or other reimbursement
instruments are issued to the Developer, the terms contained therein will control and supersede
this Agreement for amounts that have been reimbursed thereby.

B. Financial Capability of District. The District may cause to be prepared a
financial plan that provides an example of how the District may finance some or all of the
Improvements and for reimbursing the Developer. Any such financial plan is based on assumptions
provided by the Developer and others and there are no guarantees that the projections are accurate
or that the District will have the ability to issue bonds in the amounts or in the timeframes described
in the Service Plan.
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5. Representations.

A Developer Representations. Developer hereby represents and warrants to
and for the benefit of the District:

Q) That it has the full power and legal authority to enter into this
Agreement; and

(i) Neither the execution and delivery of this Agreement nor the
compliance by Developer with any of its terms, covenants, or conditions is or shall become a
default under any other agreement or contract to which Developer is a party or by which Developer
is or may be bound; and

(iii)  Developer has taken or performed all requisite acts or actions which
may be required by the organizational or operational documents to confirm its authority to execute,
deliver and perform each of its obligations under this Agreement.

These representations and warranties are made as of the date hereof and shall be deemed
continually made by Developer to the District for the entire term of this Agreement.

B. District Representations. The District hereby represents and warrants to and
for the benefit of the Developer:

Q) That it has the full power and legal authority to enter into this
Agreement; and

(i) To the best of the District’s knowledge, neither the execution and
delivery of this Agreement nor the compliance by the District with any of its terms, covenants, or
conditions is or shall become a default under any other agreement or contract to which the District
is a party or by which the District is or may be bound; and

(ili)  To the best of the District’s knowledge, the District has taken or
performed all requisite acts or actions which may be required by the organizational or operational
documents to confirm its authority to execute, deliver and perform each of its obligations under
this Agreement.

These representations and warranties are made as of the date hereof and shall be deemed
continually made by the District to the Developer for the entire term of this Agreement.

6. Term. The term of this Agreement shall extend from the date hereof through and
including December 31, 2054, unless terminated earlier by the mutual written agreement of the
Parties.

7. Notices. All notices, demands, requests or other communications to be sent by one
party to the other hereunder or required by law shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have
been validly given or served by delivery of same in person to the address or by courier delivery,
via Federal Express or other nationally recognized overnight air courier service, via facsimile with
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a hard copy immediately following thereafter by United States mail, or by depositing same in the
United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed as follows:

To the District: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
c/o Spencer Fane LLP
1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203
Attention: Nicole Peykov
Phone: (303) 839-3715
Fax: (303) 839-3838
Email: npeykov@spencerfane.com

To the Developer:

All notices, demands, requests or other communications shall be effective upon such
personal delivery or one (1) business day after being deposited with Federal Express or other
nationally recognized overnight air courier service or three (3) business days after deposit in the
United States mail. By giving the other party hereto at least ten (10) days written notice thereof in
accordance with the provisions hereof, each of the Parties shall have the right from time to time to
change its address.

8. Assignment. Developer shall not assign any of its rights nor delegate any of its
duties hereunder to any person or entity without having first obtained the prior written consent of
the District, which may approve or reject such assignment in its sole and absolute discretion. Any
purported assignment or delegation in violation of the provisions hereof shall be void and
ineffectual.

9. Default/Remedies. In the event of a breach or default of this Agreement by either
party, the non-defaulting party shall be entitled to exercise all remedies available at law or in
equity, specifically including suits for specific performance and/or monetary damages. In the event
of any proceeding to enforce the terms, covenants or conditions hereof, the prevailing party in such
proceeding shall obtain as part of its judgment or award its reasonable attorneys' fees. Failure by
Developer to provide Developer Advances as required hereunder shall be a default subject to
immediate termination of this Agreement by the District.

10. Governing Law and Venue. This Agreement shall be governed and construed under
the laws of the State of Colorado, and any proceedings shall take place in the County wherein the
District is located, and not elsewhere.

11. Inurement. Each of the terms, covenants and conditions hereof shall be binding
upon and inure to the benefit of the Parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns.
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12. Integration. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the Parties
with respect to the matters addressed herein. All prior discussions and negotiations regarding the
subject matter hereof are merged herein.

13.  Parties Interested Herein. Nothing expressed or implied in this Agreement is
intended or shall be construed to confer upon, or to give to, any person other than the District and
Developer any right, remedy, or claim under or by reason of this Agreement or any covenants,
terms, conditions, or provisions thereof, and all the covenants, terms, conditions, and provisions
in this Agreement by and on behalf of the District and Developer shall be for the sole and exclusive
benefit of the District and Developer.

14. Severability. If any covenant, term, condition, or provision under this Agreement
shall, for any reason, be held to be invalid or unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of
such covenant, term, condition, or provision shall not affect any other provision contained herein,
the intention being that such provisions are severable.

15.  Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts, each
of which shall constitute an original and all of which shall constitute one and the same document.

16.  Conditions Precedent. The performance by Developer of its obligations set forth
herein shall constitute conditions precedent to the performance of the obligations of the District as
set forth herein.

17.  Paragraph Headings. Paragraph headings are inserted for convenience of reference

only.

[Signature page to follow]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Facilities Funding and
Acquisition Agreement as of the day and year first set forth above.

“DISTRICT”

SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN
DISTRICT, a quasi-municipal corporation and
political subdivision of the State of Colorado

By:
ATTEST: , President

, Secretary

“DEVELOPER”

a Colorado

By:

Name:

Its:
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EXHIBIT A
BILL OF SALE

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that , hereinafter
referred to as “Grantor,” for and in consideration of Ten Dollars ($10.00) and other good and
valuable consideration, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, paid by Sundown Oaks
Metropolitan District, hereinafter referred to as the “District,” a quasi-municipal corporation and
political subdivision of the State of Colorado, whose address is c/o Spencer Fane LLP, 1700
Lincoln Street, Suite 2000, Denver, Colorado 80203, organized and existing under the laws of the
State of Colorado, County of Douglas, has bargained and sold, and by these presents, does grant
and convey unto the District, its successors and assigns, all of its right, title and interest in the
improvements as described below and shown on Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto the District, its successors and assigns forever;
and Grantor, its successors and assigns, shall warrant and defend the sale of said property,
improvements, services and facilities made unto the District, its successors or assigns, against all
and every person or persons whomsoever, and warrants that the conveyance of the property,
improvements, services and facilities to the District, its successors or assigns, is made free from
any claim or demand whatever.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor, by and through its authorized representatives, hereby

executes this Bill of Sale and sets it seal as of this day of ,20__.
GRANTOR
STATE OF COLORADO )
) Ss.
COUNTY OF )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this __ day of :
20, by , as of

Witness my hand and official seal.

My commission expires:

Notary Public
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Exhibit K
Intergovernmental Agreements

An agreement with the Franktown Fire Protection District is anticipated in regards to
specific service requirements and operation of cistern and other firefighting facilities.
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Exhibit L
Annual Report Requirements

The District shall be responsible for submitting an annual report to the County no later than

August 1 of each year. The annual report shall conform to the following format:

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
Year ANNUAL REPORT

(For Activities Completed in _Year , and With Information About Prospective Years)

V.

District Description - General Information

a.
b.
C.
d.

Board members, officers’ titles, and terms
Changes in board membership in past year
Name and address for official District contact

Elections held in the past year and their purpose

Boundary changes for the report year and proposed changes for the coming year

List of intergovernmental agreements (existing or proposed) and a brief

description of each detailing the financial and service arrangements

a.

Contracts for operations, debt, and other contractual obligations with sub-
districts or operating and taxing districts

Reimbursement agreements with developers and/or builders for advances
to fund capital costs and administrative/operational and maintenance costs
of the District

Service Plan

List and description of services authorized in Service Plan
List and description of facilities authorized in Service Plan
List and description of any extraterritorial services, facilities, and

agreements

Development Progress
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a. Indicate the estimated year of build-out, as set forth in the Service Plan

b. List the services provided with the date service began compared to the date
authorized by the Service Plan

c. List changes made to the Service Plan, including when the change was
authorized, when it was implemented or is expected to be implemented

d. List facilities to be acquired or constructed or leased back as set forth in the
Service Plan and compare the date of completion or operation with the date
authorized by the Service Plan

e. List facilities not completed. Indicate the reason for incompletion and
provide a revised schedule, if any

f. List facilities currently under construction with the percentage complete and
an anticipated date of completion

g. Indicate the population of the District for the previous five (5) years and
provide population projections for the next five (5) years

h. List the planned number of housing units by type and the number of
commercial and industrial properties with respective square footage and
anticipated dates of completion/operation. Compare the completed units
and completed commercial and industrial properties to the amount planned
in the Service Plan.

I. List any enterprises created by and/or operated by or on behalf of the
District, and summarize the purpose of each

VI.  Financial Plan and Financial Activities

a. Provide a copy of the audit or exemption from the audit for the reporting
year.

b. Provide a copy of the budget, showing the reporting and previous years.

c. Show revenues and expenditures of the District for the previous five (5)

years and provide projections for the next five (5) years. Include any non-
District or non-governmental financial support.  Include and list
individually all fees, rates, tolls, etc., with a summary of the purpose of each.

Show other miscellaneous tax revenue, such as specific ownership taxes.
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For the same period, show actual and projected mill levies by purpose
(showing mill levies for each individual general obligation, revenue-based
obligation, or contractual obligation).
List all debt that has been issued, including all individual issuances with a
schedule of service until the debt is retired
List individually all authorized but unissued debt, including the purpose,
ballot issue letter designation and election date, and amounts authorized and
unissued
List the total amount of debt issued and outstanding as of the date of the
annual report and compare to the maximum authorized debt level as set
forth in the Service Plan
Enterprises of the District
i. Include revenues of the enterprise, showing both direct support from
the District and all other sources
ii. Include expenses of the enterprise, showing both direct payments to
the District and all other obligations
Detail contractual obligations
i. Describe the type of obligation, current year dollar amount, and any
changes in the payment schedule, e.g. balloon payments.
ii. Report any inability of the District to pay current obligations that are
due within the current budget year
iii. Describe any District financial obligations in default
Actual and Assessed Valuation History
i. Report the annual actual and assessed valuation for the current year
and for each of seven (7) years prior to current year
ii. For each year, compare the certified assessed value with the Service
Plan estimate for that year. If Service Plan estimates are not

available, indicate the same and report the certified value.
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J- Mill Levy History

I. Report the annual mill levy for the current year and for each of the
seven (7) years prior to current year. Break the mill levies out by
purpose (e.g., debt issuance and operations and maintenance)

ii. For each year, compare the actual mill levy with the Service Plan
estimate for that year. If Service Plan estimates are not available,
indicate the same and report the actual mill levies.

k. Miscellaneous Taxes History

I. Report the annual miscellaneous tax revenue for the current year and
for each of the seven (7) years prior to the current year. Break the
tax revenue out by purpose (e.g., general operations, revenue-based
obligations, debt by issue, contractual obligations, other)

ii. For each year, compare the actual miscellaneous tax revenue with
the Service Plan estimate for that year (if provided in Plan). If the
Service Plan estimates are not available, indicate the same and
report the actual taxes.

|. Estimated Assessed Valuation of District at 100% Build-Out

I. Provide an updated estimate and compare this with the Service Plan
estimate.

m. Estimated Amount of Additional General Obligation Debt to be Issued by
the District between the End of Current Year and 100% Build-Out.
I. Provide an updated estimate based on current events. Do not include

refunding bonds.
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Exhibit M
District Court Decree
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SERVICE PLAN

FOR

—SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

DOUGLAS COUNTY, COLORADO
Prepared
by
INAMEBE-OFPERSON OR-ENFEHFYY

FADDRESS]

FADDRESS]
AT

FAPPROVAL PDATEAONFINAL SERVICE PEANY
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln Street, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

FORMAL SUBMITTAL: July 2, 2025

APPROVAL DATE: . 2025
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APPROVAL SUMMARY

This Service Plan for the BistrietName}Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District was
approved by the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners on date).
Resolution No. , approving this Service Plan, has been recorded at Reception No.
— on {datey(date). The organizational and TABOR elections took place on
fdatej(date). The court decree organizing the District was recorded with the Douglas
County Clerk and Recorder on {datej(date) at Reception No. .
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ORGANIZERS AND CONSULTANTS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This service plan is for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the
“District”), which will serve the public improvement needs of (name—of
developmenty-Sundown Oaks. The District is generally located at———near the
intersection of Burning Tree and East Tanglewood Road and contains approximately
———173 acres. The District will include 37 residential units and 0 square
feet of commercial space.

The District will have a single district structure. This structure will allow the
District to control both financing and services.

The District shall be authorized to provide the following services: fire protection,
mosquito control, parks and recreation, safety protection, sanitation, solid waste disposal
facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste, street improvement, television
relay and translation, and water and other services described in C.R.S. §§ 32-1-1001 and
1004, as amended, and subject to the limitations in this Service Plan.

The total authorized debt limit for the District shall be ——$069-60).Six Million
Dollars (§6.000,000.00). The District anticipates the issuance of an initial series of bonds
in the amount of ——($006-60)-en-fdate}-Three Million Six Hundred and Twenty-Five
Thousand Dollars ($3.625.000) in 2027. The initial debt service mill levy will be
50.000 mills, with a Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy of 50.000 mills. The
initial operations and maintenance mill levy will be 10.000 mills, with a Maximum
Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy of 20.000 mills. The combined initial mill
levy for the District will be 60.000 mills, with a maximum combined mill levy of

70.000 mills.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This service plan (the “Service Plan”) for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan
District (the “District”) is for a special district organized under Title 32 of the Colorado
Revised Statutes to serve the public improvement needs of (rame—of
developmentySundown Oaks Development (the “Project”). The District is generally
located near the intersection of Burning Tree Drive and East Tanglewood Road (see
Exhibit A, Vicinity Map) and contains approximately ———173 acres (see Exhibits B &
C, Legal Description and District Boundary Map).

Pursuant to the requirements of the Special District Control Act, C.R.S. §32-1-201,
et seq., as amended, and the Special District Service Plan Review Procedures for Douglas
County (the “County”), the following items are included in this Service Plan:

1. A description of the powers granted to and services to be provided by the
District;

2. A general description of the facilities to be constructed and the standards of
such construction, including a statement of how the facility and service standards of the
District are compatible with facility and service standards of the County and of any
municipalities and special districts which are interested parties;

3. A general written description of the estimated cost of acquiring land,
engineering services, legal services, administrative services, initial indebtedness and
estimated maximum interest rates and discounts, and other major expenses related to the
organization and initial operation of the District;

4. A summary of general conditions regarding oversight of the District by the
County;

5. A legal description and map of the District’s boundaries and an estimate of
the population and valuation for assessment of the District;

6. A summary of estimated costs for improvements to be financed and
constructed by the District;

7. A preliminary engineering and architectural survey showing how the
improvements and services are to be provided;

8. A financial plan showing how District improvements and services are to be
financed, including the operating revenue for the first budget year of the District;

9. The resolution of approval adopted by the Board of County Commissioners;

10. Information demonstrating compliance with Section 18A, Water Supply —

Overlay District, of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution, as amended, and compliance

with the DenverRegtonal Counetlof GovernmentsClean-WaterColorado’s Water Quality

Management Plan;
11. A description of any advance and reimbursement agreements;

12. A description of any arrangement or agreement with any political
subdivision for the performance of any services between the District and such other
political subdivision; and

13. The recorded court decree organizing the District.
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Exhibits A through M, attached hereto, are hereby incorporated into the Service
Plan.

IL. PURPOSE OF THE DISTRICT

The purpose of the District is to provide public improvements and services for the
benefit of all anticipated inhabitants and taxpayers of the District, either within or without
its boundaries. The District also serves to finance and oversee the construction of these
public improvements and to provide for ongoing operations and maintenance services.

III.  DISTRICT FRAMEWORK

The District will be organized under a single district structure and will be
responsible for all aspects of financing and services authorized under this Service Plan.

IV.  NEED FOR DISTRICT

There are currently no other governmental entities, including the County, located
in the immediate vicinity of the District that consider it desirable, feasible, or practicable
to undertake the planning, design, acquisition, construction, installation, relocation,
redevelopment, financing, and ongoing operations of the public improvements needed for
the Project. Formation of the District is therefore necessary in order for the public
improvements and services required for the Project to be provided in the most economical
manner possible.

V. LOCATION AND BOUNDARIES

The District is located near the intersection of Burning Tree Drive and East
Tanglewood Road in Douglas County. A vicinity map is attached hereto as Exhibit A.
The area of the initial District’s boundary encompasses approximately 173 acres. A
legal description of the District’s boundaries is attached hereto as Exhibit B. A map of the
initial District’s boundaries is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

It 1s anticipated that the District’s boundaries may change from time to time as it
undergoes inclusions and exclusions pursuant to C.R.S. §§ 32-1-401, ef seq., and C.R.S.

§§ 32-1-501, et seq., as amended. —Fuﬂu%meht—sh%%d—exehbsh%ﬂs—we—tdenﬂﬁed—m

Exhibit-€—Prior to any inclusions or exclusions-#iat-are-not-identified-in-Exhibit-C, the
District shall provide forty-five (45) days published notice and written notice to the Board

of County Commissioners pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207(3)(b). If, within such forty-five
(45) day period, the Board of County Commissioners objects to the inclusion or exclusion,
then the inclusion or exclusion shall be prohibited and constitute a material modification
of this Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII of the Service Plan
and C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

VI. ASSESSED VALUATION/PROJECTIONS/LAND USE/POPULATION
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The property within the District is zoned ————as—ef-{date}—vacant or Rural
Residential. The current assessed value of property within the initial boundaries of the
District is ———$060-60)-as0.00 as of the date of ¢date)-this Service Plan. The estimated
assessed value at full build-out is ———$606-66)Six Million Two Hundred and Five
Thousand Six Hundred Fifty Three Dollars ($6,205.653) and is expected to be sufficient to
reasonably discharge the debt under the Financial Plan. Initially, the District will include
37 residential units and ———0 square feet of commercial space. Based upon an
estimated ———0-06)three (3) persons per residence, the population of the District at
build-out will be ——68}One Hundred Eleven (111) residents.

Approval of this Service Plan by the County does not constitute nor imply approval
of the development of a specific area within the District, nor does it constitute or imply
approval of the number of residential units or the total site/floor area of commercial or
industrial buildings identified in this Service Plan or any of the exhibits attached hereto,
unless such land use plans have been approved by the Board of County Commissioners as
part of a separate development review process.

VII. POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

The District shall have the power and authority to provide the public improvements
and related operation and maintenance services within and without the boundaries of the
District as such power and authority is permitted by this Service Plan and described in the
Special District Act, C.R.S. Title 32, and other applicable statutes, common law, and the
Colorado Constitution, subject to the limitations set forth herein.

A. General Powers

The District shall have the authority to construct, operate, and maintain the services
and facilities as described in Section VIIL.A of this Service Plan.

B. Miscellaneous Powers

In addition to the powers enumerated above, the District’s Board shall have the
power and authority:

1. To amend this Service Plan as provided for in Section XV, Modification of
Service Plan;

2. To forego, reschedule, or restructure the financing and construction of certain
improvements and facilities in order to better accommodate the pace of growth, resource
availability, and potential inclusions and exclusions of property within the District, with
prior notice to the County in accordance with C.R.S. § 32-1-202(2)(b), as amended; and

3. To have and exercise all rights and powers necessary or incidental to, or implied
from, the specific powers granted to the District in this Service Plan.
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4. To have and exercise the power of eminent domain, but only as necessary to
construct, install, access, relocate or redevelop the public improvements identified in this
Service Plan in the locations shown in Exhibit E. Any other use of eminent domain shall
require the District to provide forty-five (45) days published notice and written notice to
the Board of County Commissioners pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207(3)(b). If, within such
forty-five (45) day period, the Board of County Commissioners objects to the use of
eminent domain, then it shall be prohibited and constitute a material modification of this
Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII of the Service Plan and
C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

VIIIL. DISTRICT SERVICES, FACILITIES, AND IMPROVEMENTS
A. Services and Facilities
The District shall have the authority pursuant to C.R.S. §§ 32-1-1001 and 32-1-

1004, as amended, to provide the following services and public improvements described
in this section.

1. Water

It is anticipated that each individual home within the Project will receive
water service from its own groundwater well. The District, while not providing water
services, shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct, aeguire;and
install,-maintain-and-previdefor potable water and irrigation water facilities and systems,
including, but not limited to, water rights, water supply, treatment, storage, transmission,
and distribution systems for domestic, irrigation, fire control, and other public purposes,
together with all necessary and proper reservoirs, treatment facilities, wells, equipment,
and appurtenances incident thereto, which may include, but shall not be limited to,
transmission lines, pipes, distribution mains and laterals, storage facilities, and ditches,
with all necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together
with extensions and improvements thereto. The District shall have the power and authority
to contract with other private or governmental entities to provide any or all of the services
the District is authorized or empowered to provide.

2. Storm Sewer

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for flood and surface drainage improvements,
including, but not limited to, culverts, dams, retaining walls, access way inlets, detention
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and retention ponds, paving, roadside swales, curbs and gutters, disposal works and
facilities, water quality facilities, and all necessary and proper equipment, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto, all subject to the approval of Douglas County
pursuant to Douglas County rules and regulations.

Stormwater improvements subject to Colorado Discharge Permit System
Regulations, if applicable, shall be owned and maintained by the District or such other
governmental entity that may accept dedication. Dedication to another governmental entity
of stormwater improvements subject to such regulations shall be subject to approval by the
County. Inno event will the District dedicate such detention ponds or facilities to a private
homeowner’s association, or other property owner’s association, for operations or
maintenance.

3. Sanitation and Wastewater Treatment

Fhelt is anticipated that each individual home within the Project will utilize
its own on-site wastewater treatment system. Nonetheless, the District shall have the power
and authority to finance, design, construct, acquire, install, maintain;-assess tap or other

facility fees, and provide for sanitary sewers andrelated to transport wastewater 1o an
appropriatc wastewater treatment facility, with all nccessary and incidentalwastewater

facilities and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with extensions and
improvements thereto.

4. Street Improvements

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for arterial and collector streets and roadway
improvements including, but not limited to, bridges, curbs, gutters, culverts, storm sewers
and drainage facilities, detention and retention ponds, retaining walls and appurtenances,
sidewalks, paving, lighting, grading, landscaping, streetscaping, placement of underground
utilities, snow removal, tunnels, and other street improvements, and architectural
enhancements to any or all of the above, with all necessary and incidental and appurtenant
facilities, land and easements, together with extensions and improvements thereto, all
subject to the approval of Douglas County pursuant to Douglas County rules and

regulations.

5. Traffic Safety Protection

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for safety protection through traffic control devices
and safety controls on streets, as well as such other facilities and improvements as are
necessary or prudent, including, but not limited to, signalization at intersections, traffic
signs, area identification signs, directional assistance and driver information signs, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, and land and easements, together with
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extensions and improvements thereto. All traffic and safety control devices will be
consistent with and in compliance with County rules and regulations.

6. Parks and Recreation

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, maintain, and provide for public park and public recreation centers and
other recreation facilities, services, or programs including, but not limited to, grading, soil
preparation, sprinkler systems, fencing, pavilions, playgrounds, playing fields, open space,
bike trails, pedestrian trails, pedestrian bridges, picnic areas, common area landscaping,
streetscaping, storage buildings and facilities, weed control, paving, decorative paving,
outdoor functional and decorative lighting, community events, and other services,
programs and facilities, with all necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land
and easements, together with extensions and improvements thereto.

7. Television Relay and Translation
The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
install, acquire, operate, and maintain television relay and translator facilities, with all
necessary and incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto.
8. Mosquito Control
The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,
acquire, install, operate, maintain, and provide for systems and methods for elimination
and control of mosquitoes.

9. Fire Protection

The District shall have the power and authority to finance, design, construct,

acqulre mstall operate and prov1de for ﬁre p%e%ee&eﬂ—ambw-&ﬁe%aﬁd—eme%eney

f-ael-1+Hesc13tems

10. Covenant Enforcement and Design Review

The District shall have the power and authority to provide covenant
enforcement and design review services subject to the limitations set forth in C.R.S. § 32-
1-1004(8), as amended.

11. Security
The District shall have the power and authority to provide security services

within the boundaries of the District, subject to the limitations set forth in C.R.S. § 32-1-
1004(7), as amended. In no way is this power and authority intended to limit or supplant
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the responsibility and authority of local law enforcement (i.e., the Douglas County Sherift’s
Department) within the boundaries of the District.

B. Estimated Costs and Phasing of Improvements

An estimate of the costs of the public improvements which may be planned for,
designed, acquired, constructed, installed, relocated, redeveloped, maintained, or financed
was prepared based upon a preliminary engineering survey on the property and is
approximately ———$06006-60)Nine Million Fifty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred and
Fifty-One Dollars ($9.057.551.00) as shown in Exhibit D. Exhibit D includes an
engineer’s opinion of costs in current dollars of each public improvement, together with an
explanation of methods, basis, and/or assumptions used. All descriptions of the public
improvements to be constructed, and their related costs, are estimates only and are subject
to modification as engineering, development plans, economics, the County’s requirements,
and construction scheduling may require. The District will continue to develop and refine
cost estimates contained herein and prepare for issuance of debt. Any increase in public
improvement costs greater than twenty percent (20%), but less than forty percent (40%),
of the stated amount in Exhibit D, exclusive of any contingency shown in Exhibit D, shall
require an administrative review by County staff. Any increase in public improvement
costs in excess of forty percent (40%) of the stated amount in Exhibit D, exclusive of any
contingency shown in Exhibit D, will constitute a material modification of the Service
Plan and will require review by the County and action by the Board of County
Commissioners in accordance with Section XIII. All construction cost estimates assume
construction to applicable local, State, or Federal requirements.

Maps showing the preliminary location of the public improvements that the District
is authorized to acquire or construct are attached hereto as Exhibit E. Phasing of
construction shall be determined by the District to meet the needs of taxpayers within its
boundaries. The District shall own, maintain, and replace public improvements
constructed, installed, or acquired by the District or shall dedicate such public
improvements to such other entity as shall accept dedication, subject to any limitations
specified in this Service Plan.

In all instances, the District shall ensure that the public improvements are designed
and constructed in accordance with the standards and specifications of the County or other
such entity that may have authority over such design and construction. The District shall
obtain approval of civil engineering and other plans and any applicable permits for the
construction and installation of public improvements from the County and/or other
appropriate regulatory agencies.

C. Services to be Provided by Other Governmental Entities

The Project is located within and fire protection services will be provided by the

Franktown Fire Protection District.
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D. Compliance with Section 18A, Water Supply — Overlay District, of the
Douglas County Zoning Resolution, as amended

APPROPRI—A:PE-]—GHilt is antrcmated that each 1nd1V1dual home W1th1n the Pr01ect

will receive a water supply from its own groundwater well and will utilize its own on-site
wastewater treatment system. It is anticipated that the District will construct an
underground cistern for fire control purposes. The District has met the requirements of
Section 18A, Water Supply — Overlay District, of the Douglas County Zoning Resolution,

as amended as descrlbed in &s—letteHn—E*h*b*t—H—@a—has—met—th%requﬁemems—ef

as—amended—as—deseﬂ-bed—rn—the Water Supply Plan in Exhlblt H.

E. Compliance with BPREOGColorado’s Clean Water Quality Management
Plan

——hasasserteditsThe Project will be served by individual septic sewer systems.
Therefore, compliance with the DPRCOGCleanColorado’s Water Quality Management
Plan as-demeonstratedinExhibit-Iis not applicable to this Project at this time.

IX. EXISTING AND PROPOSED AGREEMENTS

It is ant1cmated that the District may enter into an intergovernmental agreement

with Franktown Fire Protection District.

X. FINANCIAL INFORMATION
A. General

This section describes the nature, basis, and method of funding and debt and mill
levy limitations associated with the District’s public improvements. A detailed Financial
Plan and statement of assumptions is contained in Exhibit F.

B. Assumptions

The maximum debt limitation contained herein is based on the assumption that each
of the 37 residential propertres in the D1str1ct W1ll have an average Value of
approximately i W : :
%@G)Q@@)—per—squar%feet—l’wo Mrlhon Two Hundred Thousand Dollars
($2,200,000). The Financial Plan demonstrates that the District has the ability to finance
the public improvements identified herein, will be capable of discharging the indebtedness
on a reasonable basis, and will operate on a sound fiscal basis.
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C. Identification of District Revenue

The District will impose a mill levy on taxable property within its boundaries as a
primary source of revenue for repayment of debt and for operations and maintenance. The
District may also rely upon various other revenue sources authorized by law. At the
District’s discretion, these may include the power to assess fees, rates, tolls, penalties, or
charges as provided for in C.R.S. § 32-1-1001(1), as amended.

A Maximum Total Mill Levy of 70.000 mills is authorized to support debt

service and operations and maintenance of the District. The District may request an
amendment to the Service Plan, in accordance with Section XIII, to eliminate mill levy
caps when the debt to assessed value ratio falls below fifty percent (50%).

d : as-a-resy o Gallag § —HIf, on or
after January 1, 2026, there are changes in the method of calculating assessed valuation or
any constitutionally mandated tax credit, cut, or abatement, the mill levy limitation
applicable to such debt and operating and maintenance expenses may be increased or
decreased to reflect such changes, such increases or decreases to be determined by the
Board in good faith so that to the extent possible, the actual tax revenue generated by the
mill levy are neither diminished nor enhanced as a result of such changes— (“Mill Levy
Adjustment”). For purposes of the foregoing, a change in the ratio of actual valuation and
any constitutional or legislative changes in the actual value against which the assessment
rate is applied shall be deemed to be a change in the method of calculating assessed
valuation.

D. Debt Service Mill Levy

A maximum mill levy of 50.000 mills is authorized to support the debt service
of the District, subject to the limitation of the Maximum Total Mill Levy. An initial debt
service mill levy of 50.000 mills will produce revenue sufficient to support debt
service costs through the bond repayment period (see Exhibit F, Financial Plan).

E. Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term

The District shall not impose a debt service mill levy which exceeds forty (40) years
after the year of the initial imposition of such debt service mill levy unless (1) a majority
of the Board of Directors of the District imposing the mill levy are residents of such
District, and (2) such Board of Directors has voted in favor of issuing Debt with a term
which requires or contemplates the imposition of a debt service mill levy for a longer period
of time than the limitation contained herein.
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E-F.  Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy

A maximum mill levy of 20.000 mills is authorized to support the operations
and maintenance of District services and public improvements, subject to the limitation of
the Maximum Total Mill Levy. An initial operations and maintenance mill levy of
10.000 mills will produce revenue sufficient to support the operations and
maintenance of District services and public improvements (see Exhibit F, Financial Plan).

E-G.  District Expenditures

The estimated cost of public improvements for the District is ———($6800-00)-Nine
Million Fifty-Seven Thousand Five Hundred and Fifty-seven Dollars ($9,057.551.00).
Exhibit D includes, in current dollars, the estimated cost of each public improvement,
together with an explanation of the methods, basis, and/or assumptions used to establish
such costs.

The District will require operating funds to plan and cause the public improvements
contemplated herein to be constructed, operated, and maintained as permitted herein. Such
costs are expected to include reimbursement of organizational costs, legal, engineering,
accounting, bond issuance costs, and compliance with State budgeting, audit, and
reporting, and other administrative and legal requirements. The organizational costs for
the District for legal, engineering, surveying, and accounting services are estimated to be
——($606:00)-Seventy Five Thousand Dollars ($75.000). The first year’s operating
budget is estimated to be ———$009-00).Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000).

G-H. Debt
1. Debt Limitation

The total debt limit for the District is ———$0860-06),Six Million Dollars
(86.000.,000), inclusive of costs of issuance, inflation, and other similar costs. For purposes
of this Service Plan, debt shall be considered any outstanding bonds, notes, contracts, or
other financial obligations of the District payable in whole or in part from ad valorem taxes
or other revenues of the District for the purposes of financing, acquiring, constructing, or
improving any of the public improvements contemplated herein. The debt limit shall not
be increased unless approved by the County and as permitted by statute and the Colorado
Constitution. Any change in debt limit shall be considered a material modification of the
Service Plan, subject to the provisions of Section XIII of this Service Plan. The maximum
term of any bond issue, including refunding and refinancing, shall be thirty (30) years from
the original date of issuance.

2. Maximum Voted Interest Rate and Maximum Underwriting Discount

The interest rate on any debt is limited to the market rate at the time debt is
issued. In the event of a default, the maximum voted interest rate on any debt shall not
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exceed twelve percent (12%). The maximum underwriting discount shall be five percent
(5%). Debt, when issued, shall comply with all relevant requirements of this Service Plan,
State law, and Federal law as is then applicable to the issuance of public securities.

XI. DEVELOPER ADVANCES AND REIMBURSEMENTS

The District anticipates receiving initial funding for both capital and ongoing
administrative requirements from developer advances. Such advances may be made to the
District subject to the District’s obligation to reimburse the same, as may be evidenced by
short-term reimbursement agreements or other acceptable agreements or resolutions. The
interest rate on developer reimbursements shall not exceed the current Bond Buyer 20-
Bond GO Index plus four percent (4%).

Such advances, which the Board is obligated to appropriate on an annual basis, shall
count against the maximum allowable debt limit under this Service Plan and may be repaid
by the District from bond proceeds or other legally available sources of revenue. Developer
advances shall be subordinate to the District general obligation bonds and refinancing of
the same shall not require County approval. Any amount of outstanding principal and
accrued interest on such developer advances that remains unpaid as of the expiration of the
Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy termlmposition Term shall be deemed to be forever
discharged and satisfied in full. The total developer advances are anticipated to be
($000-60)-approximately Nine Million Dollars ($9,000,000.00). Developer contributions,
which will not be repaid by the District, are anticipated to be
$000-00)-approximately Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000.00).

XII. ANNUAL REPORT

The District shall be responsible for submitting an annual report to the County no
later than {dateyAugust | of each year in accordance with the procedures set forth in C.R.S.
§ 32-1-207(3)(c) and (d), as amended. The annual report shall conform to the format
attached hereto as Exhibit L, or in a format agreed to by the County.

XITII. MODIFICATION OF SERVICE PLAN

Pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-207, as amended, the District shall obtain prior written
approval of the County before making any material modification to this Service Plan.
Material modifications require a Service Plan amendment and include modifications of a basic
or essential nature, including, but not limited to, the following: any addition to the types of
services provided by the District; a decrease in the level of services; a decrease in the financial
ability of the District to discharge the existing or proposed indebtedness; or a decrease in the
existing or projected need for organized service in the area. Inclusion of property that is
located in a county or municipality with no other territory within the District may constitute a
material modification of the Service Plan.

In the event the District plans to undertake an action which may not be permitted by
this Service Plan, it shall be the District’s responsibility to contact County staff to seek an
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administrative determination as to whether the action in question is permitted by the Service
Plan. If County staff determines that the action may constitute a material modification, the
District shall submit a proposal for action to the Board of County Commissioners. Thereafter,
the Board of County Commissioners will determine whether the proposed action constitutes
a material modification. If the Board of County Commissioners determines that the proposed
action constitutes a material modification, then the action shall be prohibited and constitute a
material modification of this Service Plan requiring an amendment, pursuant to Section XIII
of the Service Plan and C.R.S. § 32-1-207(2).

XIV. DISCLOSURE STATEMENT

The District shall provide notice to all purchasers of property in the District
regarding the District’s authority to levy and collect ad valorem taxes and to impose and
collect rates, fees, tolls, and charges, by recording a disclosure statement against the
property within the District with the Office of the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder.
Such disclosure statement shall also provide information concerning the structure of the
Board and summarize how purchasers may participate in the affairs of the Board. The
disclosure statement shall be recorded within thirty (30) days following the recordation of
the court decree organizing the District.

XV. DISSOLUTION

It shall be mandatory for the District to initiate dissolution proceedings when the
District has neither any financial obligations nor operations and maintenance obligations. The
District may file a petition in the district court for dissolution when there are no financial
obligations or outstanding bonds, or any such financial obligations or outstanding bonds
are adequately secured by escrow funds or securities meeting the investment requirements
in C.R.S. §§ 24-75-601, et seq., as amended. The District’s dissolution shall be subject to
approval of a plan of dissolution in the district court of the County, pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-
1-704, as amended.

XVI. DEFINITIONS

In this Service Plan, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated below,
unless the context hereof clearly requires otherwise:

Board: the board of directors of the District

Board of County Commissioners: the Board of County Commissioners of Douglas County,
Colorado

Control Act: Part 2 of Title 32 (Special Districts) of the Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.),
which outlines review procedures for service plans for a special district

County: Douglas County, Colorado
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Debt: any bond, note debenture, contract, or other multiple-year financial obligation of a
District

Developer: the owner of the property proposing development of the project

District: the

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

District Boundaries: the boundaries of the area described in the legal description attached
hereto as Exhibit B

District Boundary Map: the map attached hereto as Exhibit C, showing the District’s
boundaries

Financial Plan: the Financial Plan described in Section X and attached as Exhibit F, which
describes: (a) how the public improvements are to be financed; (b) how the debt is expected
to be incurred; and (c) the estimated operating revenue derived from property taxes for the
first budget year.

General Obligation Bond: bonds or other obligations for the payment of which the District
has promised to impose an ad valorem property tax mill levy

Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is permitted to
impose for payment of debt as set forth in Section X.D

Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term: the maximum number of years the
District is authorized to have a debt service mill levy in place, as set forth in Section X.E.
below

Maximum Operations and Maintenance Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is
permitted to impose for the payment of operating and maintenance expenses as set forth in
Section X.E

Maximum Total Mill Levy: the maximum mill levy the District is permitted to impose for
the payment of debt as set forth in Section X.D. and operating and maintenance expenses
as set forth in Section X.E

Project: the development or property commonly referred to as Sundown Oaks

Public Improvements: the improvements authorized to be planned, designed, acquired,
constructed, installed, relocated, redeveloped, and financed as generally described in the
Special District Act to serve the future taxpayers and inhabitants of the District as
determined by the Board of the District
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Revenue Bond: bonds issued by the District to finance a specific project, the income from
which will be used for repaying the bond

Service Plan: the service plan for the District approved by the Board of County
Commissioners

Special District Act: C.R.S. § 32-1-101, et seq., as amended

State: the State of Colorado
XVII. RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

The District incorporates the Board of County Commissioner’s resolution approving
this Service Plan into this Service Plan to be presented to the district court attached hereto as
Exhibit G.
XVIIL. STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

It is submitted that this Service Plan for the District, as required by C.R.S. § 32-1-203,
as amended, establishes that:

1. There is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in
the area to be served by the District;

The purpose of the District is to finance and construct certain public improvements and to
provide other additional services necessary to support the Sundown Oaks development. The
proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith based upon information and
belief, will not be available to the community through the County or other existing
municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts, within a reasonable
time and on a comparable basis.

2. The existing service in the area to be served by the District is
inadequate for present and projected needs;

The proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith based upon information
and belief, will not be available to the community through the County or other existing
municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts, within a
reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

3. The District is capable of providing economical and sufficient
service to the area within its boundaries;

The formation of the District will ensure that the public improvements and other services
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are sufficient and constructed within a reasonable period of time for the benefit of the
property owners located in the community.

4, The area to be included in the District has, or will have, the financial
ability to discharge the indebtedness on a reasonable basis:.

The estimated costs of the improvements and facilities to be constructed, installed and/or
acquired by the District are set forth in this Service Plan. The Financial Plan describes the
anticipated issuance of debt and repayment based on the projected development within the
District boundaries. The Financial Plan demonstrates the District’s ability to finance the
facilities identified in this Service Plan and capability of discharging the proposed
indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

5. Adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area through
the County or other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations, including existing
special districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis;

6. The proposed improvements and services are not, and in good faith
based upon information and belief, will not be available to the area through the County or
other existing municipality or quasi-municipal corporation, including special districts,
within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

6. The facility and service standards of the District are compatible with
the facility and service standards of each county within which the District is to be located and
each municipality which is an interested party under C.R.S. § 32-1-204(1), as amended,

As stated elsewhere in this Service Plan, all facilities and services proposed will be
constructed in accordance with the standards and specifications of Douglas County, the State
of Colorado, and any other appropriate jurisdictions.

7. The proposal is in substantial compliance with the Douglas County
Comprehensive Master Plan, as amended, adopted pursuant to C.R.S. § 30-28-106, as
amended;

The Developer has reviewed the County’s Comprehensive Master Plan and is aware of the
County’s desire to reflect, acknowledge and balance the common values, rights, and needs
of all County residents and landowners, and its desire to honor and protect the unique,
diverse communities and resources within the County. It is the Developer’s belief that the
proposal is compatible with the community vision for the future and complies with the
policies necessary to achieve sustainable growth within the County as expressed in the
Comprehensive Master Plan.

8. The proposal is in compliance with theregional-CleanColorado’s
Water Quality Management Plan, as amended; and

Each individual home and homeowner within the Project will be responsible for its own
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on-site wastewater treatment system.

9. The creation of the District will be in the best interests of the area to
be served.
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j. Mill Levy History

i. Report the annual mill levy for the current year and for each of the
seven (7) years prior to current year. Break the mill levies out by
purpose (e.g., debt issuance and operations and maintenance)

ii. For each year, compare the actual mill levy with the Service Plan
estimate for that year. If Service Plan estimates are not available,
indicate the same and report the actual mill levies.

k. Miscellaneous Taxes History

1. Report the annual miscellaneous tax revenue for the current year and
for each of the seven (7) years prior to the current year. Break the
tax revenue out by purpose (e.g., general operations, revenue-based
obligations, debt by issue, contractual obligations, other)

ii. For each year, compare the actual miscellaneous tax revenue with
the Service Plan estimate for that year (if provided in Plan). If the
Service Plan estimates are not available, indicate the same and
report the actual taxes.

1. Estimated Assessed Valuation of District at 100% Build-Out

1. Provide an updated estimate and compare this with the Service Plan
estimate.

m. Estimated Amount of Additional General Obligation Debt to be Issued by
the District between the End of Current Year and 100% Build-Out.

1. Provide an updated estimate based on current events. Do not include

refunding bonds.
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Referral Agency Response Report

Project Name: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Project File #: SV2025-005
Date Sent: 06/04/2025

Date Due: 06/18/2025

Page 1 of 4

Quality Authority

The Cherry Creek Basin Water
Quality Authority (Authority)
acknowledges notification from
Douglas County that the proposed
development plans for SV2025-005,
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District,
New Service Plan Application have
been or will be reviewed by Douglas
County for compliance with the
applicable Regulation 72
construction and post-construction
requirements. Based on the
Authority’s current policy, the
Authority will no longer routinely
conduct a technical review and
instead the Authority will defer to
Douglas County’s review and
ultimate determination that the
proposed development plans
comply with Regulation 72.

If a technical review of the proposed
development plan is needed, please
contact
LandUseReferral@ccbwqa.org. The
review may include consultation
with the Authority’s Technical
Manager to address specific
questions or to conduct a more
detailed Land Use Review, if
warranted. (verbatim)

Agency Date Agency Response Response Resolution
Received

AT&T Long Distance - 06/05/2025 | See Letter: No Conflict. No Response Required.

ROW

Bannockburn HOA 06/18/2025 | See Letter: Comments provided This comment has been forwarded
related to concerns with lot sizes, to the applicant.
use of ground water, increased
traffic, and possible financial
burdens of Metro Districts.

Black Hills Energy No Response Received. No Response Required.

Burning Tree Ranch HOA 08/18/2025 | See Letter: Comments provided This comment has been forwarded
related to concerns of impacts of to the applicant.
a metropolitan district, lack of
need for a district, and impacts to
groundwater.

CenturyLink (Lumen) 06/21/2025 | See Letter: No Objection. No Response Required.

Cherry Creek Basin Water | 06/09/2025 | Received: No Response Required.
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Referral Agency Response Report
Project Name: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Project File #: SV2025-005

Date Sent: 06/04/2025

Date Due: 06/18/2025

Page 2 of 4

Agency Date Agency Response Response Resolution
Received

Colorado Department of 06/05/2025 | See Letter: No Comment No Response Required.
Transportation CDOT-
Region # 1
Colorado Division of 07/02/2025 | See Letter: No additional comments | No Response Required.
Water Resources on Sundown Oaks Metropolitan

District Special District service plan.
Colorado Geological 06/18/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Survey
Comcast No Response Received. No Response Required.
CORE Electric Cooperative No Response Received. No Response Required.
Douglas County 06/05/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Addressing Analyst
Douglas County Assessor No Response Received. No Response Required.
Douglas County Building 06/06/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Services
Douglas County 06/16/2025 | See Letter: Comments provided This comment has been forwarded
Conservation District related to the area’s high wildfire to the applicant.

risk, recommendation that a

Noxious Weed Control plan be

developed, references that there is

no mention of wildlife protection or

corridors. Additional comment that

the Conservation District does not

support development proposals

located in or near drainages or

disturbance of wetlands.
Douglas County 06/18/2025 | See Letter: Section VIII #2 Storm The applicant has addressed this
Engineering Services Sewer and #4 Street Improvements comment.

— First Paragraphs should end with

the following: “all subject to the

approval of Douglas County.”
Douglas County Health 06/16/2025 | See Letter: Comment provided This comment has been forwarded
Department related to domestic well drinking to the applicant.

water contamination risks and all

on-site wastewater treatment

systems will need to be permitted

and inspected by the DCHD.
Douglas County Libraries No Response Received. No Response Required.
Douglas County Office of 06/04/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.

Emergency Management

Douglas County School
District RE 1

No Response Received.

No Response Required.

Douglas County Sheriff's
Office

No Response Received.

No Response Required.
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Referral Agency Response Report
Project Name: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
Project File #: SV2025-005
Date Sent: 06/04/2025

Page 3 of 4

Date Due: 06/18/2025

Agency Date Agency Response Response Resolution
Received

Douglas County Wildfire 06/18/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Mitigation
Foxhill Metro Districts #1 No Response Received. No Response Required.
&2
Franktown Business Area No Response Received. No Response Required.
Metro District
Franktown Citizens 06/04/2025 | See Letters: Comments provided Applicant has met with FCC Il a
Coalition Il Inc related to concerns with approval of | representative. All comments have

a Metropolitan District in the been forwarded to applicants.

Franktown Rural Community.
Franktown FD No Response Received. No Response Received.
Pinery Water and 06/13/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Wastewater District
RTD — Planning & 06/17/2025 | Received: No Response Required.
Development Dept Department Comments

Bus Operations No exceptions

Bus Stop Program No exceptions

Commuter Rail No exceptions

Construction Management

No exceptions

Engineering No exceptions

Light Rail No exceptions

Real Property No exceptions

Service Development No exceptions

Transit Oriented Development No

exceptions

Utilities No exceptions

This review is for Design concepts

and to identify any necessary

improvements to RTD stops and

property affected by the design.

This review of the plans does not

eliminate the need to acquire,

and/or go through the acquisition

process of any agreements,

easements or permits that may be

required by the RTD for any work on

or around our facilities and property.

(verbatim)
Rural Water Authority of No Response Received. No Response Required.
Douglas County
Town of Castle Rock 06/10/2025 | Received: No Comment. (verbatim) No Response Required.
Two Bridges Metro No Response Received. No Response Required.
District
Villages at Castle Rock No Response Received. No Response Required.
Metro District 6
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Referral Agency Response Report

Project Name: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Project File #: SV2025-005

Date Sent: 06/04/2025 Date Due: 06/18/2025

Page 4 of 4

Agency Date
Received

Agency Response

Response Resolution

Xcel Energy-Right of Way 06/11/2025 | See Letter: No apparent conflict.

& Permits

No Response Required.
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DJ Beckwith

From: annb cwc64.com <annb@cwc64.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2025 12:31 PM

To: DJ Beckwith

Cc: Pam Choy (pc2914@att.com); duanew cwc64.com; jt cwcb4.com

Subject: Sundown Oaks Franktown, Colorado Douglas County eReferral #SV2025-005
Attachments: Sundown Oaks Franktown, Colorado.jpg

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi DJ,

This is in response to your eReferral with a utility map showing any buried AT&T Long Line Fiber Optics near Sundown
Oaks Franktown, Colorado. The Earth map shows the project area in red and the buried AT&T Long Line Fiber Optics in
yellow. Based on the address and/or map you provided, there should be NO conflicts with the AT&T Long Line facilities.

Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns.

Ann Barnowski

Clearwater Consulting Group Inc
120 9th Avenue South

Suite 140

Nampa, ID 83651
Annb@cwc64.com

The attached google earth maps are intended to show approximate locations of the buried AT&T long line fiber optic

cable. The maps are provided for informational purposes only. In no way should the maps be used for anything other
than general guidelines as to where the fiber is or is not and any other use of these maps is strictly prohibited.

From: dbeckwith@douglas.co.us <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Sent: Wednesday, June 4, 2025 2:44 PM

To: annb cwc64.com <annb@cwc64.com>

Subject: Douglas County eReferral (SV2025-005) Is Ready For Review

There is an eReferral for your review. Please use the following link to log on to your account:
https://apps.douglas.co.us/planning/projects/Login.aspx

SV2025-005, Sundown Oaks Metropolitain District, new service plan application.
This referral will close on Wednesday, June, 18, 2025.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith
Planning Resources

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
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DJ Beckwith

From: Dave Delgado <DDelgado@bannockburnhoa.org>

Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2025 2:21 PM

To: DJ Beckwith

Subject: Bannockburn HOA input to Douglas county regarding proposed new Sundown Oaks

Metropolitan District

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

To whom it may concern,

On behalf of the Directors of the Bannockburn HOA, we appreciate this opportunity to
provide our concerns regarding the proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, Project
no. SV2025-005, which will be near our HOA. Our concerns include the following :

1. The minimum size of ALL LOTS should be five acres to coincide with current
Franktown area zoning standards, as well as surrounding existing subdivision lot
sizes. Therefore, we recommend a minimum five-acre lot size for ALL LOTS to be
consistent with current resident preferences and zoning rules that are in support of
maintaining the lifestyle already in place to current residents.

2. The Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District asserts that water to households will be
provided by private wells and that there is sufficient ground water for each lot to
have an individual well for both home and outdoor use. However, there is a
significant concern among Franktown residents, including those in the
Bannockburn HOA, that the ground source of water, the Upper Dawson aquifer, is
already potentially oversubscribed/over-tapped to assure long term availability to
current residents. Specifically, if new residents access this water source based on
a higher density calculation, current homeowners could be required to pay costs
associated with drilling deeper wells in the short term and potential future public
water service connection and provision fees by a neighboring city. We find this to
be an untenable financial burden to place on current homeowners in Franktown
and surrounding cities and counties. We recommend that a different water source
other than the Upper Dawson aquifer be identified and applied to the Project.

3. Access and roads will be significantly impacted when considering the planned
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District and other planned subdivisions in the
immediate area. Costs for road enhancements and improvements are likely
required to accommodate increased traffic on Tanglewood and Highway 86 that the
developers should be responsible to pay in advance of development activities.

4. We are concerned that this Metropolitan District will introduce, amplify and
perpetuate known issues and concerns about said "districts" since they are
documented widely across Colorado as imposing long-term and in some cases
indefinite negative financial impacts to new residents and the broader community.
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In summary, your consideration of our concerns is appreciated. Please feel free to contact
me with any questions you may have.

Best regards,

Dave Delgado
Bannockburn HOA - President
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- BURN]NG Burning Tree Ranch Homeowners Association
m P.O. Box 312
I'REH

Franktown, CO 80116

RANCH btrboard@gmail.com

8/18/2025

DJ Beckwith — Principal Planner

Douglas County Department of Community Development
100 Third St.

Castle Rock, CO 80104

RE: Referral - Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District — Project File # SV2025-005

Burning Tree Ranch HOA is strongly opposed to any Metro district in Franktown, let alone one that will be bordering our
neighborhood. Sundown Oaks, which was formerly known as Oak Bluffs and Sundown developments, respectively.
These long-term, still active individual developments have been plagued with issues for years within and bordering the
neighborhoods of Bannockburn and Burning Tree Ranch.

Sundown - Bannockburn

e 73 Acres, 17 homes, 2 acres each.

e 2-acre lots are well below the 5-acre minimum for the area.

e Homes will be on well and septic systems.

e The County’s Bonus Density clause, allowing for more homes on less land if you allow more open space, doesn’t
necessarily mean that it’s the right thing to do especially when it doesn’t conform or match the surrounding area
and the open space isn’t usually conducive for wildlife corridors or ample space between homes.

Oak Bluff — Bordering Burning Tree Ranch

e 105 acres, 21 homes, 4-5 acre lots.

e A-acre average lots are similar to other neighboring areas.

e Water cisterns are already installed on site for fire protection use.
e Homes will be on well and septic systems for each lot.

e Traffic and access to the development has and will be an issue.

This site was previously going to be used as a supplemental water supply for the formerly proposed Franktown Village
development located on the SE corner of Hwy 83 and Hwy 86. Water would be piped off this site and down through
Burning Tree Ranch across Hwy 86 to the proposed Franktown Business area Metropolitan district to satisfy the water
requirements associated with the Franktown Village Planned development.

Obviously, the aquifers couldn’t handle the proposed project and needed to take water from other areas for the project
to happen. This would have put a strain on the aquifers supplying Bannockburn, Burning Tree Ranch, Pine Mor, and
Timbers Pointe which are in the immediate area.

There are No positive points for a Metro District but, plenty of documented issues such as

e Very little or no oversight on Metro districts.

e Exempt from independent ethics commissions.

e Heavy increased tax burdens on the homeowners.

e Strain on current aquifers and use of supplemental water from unsafe aquifers.
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o Developers relieved of financial burden for the project, no incentive to see or finish the project as intended —
homeowners left with the burden.

e Surrounding area suffers when project is not finished or homes stand empty because of non-affordability due to
high tax burden. Creates a “non-desirable area” affect to potential home buyers.

e The ability to carry-out eminent domain for their benefit.

e Metro District Board usually consists of the developer on the Board and decisions are based on what is beneficial
for the developer not the homeowners.

Burning Tree Ranch is NOT in support of Metro Districts in Franktown and especially for an area less than
the surrounding area for acreage and number of homes by the Sundown Oaks Metro District. The proposed
surrounding area, which includes the proposed area, is already serviced by the County, and all other areas
have individual wells and septic systems as well. To say that this development can’t be built without a
metro district in place is utterly ridiculous.

Sincerely,

Burning Tree Ranch HOA

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 163 of 462



@@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

i Department of Community Development

www.douglas.co.us Planning Resources

June 4, 2025

REFERRAL RESPONSE REQUEST

Comments Due By: June 18, 2025

File #/ Name: SV2025-005 / Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Request: Metropolitan District — New Service Plan

Information on the identified development proposal located in Douglas County is enclosed.
Please review and comment in the space provided.

E]’ No Comment
W Please be advised of the following concerns:

Qwest Corporation d/b/a CENTURYLINK, QC (“CenturyLink’) has reviewed the request for the subject development and
have determined there are no CenturyLink facilities within the subject area.

It is the intent and understanding of CenturyLink that this development shall not reduce our rights to any other existing
easements or rights we have on this site or in the area. This No objection response is submitted WITH THE
STIPULATION that IF CenturyLink facilities are damaged within the area as described, the Applicant will bear the cost of
relocation (https://relocation-request.lumen.com/rmpp/#/relocationreq) and/or repair of said facilities. - P866415

Lumen/ CenturyLink NIS| Right-of-Way Agent II | Contractor - Faulk & Foster

Agency: VeShon.Sheridan@Lumen.com / nre.easement@I|umen.com

VeShon Sheridan
Your Name: Your Signature: | /(/ /ﬁ |

(please print) Date: 6/18/2025 \/)#0»/N %\“M%NC

You are encouraged to attend the hearing(s) in the Commissioner’s Hearing Room at 100 Third
Street, Castle Rock. The hearing date(s) may be obtained by calling 303-660-7460. If you are
unable to submit written comments by the due date or need additional materials/information,
please contact this office.

Sincerely,

2= sl

DJ Beckwith
Principal Planner

Enclosure

100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 e 303.660.7460
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DJ Beckwith

From: Varner - CDOT, Jessica <jessica.varner@state.co.us>

Sent: Thursday, June 5, 2025 8:10 AM

To: DJ Beckwith

Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District Service Plan (SV2025-005)
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi DJ,

I have reviewed the referral for (Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District Service Plan) and have no
comment.
Thank you for the opportunity to review this referral.

Thank you,

Jessica Varner
Permits Unit- Region 1

P 720.541.0441 | F 303.757.9053
2829 W. Howard PL. 2nd Floor, Denver, CO 80204
Jessica.varner@state.co.us | www.codot.gov | www.cotrip.org
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COLORADO

Division of Water Resources

L oA

July 2, 2025

Department of Natural Resources

DJ Beckwith, Principal Planner
Douglas County Planning Services

Transmission via email: dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

Re: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District - New Service Plan
Case Number: SV2025-005
Part of Sec. 1, Twp. 8S, Rng. 66W, 6" P.M. and Sec. 6, Twp. 8S, Rng. 65W,
6t P.M., Douglas County

Water Division 1, Water District 8

Dear DJ Beckwith,

We have received your June 4, 2025 referral regarding the above referenced proposal

for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan.

This referral does not appear to qualify as a “subdivision” as defined in Section 30-28-
101(10)(a), C.R.S. Therefore, pursuant to the State Engineer’s March 4, 2005 and
March 11, 2011 memorandums to county planning directors, this office will only
perform a cursory review of the referral information and provide informal comments.
The comments do not address the adequacy of the water supply plan for this project
or the ability of the water supply plan to satisfy any County regulations or
requirements. In addition, the comments provided herein cannot be used to
guarantee a viable water supply plan or infrastructure, the issuance of a well permit,

or physical availability of water.

1313 Sherman Street, Room 821, Denver, CO 80203 P 303.866.3581 www.colorado.gov/water
Jared S. Polis, Governor | Dan Gibbs, Executive Director | Jason T. Ullmann, State Engineer/Director
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SV2025-005, Douglas County Page 2 of 3
July 2, 2025

The proposal seeks to create a Special District to construct, own, and operate certain
public improvements for the Oak Bluff and Sundown residential development, to be
known as the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District. (hereinafter " District"). The Oak
Bluff Development is for 21 single-family residential lots on 105 acres and the

Sundown development is for 17 single-family residential on 71 acres.

The proposed water source for each residential lot is an individual on lots well to be
constructed into the Upper Dawson aquifer to withdraw 1.0 acre-foot per year per lot,
which will be operating pursuant to the decreed augmentation plans in case nos.
95CW288 and 22CW3071.

The plan for augmentation decreed in case no. 95CW288 for 190.73 acres allows for
an average diversion of 44. 2 acre-feet annually for a maximum of 100 years for in
house use, irrigation and stockwatering. The plan for augmentation decreed in case
no. 22CW3071 allows for an average diversion of 10.8 acre-feet annually for a
maximum of 100 years for use in up to 12 wells on 12 individual lots (0. 9 acre- feet
per year per lot) for in-house use in one single family residence, irrigation, including
lawn, garden, and trees of up to 12,000 square-feet per lot and fire protection.
According to a letter dated December 21, 2023 from Canyon Creek Engineering, the
HOA for Sundown will be dedicated 1.3 acre-feet from the Upper Dawson aquifer for
irrigation for case no. 95CW288 and 1.5 acre-feet from the Lower Dawson aquifer for
the filling of the 30,000-gallon fire water storage tank for use by Franktown Fire
Department. In addition, the HOA for Oak Bluff will be dedicated 1.6 acre-feet from
the Upper Dawson aquifer for irrigation for case no. 95CW288 and 2.0 acre-feet from
the Lower Dawson aquifer for the filling of the 30,000-gallon fire water storage tank

for use by Franktown Fire Department.
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SV2025-005, Douglas County Page 3 of 3
July 2, 2025

The State Engineer’s Office provided comments on the water supply plan for the
Sundown and Oak Bluff developments in letters dated February 6, 2004, therefore we
have no additional comments on Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District Special District

service plan.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at 303-866-3581 x8246 or at

ioana.comaniciu@state.co.us

Sincerely,

mﬁwb'}

loana Comaniciu, P.E.

Water Resources Engineer

Ec: Referral no. 34140
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@@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

B R Lo Department of Community Development

www.douglas.co.us Planning Resources

June 4, 2025

REFERRAL RESPONSE REQUEST

Comments Due By: June 18, 2025

File #/ Name: SV2025-005 / Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Request: Metropolitan District — New Service Plan

Information on the identified development proposal located in Douglas County is enclosed.
Please review and comment in the space provided.

[ ] NoComment
[[] Please be advised of the following concerns:

See letter attached for detail.

Agency: Douglas County Conservation District Phone #: (303) 218 - 2622
Your Name: David Shohet, President Your Signature@mx,guw
(please print) Date:6/16/2025

You are encouraged to attend the hearing(s) in the Commissioner’s Hearing Room at 100 Third
Street, Castle Rock. The hearing date(s) may be obtained by calling 303-660-7460. If you are
unable to submit written comments by the due date or need additional materials/information,
please contact this office.

Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith
Principal Planner

Enclosure

100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 e 303.660.7460
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Docusign Envelope ID: CFOCA9CO0-7A9E-47FC-9EFE-F1698883E752

DOUGLAS

DOUGLAS COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT
PO Box 688 / 7519A E. Hwy 86 Franktown, CO 80116 / Phone 303-218-2622

DATE: June 18, 2025
RE: SV2025-005

The Douglas County Conservation District (the District) provides Douglas County subdivision
reviews as directed by Senate Bill 35. District comments are made on the suitability of soils for
the proposed land uses, floodwater management, and watershed protection. The District also
often submits advisory comments regarding rural water supply issues, agricultural land use
conversion, and endangered species protection if the development plan affects those issues.

This Service Plan is for 173 acres and 37 residential units in the wildland — urban interface and
carries “High” wildfire risk (attached and sourced from https://co-
pub.coloradoforestatlas.org/#/ ). For more information on protecting property from wildfire
https://www.douglas.co.us/building-division/wildfire-mitigation/protect-your-home-wildfire-
mitigation/ . Wildfire in this area can negatively affect the water quality downhill in Cherry
Creek.

There is no Integrated Noxious Weed Control plan and it is recommended that an integrated
weed management program be reviewed and approved by the Douglas County Weed Inspector
and/or Weed Advisory board, the County Extension Agent, Natural Resources Conservation
Service, or a qualified weed management professional prior to the land use authority approval.

There is no mention of protecting wildlife or wildlife corridors in the design of the community
as defined by the Douglas County Comprehensive Master Plan, Section 9 Wildlife
https://www.douglas.co.us/planning/master-plans/comprehensive-master-plan/.

The channels of many of the major streams are not stable and undergo substantial shifts in
alignment during flood events. Upstream development increases the magnitude and frequency
of local flooding. Floods that exceed the computed 100-year storm do regularly occur. The
District does not support development proposals that are located in or near drainages or
development that disturbs wetlands. See FEMA note above.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. Direct any questions to Heather Kelly,
District Manager, at Admin@DouglasConserves.org or (303) 218 — 2622.
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@@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

COLORADO Department of Community Development

www.douglas.co.us Planning Resources

June 4, 2025

REFERRAL RESPONSE REQUEST

Comments Due By:.June 18, 2025

File #/ Name: SV2025-0025 / Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
Request: Metropolitan District — New Service Plan

Information on the identified development proposal located in Douglas County is enclosed.
Please review and comment in the space provided.

[J  NoComment .
[X] Please be advised of the following concerns:

Section VIl #2 Storm Sewer and #4 Street Improvements - First paragraphs
should end withthe following: "all subject to the approval of Dougias County":

[J  See letter attached for detail.

| Agency:  Engineering Phone #: 4318
Your Name: Al Peterson Your Signature: AW an Petaraon
(please prini) Date: 6/18/2025

You are encouraged to attend the hearing(s) in the Commissioner’s Hearing Room at 100 Third
Street, Castle Rock. The hearing date(s) may be obtained by calling 303-660-7460. If you are
unable to submit written comments by the due date or need additional materials/information,
please contact this office.

Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith
Principal Planner

Enclosure

100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 e 303.660.7460
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@@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

HEALTH DEPARTMENT COLORADO

June 16, 2025

DJ Beckwith
100 Third St.
Castle Rock, CO 80104

RE: SV2025-005
Dear Mr. Beckwith

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the application for a Special District
Service Plan. Douglas County Health Department (DCHD) staff have reviewed the application
for compliance with pertinent environmental and public health regulations. After reviewing the
application, DCHD has the following comments.

Domestic Wells

Drinking water contaminated with pathogens can cause a variety of illnesses in humans. It is
important to protect source water from contamination, and to treat drinking water to eliminate
pathogens before it is provided for human consumption. The Colorado Division of Water
Resources (DWR) is the agency that regulates well permitting. More information can be found
here https://dwr.colorado.gov/.

On-Site Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS)

Proper wastewater management promotes effective and responsible water use, protects
potable water from contaminants, and provides appropriate collection, treatment, and disposal
of waste, which protects public health and the environment. DCHD has no objection to the
property being served by an OWTS provided that the system is permitted, inspected and
operated in accordance with DCHD’s current OWTS Regulation. In order to start the process,
the applicant may contact DCHD at the time of development. More information is available at
https://www.douglas.co.us/health-department/environmental-health/.

Please contact me at 720-907-4888 or bfreyer@douglas.co.us if you have any questions about
our comments.

Sincerely,
AL
BN %

Brent Freyer

Environmental Health Specialist Il
Douglas County Health Department

410 S. Wilcox Street - Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 - 720-643.2400 - douglas.co.us/health-department
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FRANKTOWN CITIZENS COALITION’S OPPOSITION TO
SUNDOWN OAKS PROPOSED METROPOLITION

DISTRICT

ARE METRO DISTRICTS JUST SCAMS TO PUSH THE
FINANCIAL BURDEN DOWN THE ROAD TO RESIDENTS?

|. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS NECESSARY FOR

APPROVAL OF METRO DISTRICT

Colorado statutes delineate ALL the requirements that are necessary to

approve a metro district in “Action on a Service Plan,”

C.R.S. 32-1-203 (2)
" (2) The board of county commissioners shall disapprove (Emphasis
added) the Service Plan unless evidence satisfactory to the board of
each of the following is present:
(a) There is sufficient existing and projected need (emphasis added) for
organized service in the area to be serviced by the proposed special
district.

A METRO DISTRICT IS DEFINITELY NOT NEEDED.
THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVIII STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
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NUMBER 1 AND 5 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS BELOW
AT II)

(b) The existing area to be served by the proposed special district is
inadequate for the present and projected needs.

THE EXISTING AREA 1S MORE THAN ADEQUATE FOR PRESENT

AND PROJECTED NEEDS.

THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVIil STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
NUMBER 2 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS BELOW AT lii)
(c) The proposed special district is capable of provided economical and
sufficient service to the area within its proposed boundaries.

THERE IS NOTHING ECONOMICAL ABOUT THE SERVICES
THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVIII STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
NUMBER 3 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS BELOW AT IV)
(d) The area to be included in the proposed district has, or will have,
the financial ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a

reasonable basis.

THE DISTRICT DOES NOT HAVE THE ABILITY TO
DISCHARGE THE PROPOSED INDEBTEDNESS ON A
REASONABLE BASIS.
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THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVIII STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
NUMBER 4 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS BELOW AT V)

Il. DEVELOPER MUST PROVE:
C.R.S. 32-1-203 (2)(a)

(a) There is sufficient existing and projected need

(emphasis added) for organized service in the area to be

serviced by the proposed special district.

A METRO DISTRICT IS DEFINITELY NOT NEEDED.

The Service Plan describing the "Need for the District," page 2, is vague,
ambiguous, disingenuous and conclusory. It has no facts or evidence to
support any need for a metro district. There are large developments all
over rural Franktown that meet Douglas County's Article 5 (Subdivision
and planned Developments) and meet infrastructure requirements,
traffic control/safety requirements, deceleration lanes, fire protection
requirements, surface drainage requirements, street improvements,
parks and recreation, covenant design and enforcement, and television

relay and translation WITHOUT a metro district. Developer/builders
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advanced the funds to pay for the infrastructure, including supportive
projects outside the district boundary (i.e., sidewalks, intersections,
roads, ditches, culverts, water lines, sewer lines, deceleration lanes out
onto highways, etc.). The developer/builders were paid back the costs
(and received a handsome profit) of building these infrastructure items
with the proceeds from selling the now "developed lot" (connected to
the infrastructure and supported by the other improvements inside and
outside the district boundary) to homebuilders or homeowners. By
purchasing homes, the homeowners ultimately repaid those costs and
profits just as they repaid the costs and paid profits for the person
building the home on the developed lot.

WITH A METRO DISTRICT, IT’S DIFFERENT. IN A METRO DISTRICT THE
HOMEOWNER WOULD BE “STUCK” WITH EVER CONTINUING EXTRA
TAXES OVER AND ABOVE COUNTY PROPERTY TAXES, EXTRA
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE FEES AND AN EVER BURGEONING
DEBT AS THEY ARE IN A METRO DISTRICT. THIS DEBT CONTINUES
EVEN AFTER THEY’VE PAID OFF THEIR MORTGAGE!

SIGNIFICANT: A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OF A DEVELOPMENT IN

FRANKTOWN CALLED ARROWPOINT ESTATES IS
IRREFUTABLE EVIDENCE THAT THIS DEVELOPER/BUILDER’S

REQUEST FOR A METRO DISTRICT IS NOT NEEDED.
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SIGNIFICANT: A SPECIFIC EXAMPLE OF A DEVELOPMENT IN

FRANKTOWN CALLED ARROWPOINT ESTATES IS
IRREFUTABLE EVIDENCE THAT THIS DEVELOPER/BUILDER’S

REQUEST FOR A METRO DISTRICT IS NOT NEEDED.
ARROWPOINT ESTATES IS AN ALMOST IDENTICAL, POINT FOR
POINT, DEVELOPMENT MIRRORING THE PROPOSED METRO
DISTRICT BUT IS NOT A METRO DISTRICT. IT IS VESTED IN BY
THE SAME DEVELOPER/BUILDER" THAT IS PROPOSING A
METRO DISTRICT FOR SUNDOWN OAKS .

Arrowpoint Estates Subdivision is at Hwy 83 and 86 in Franktown.

The very SAME VESTED DEVELOPER/BUILDER (Northstar Custom

Homes) of that Arrowpoint Estates is the very SAME VESTED

DEVELOPER/BUILDER for the development in the proposed Sundown

Oaks Metro District. It's important to note that an advertisement for a
home in Arrowpoint listed for $2.697 million has an even lower
purchase price than the advertised homes in the proposed metro
district, (1.8 million to 3.5 million for Sundown and 2 million to 4 million

for Oak Bluff))2 but still lists very similar development plans,

! Website for Vision Commercial Development and Residential, 2023, Owner Mr. Steve Gage, “Vision is proud to
be responsible for the land acquisition of this project. We manage the entitlements and oversaw the

infrastructure development.
2 Advertised by Vision Commercial Development and Residential, Owner Mr. Steve Gage., See exhibits 10 & 11

5
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n3

taxes and deeded water rights."*> There is no basic difference with

Sundown Oaks' plans!

IT SHOULD BE NOTED THAT on June 30, 2025 the president of the FCC
I, Inc., Diana Love and the member-at-large of the FCC I, Richard Love,
met with the vested Builder/Developer of the proposed Sundown Oaks
Metro District, Mr. Steven Gage. When Mr. Gage was asked the

reasons for proposing a metro district when the community was against

it, Mr. Gage only gave one reason. He responded: “I don’t like metro
districts either. But the County has required a deceleration lane at
Tanglewood and 86. Of the four estimates | got, $2.4 million was the
least amount. If you can get me $800,000, | will pull the request fora
metro district.”

Mr. Gage also stated that he “planned to ask $700,000 for some of the
large back, five acre lots with a gorgeous view of Pikes Peak.” It
appears (See analysis in (d) below) that the prices for the lots and the
homes will more than pay for the infrastructure, the home buildings
and the turn lane for $2.4 million plus a very large profit over and
above ALL the costs.

IT IS INTERESTING THAT MR. GAGE SAID HE NEEDED A METRO
DISTRICT BECAUSE THE COUNTY REQUIRED A DECELERATION LANE ON

3 advertisement for home in Arrowpoint Development, 1555 Arrowpoint Cr., Franktown, Builder and owner,
Northstar Custom Homes, Date February 28, 2025,. Megan Gage at Brokers Guild Real Estate, Zillow

6
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TO HWY 86. BECAUSE, ON THE COUNTY’S WEBSITE FOR
ARROWPOINT ESTATES, THE CONCLUSION OF THE
BUILDER/DEVELOPERS’ PROJECT NARRATIVE MAKES CLEAR THAT NO
METRO DISTRICT WAS NEEDED EVEN THOUGH A DECELERATION LANE
WAS REQUIRED JUST LIKE IN THIS METRO DISTRICT PROPOSAL.
“CONCLUSION Arrowpoint subdivision will provide secluded home sites
with quick access to the county road network. Homeowners will enjoy
vistas of the Cherry Creek valley as well as some mountain views within
their own lots or along the trails within the open space tracts. The
Arrowpoint Home Owners Association will be responsible for
maintaining the roadway, open space, trails, and drainage facilities
within the development. The developer plans on constructing all of the
roads, private and CDOT turn lane, [emphasis added] and drainage
features in one phase.”’

So even though the Builder/Developer constructed/will construct
almost the same scenario for both developments, including a
deceleration lane/left turn lane and there’s no metro district in
Arrowpoint, and EVEN THOUGH HE IS CHARGING MUCH MORE FOR
SOME OF THE SUNDOWN OAKS HOMES, he’s still asking for a metro

district for Sundown Oaks. What's the catch? Money.

* Douglas County Planning Pro, S82020-032
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One more very notable point: The Builder/developer has known
about, and showed his intention to apply for, the aforementioned
deceleration lane as far back as, at least, 2021, or farther. This is laid
out in his engineer’s report to the County5 as part of the construction
for the underlying development projects, Sundown Oaks, that was
started in 2019. But despite all of this time, he did not apply for a
metro district to the County until June 2025, over six years from the
start of the development project at Sundown Oaks. This significant
lapse in time between the start of the development project and the
application for a metro district appears to show the proposal fora
metro district was only an afterthought not a “need.”

To underscore that evidence, in this proposed metro district, the
Developer has not shown that the land within the District cannot/and
or will not be sold at a substantial profit to cover the costs of the
proposed improvements. The Developer/Builder is currently pre-
marketing the fully completed houses and properties within the District
between $1.8 million and $4 million.® There are 37 home lots planned

between the two areas to be developed. The anticipated infrastructure

> “A left turn deceleration lane for eastbound Highway 86 will be applied for and constructed per CDOT standards.”

Canyon Creek Engineering, 11-15-21, SB2019-038
® Advertised by Vision Commercial Development and Residential, Owner Mr. Steve Gage, See Exhibits Nos. 11 & 12
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cost is $9,057,551 in the service plan, Exhibit D. That is $244,799’ per
lot to recover 100% of the Developer’s investment. Is that cost, plus a
substantial profit, already built into the $1.8 - $4 million anticipated
price of the homes? Are the homeowners then going to be obligated to
pay a metro tax of $9,009 for the 1.8 million dollar home per year, and
$20,020 for the 4 million dollar home per year at the maximum 70 mills
levy rate, to reimburse the developer for those SAME costs?

The Developer has provided a cost estimate for the infrastructure, but
the Commissioners should require the Developer to also provide an
estimate for all costs the Developer will incur such as the cost of the
lots, and if the Developer is also the Builder this disclosure should also
include the estimated costs of constructing the house on the lot,
landscaping, and other costs incurred to fully develop the lot. Then
they should be required to disclose how much the homebuilder or
home buyer will be expected to pay for the developed lot. Without an
estimate of anticipated profit margins apart from any revenue from the
metro district, there is no way to determine the need criteria for the
proposed metro district. A very large profit here would not be
surprising as studies have shown that “developers routinely pay

themselves 200 to 1000% profit in metro district development, when

71t should be noted that in Exhibit 3 from Charles Wolfersberger this calculation is based on the Douglas County
Assessor’s valuation of the land at $2, 901, 500. Here we used the developers own valuation of $0. Service plan at

Vil, page 2.
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the industry average nationwide is 15 - 30% profit.”8 The Board of
Douglas County Commissioners has the authority to require additional
disclosures. See below under Board of County Commissioners
Authority.

There is no evidence in the service plan showing any need for a metro
district. In fact, it is patently obvious, that comparing the facts between
Sundown Oaks and Arrowpoint, coupled with the finances (see also (d)
below), will completely undermine the service plan's supposed "Need

for District.”

The statute is clear that for ANY approval for a metro district the

service plan MUST MEET the statute’s requirements for “NEED.” The

service plan does not meet that requirement.

I1l. THE BUILDER/DEVELOPER MUST PROVE:
C.R.S. 32-1-203 (2)(b)

The existing area to be served by the proposed special

district is inadequate for the present and projected

needs.

8 see Exhibit 6, John Henderson, founder of Coloradans for Metro District Reform
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THE EXISTING AREA 1S MORE THAN ADEQUATE FOR PRESENT
AND PROJECTED NEEDS.

A. NO WATER SYSTEM NEEDED

Because of the topography and location, water systems cannot even be
built at this location!

The service plan, VIII, page 4, requests the "power and authority" to
provide services that are unattainable in Franktown, e.g. distribution
systems, treatment facilities, etc. The Service Plan then states: “It is
anticipated that each individual home within the Project will receive
water service from its own (emphasis added) groundwater well.”

This is the same as Arrowpoint Estates that has no metro district
because it’s not needed. Wells are attainable for every individual
home therefore, water systems are NOT needed.

B. NO SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FACILITY NEEDED.

There are numerous private companies in the Franktown area, separate
from a metro district, that handle solid waste disposal that
homeowners would have, and should have, the ability to choose from
instead of being forced to use the metro district’s choice.

C. NO SANITATION AND WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITY

NEEDED.

11
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Only individual septic tanks can be installed to handle this. Private
companies pump out the septic tanks. Because the treatment of
wastewater in this area is through septic systems and private company
sanitation pumpers, sanitation and wastewater facilities are absolutely
not necessary.

Regardless that these are not necessary, nor can they even be built in
this area because of the topography, the service plan, still says it "shall
have the power and authority . . . to assess tap or other facility FEES
(emphasis added)...to transport wastewater to an appropriate
wastewater treatment facility." (VIll, page 5) This sentence, as do many
throughout the service plan, underscores the developer’s only reason
for their request for a metro district, MONEY, not the need for a metro
district.

The same as no water system needed, this is also the same as
Arrowpoint Estates that has no metro district because it’s not needed.
Septic system, i.e. each homeowners on-site wastewater treatment
system, are attainable for every individual home, therefore, sanitary
sewers and wastewater treatment systems re NOT needed.

D. FIRE PROTECTION NOT NEEDED TO BE PROVIDED BY A METRO
DISTRICT. The service plan acknowledges that Franktown Fire
Protection District will provide "fire protection services" NOT the metro

district. Under “Service to be Provided by Other Government Entities,

12
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the service plan states “The Project is located within and fire protection
will be provided by the Franktown Fire Protection District.” This is in
direct conflict with the service plan’s Executive Summary which states,

the “District shall be authorized to provide the following services: fire

protection...”

IV. THE BUILDER/DEVELOPER MUST PROVE:
C.R.S. 32-1-203(2)(c)

The proposed special district is capable of provided

economical and sufficient service to the area within its

proposed boundaries.

THERE IS NOTHING ECONOMICAL ABOUT THE SERVICES.

How is charging a resident twice for the cost of the same infrastructure

"economical"?

How is financing the cost of the infrastructure through developer
advances with high interest rates and then re financing that debt with a

second level of debt - paying interest on the interest on the advances

13
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where there is no marketplace control or accountability for developer
government spending (metro districts) and adding the high cost of

management companies, lawyers, consultants, accountants?

How is all this more "economical" than simply adding it to the cost of

the home (which is done anyway - see first point)?

V. THE BUILDER/DEVELOPER MUST PROVE:
C.R.S. 32-1-203(2)(d)

The area to be included in the proposed district has, or

will have, the financial ability to discharge the proposed

indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

THE FINANCIAL DESIGN IN THE SERVICE PLAN SHOWS THAT
THE METRO DISTRICT DOES NOT HAVE THE FINANCIAL ABILITY
TO DISCHARGE THE PROPOSED INDEBTEDNESS ON A
REASONBLE BASIS.’

° Contributed by Debbie Bowman, FCC Il, Secretary and Hyla Jenks, FCC I, T+reasurer
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“Colorado metro districts and developers create billions in

debt, leaving homeowners with soaring tax bills.”*°

A. The Service Plan at Section XVIII(4) incorrectly states the District has,

or will have, the financial ability to discharge the indebtedness on a
reasonable basis. As will be shown, the District does not have the
financial ability to discharge the debt the Developer proposes to
advance. The Financial Plan also clearly shows that the District can only
barely afford to pay off a $3.625 million debt. The Service Plan is
completely silent on any reasonable basis for discharging the amount of

debt allowed by the Service Plan and anticipated by the Developer.

There are also, in general, multiple contradictions and ambiguities
scattered throughout the Service Plan. The interest rate on Developer
advances changes several times throughout the Service plan. There are
multiple references to the debt the District is obligated to pay to the
Developer, such as debt limitation, repayment of debt, debt service,
debt shall be considered any outstanding bonds, notes, contracts, or
other financial obligation of the District, and the interest rate on debt.

Yet Exhibit J, Reimbursement Agreement, at number 5, states that the

1% The Denver Post, 6/26/2020
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Reimbursement Agreement does not constitute a debt or other
financial obligation of the District. Why is this financial obligation
suddenly not a debt? The Financial Plan Exhibit F Page 1 shows the
property tax revenue is based on a Douglas County residential
assessment rate of 6.7%; however, that rate was a temporary rate for
the year 2024, and the assessment rate as of 2025 is 7.15%. The
revenue that can be obtained through fees and miscellaneous other
sources has no limit, and appears to be at the discretion of the District
when and how much they chose to inflict on the future home owners.
And there is no accounting for the $75,000 annual anticipated
organizational and maintenance costs.

B. COSTS

The Developer estimates the costs of the infrastructure or public
improvements for the District to be $9,057,551. Service Plan Section
VIII(B) and Exhibit D.

There is also a litany of administrative, operational, maintenance and
organizational costs which include, but are not limited to, legal fees,
engineering services, accounting services, bond issuance costs,
compliance with state budgeting, audit and reporting costs, other
administrative and legal requirements, financial consulting fees, general
operations and maintenance costs. See Service Plan Section VIII(B) and

Exhibit J (1). Section X(F) estimates the organizational costs for the

16

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 192 of 462



District for legal, engineering, surveying and accounting services to be
$75,000; however they estimate the first year’s operating budget to be
$50,000. It is unclear if the other services and costs besides legal,
engineering, surveying and accounting are in addition to the estimated
$75,000 annual operating expenses.

C. DEVELOPER ADVANCES AND REIMBURSEMENTS Section XI

The developer anticipates advancing the funding to the District for both
capital and ongoing administrative expenses. The District is obligated
to reimburse all the Developer’s advances, which may be repaid from
“bond proceeds or other legally available sources of revenue” Section
Xl, page 10. These other available sources of revenue “may include the
power to assess fees, rates, tolls, penalties or charges,” Section X(C). Al
advances shall count against the maximum allowable debt limit of the
Service Plan.

Section X! also states that refinancing of the advances “shall not require
County approval.” Do the homeowners have a say in the refinancing of
the debt they are responsible for?

The Developer anticipates advancing approximately $9,000,000.
However, the cost of the infrastructure alone is $9,057,051. The
miscellaneous administrative, operational, organizational and

maintenance costs are a minimum of $75,000 annually; however there
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appears to be no limit on the fees, nor other sources of revenue, that

can be assessed.
D. DEBT
“The maximum debt limit is $10,000,000, which is all financial

obligations of the District.

The Service Plan Section X(G) states that the interest rate on any debt is
limited to the market rate, yet Section Xl states that Developer
reimbursements shall not exceed current Bond Buyer GO Index plus
4%. However, Exhibit J, Reimbursement Agreement, states that
reimbursements shall be made at the annual rate of 8% simple interest,
but shall not exceed the AAA 30-year MMD (Municipal Market Data)
index interest rate by more than 400 Base Points. It is unclear at what
interest rate the Developer expects to be reimbursed, but at a
minimum of 8%.

Even though the Developer expects to advance about $9,000,000, the
Financial Plan is based on a total debt for project funds of only
$3,625,000. This amount is expected to be acquired through the
issuance of 30 year bonds at 6.25% interest. This debt will be repaid by
imposing a maximum mill levy on taxable property in the District of 50
mills. The primary source of revenue to support operations and

maintenance will be a maximum mill levy of 20 mills. They are
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imposing an initial levy of 10 mills for operations and maintenance,
which leaves another 10 mill levy available to them, which can be
assessed at any time. Additionally, the bond yield is at 6.25% interest,
yet the Developer is expecting to be reimbursed at the rate of at least
8% interest.

The total bond interest on the $3,625,000 debt is 55,360,808 for a total
debt service of $8,985,808. The projected revenue from the 50 mill
property tax is $10,470,785. The projected tax revenue for operations
and maintenance at 10 mills is $2,838,332. This is assuming that all 37
homes are built, and sold, and the average value of all the homes is the
minimum value of $2,200,000, with a consistent 3% growth rate.

Since the Developer anticipates advancing about $9,000,000 for the
proposed improvements of the District, yet is only issuing $3,625,000 of
debt, that leaves a deficit of $5,375,000. The total debt limit is
$10,000,000, which is available at any time with no one’s permission or
approval. This would allow for another $6,375,000 of debt. Yet they
have maximized the revenue available through the 50 mills property tax
levy, which just barely pays off the $3,625,000 debt. They have initial
infrastructure costs of $9,057,551 plus an unknown amount of
miscellaneous operations and maintenance costs. Despite their claims
otherwise, they have no ability to repay any additional debt above the

$3,625,000. How do they plan on funding any such additional debt?
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Are they planning on using the unlimited fees, rates, tolls, penalties and

charges available to them?

The Developer also states that the total anticipated assessed value of
the District at full build out is approximately $6,205,653. Service Plan
Section VI. The debt limit is $10,000,000. That is a debt to assessed

value ratio of approximately 161%, well above what is considered a safe

ratio.

Subordinate Debt There is also a type of debt that creates even

more potential financial disaster. That type of debt is called
subordinate debt. Subordinate debt, also known as junior or
subordinated debt, is a type of debt that has a lower priority for
repayment compared to senior debt.* The catch is that “payments on

Subordinate debt cannot be made until the General Obligation bonds

are paid off.”*? subordinate debt is repaid after senior debt. This means

it carries more risk for investors, and as a result, it typically has a higher

interest rate. Subordinate debt in metro districts is often structured

as cash flow bonds, meaning principal and interest payments are not

scheduled until maturity, and unpaid interest may compound.13 A big

problem for these debts is that investors in subordinate debt face a

™ Al Overview
2 Larry Gable, Wild Point Metro District, Exhibit 6
3 Al Overview
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higher risk of non-payment if the district's revenue is insufficient to
cover all debt obligations. And if a metro district struggles to repay its
debt, it may need to increase taxes on residents to meet its

obligations.**

VI. SECTION 18A, WATER SUPPLY COMPLIANCE IS

NECESSARY TO COMPLY WITH THE DOUGLAS COUNTY

MASTER PLAN."

THE SERVICE PLAN DOES NOT COMPLY WITH SECTION 18A,
THUS, IT DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE

MASTER PLAN.

THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVill STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
NUMBER 7 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS HERE)

The particular part of the zoning regulations that this information is

most closely related to would be Section 1503-10 of Section 18A.

% Al Overview
15 section 1503-10 of Section 18 A. Al Overview
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The Service Plan states: “The District has met the requirements of
Section 18A, Water Supply — Overlay District, of the Douglas County
Zoning Resolution, as amended, as described in the Water Supply Plan
in Exhibit H. “ In reviewing Exhibit H, the problems with proper
augmentation of the Upper Dawson prevent the service plan from

meeting the requirements of Section 1503-10 of Section 18A.

Therefore, the service plan has NOT shown that Section 1503-10 of
Section 18 A has been met. This Douglas County Zoning Resolution is
“intrinsically linked” to and part of the implementation of the Douglas
County Comprehensive Master Plan (CMP). “The CMP serves as a basis
for regulatory actions, including the zoning regulations. Therefore, the
Water Supply Overlay District (Section 18A) helps implement the CMP's
goals regarding water conservation and management, according to the

’16 Without complying with

Colorado Division of Local Government.”
Section 1503-10, Section 18A, there also is NO compliance with the

Douglas County Master Plan.

IMPORTANT: THE WATER PLAN FOR THE SUNDOWNOAKS

DEVELOPMENT IS A SIGNIFICANT PROBLEM FOR BOTH THE

DEVELOPMENT AND THE PROPOSAL FOR A METRO DISTRICT.

¢ colorado Department of Local Affairs, Colorado Division of Local Government., Al Overview
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The water plan for this development requires augmentation for the
Upper Dawson as per law. Unfortunately, the Service Plan in the
Canyon Creek Engineering report, page 1, states that the augmentation
is reserved from the Laramie Fox Hills Aquifer (LFHA). See, also, Court
Order 95CW288. That is untenable. The LFHA is extremely toxic. To
use it to augment the Upper Dawson would poison wells in the Upper
Dawson. The developer will need to go back to the water court, which
has retained jurisdiction to determine adequacy, for a hearing on the
water plan for the development. That hearing would be necessary in
order to prevent the use of the LFHA and to have another adequate

aquifer decreed as the only one allowed for use to augment the Upper

Dawson.

The reasons are myriad and supported by all of the scientific literature,
and corresponding media literature and the reactions of several
different municipalities to the problems manifested by water from the
LFHA would seem to indicate definitively that this water is, if not
sufficiently treated and diluted (but not just diluted), unfit for human
consumption. Additionally, in most parts of the Denver Basin (including
the Sundown-Oaks development area), LFHA is somewhere between
2500 and 3000 feet below the surface, which would require wells

costing considerably over one million dollars each, with pumps equally
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consumption. Additionally, in most parts of the Denver Basin (including
the Sundown-Oaks development area), LFHA is somewhere between
2500 and 3000 feet below the surface, which would require wells
costing considerably over one million dollars each, with pumps equally
prohibitive in cost to the average homeowner. This is an absurd choice
as part of an augmentation agreement for the Upper Dawson aquifer if

Upper Dawson is to be used for human drinking and bathing water.
LARAMIE-FOX HILLS WATER QUALITY AND ACCESSIBILITY"

a) The Laramie-Fox Hills lies in the Denver Basin system of aquifers, and
is the deepest of the 4 major aquifers (2 of which may be further
subdivided). Its furthest vertical reaches are almost directly under
Franktown, at nearly 2400 feet. A well drilled to that depth can easily
cost over one million dollars; the pumps alone can be in the hundreds
of thousands. This great depth also makes the water physically hot,

once acquired.

(b) It is depleting very fast where it is being used. While it does
recharge, this process is infinitesimally slow and nowhere near as fast

as the use rates — slower than that of all the aquifers above it, from

Y7 Contributed by Malcolm Bedell, Franktown, 80116, Is a published paleontologist with training in geology and
other hydrology related subjects.
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in the confining rock, which has been extensively mined (over 300
known mines). Heat and bacteria working on the coal form noxious
compounds like Hydrogen sulfates and sulfides, methane, and nitrites —
all exceeding EPA standards. Manganese, selenium and iron are also
present in large quantities, the iron staining clothes; the other metals
having other detrimental effects. Hydrogen sulfide is corrosive to iron,
steel, copper, brass, and silver cooking utensils. Coffee and cooked food
are affected. lon bases of water softening systems are destroyed,
producing black slime. Sulfates can have a strong laxative effect on both
people and livestock, leading to dehydration — a special maximum
allowable level of 250 mg. per liter. Levels hundreds of times that have

been found in L-FH wells.

d) Only 5-10 percent of Elbert and Douglas County wells (as of 2014)
were L-FH, used mostly for livestock and industry. Mathematical
models devised to show what should be found in many of these wells

have not corroborated well with actual findings — it can be far worse.

e) The process of cleaning this water is more difficult than with any
other in the Denver Basin. This involves treatment with acids, dilution
with water from other aquifers in a continuous process over time.
Sometimes, expensive “shock treatment” of wells becomes necessary.

Simple chlorination is inadequate.
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f) Robson and Banta (1995) describe “putrid odor and little value for
most uses, such as drinking water.” Douglas County says, “In the deeper
portions of the basin, high water temperatures and sulfur content in
the coal beds makes this water less desirable for municipal supply.”
Highlands Ranch blends water from other aquifers with the Laramie-
Fox Hills (20 % L-FH) but had to build an entire treatment plant to do so
which involves adding sodium hypochlorite, ammonia and other
chemicals to clear the water of poisons of various kinds, then restore
disturbed pH balances with caustic soda. While this is for human
consumption, it is very expensive and is only allowed at peak water use
times in the middle of summer. The town of Bennett found also that it
had to build an entire treatment plant (theirs over 2.5 million dollars in
1990s currency value) and, once again, could only use it sparingly. The
town of Castle Rock will reduce development credit to 1/3 of normal if
Laramie-Fox Hills water is being proposed as part of a plan due to the
“speculative yield and exceptional production and treatment costs of
this resource.” If L-FH is “encumbered under a not-non-tributary

augmentation plan,” then no development credit will be allowed at all.

g) Laramie-Fox Hills water is proposed to be part of the augmentation
plan for the “not-non-tributary “Upper Dawson water at Sundown-Oak

which, in turn, is proposed as the subdivision’s primary water supply.
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To our best knowledge, no test wells have been drilled there to the L-
FH which would result in an inadequate well field analysis. Further,
there are no L-FH wells in anything like the immediate vicinity.
Everything about this part of the proposal is supposition and surmise. In

court, that would be called “hearsay.”

h) How exactly could this water practically be considered for its
designated purpose when it is the dirtiest, deepest, most expensive to

drill, and most difficult to treat and clean?

Therefore, this service plan is NOT credible in order to prove required
compliance with 1503-10, Section 18A either as part of an
augmentation plan for the use of the Upper Dawson, nor as any sort of

back-up for future well failures in the Upper Dawson.

Parenthetically, using maybe the Lower Dawson as a source for the
38,000 gallon cistern offered as a solution to the needs of firefighters
who would be charged with protecting the new subdivision might, also,
not be a best choice considering the high use rate for this aquifer both
in terms of how fast measurements at known sensing stations have
seen decreases in the height of its water table as well as its popularity

among homeowners in surrounding subdivisions, thus, the needed
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water court’s review for an adequate augmentation aquifer for the

Upper Dawson

VII. THIS PROPOSED SPECIAL DISTRICT IS NOT IN THE

BEST INTERESTS OF THE AREA TO BE SERVED

C.R.S. 32-1-203

2.5) The creation of the proposed special district will be in the best

interests of the area proposed to be served.

THIS PROPOSED METRO DISTRICT IS NOT IN THE BEST
INTERESTS OF THE PEOPLE TO BE SERVED.

THEREFORE, REQUIRED DOUGLAS COUNTY SERVICE PLAN REVIEW
PROCEDURES IN XVIll STATUTORY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
NUMBER 9 HAVE ALSO NOT BEEN MET. (SEE ANALYSIS HERE)

The Service Plan makes the bold claim that the proposed District is in
the best interest of the area to be served and also that the financial
agreements are in the best interest of the current and future taxpayers,
but is it actually in the future taxpayers best interest to have all this

debt burden placed on them before they even purchase property in the
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District? Who is actually looking out for the future tax payers? They
have no voice in the formation of the proposed District, nor the
financial agreements that create the debt that they will ultimately be
responsible for repaying.

“Colorado law permits developers to elect themselves to serve on a
district’s board of directors, then use that position to approve tens of
millions of dollars in public financing for their businesses, and
leverage the property taxes on homes they haven’t yet built. No
regulations stop these developer-controlled boards from approving
arrangements that are financially advantageous to their business,
allowing them to finance overly ambitious plans without fear of
liability, knowing future homeowners ultimately shoulder the

burden.”®

In fact, in this proposed metro district, the future homeowners will be
subject to the following exorbitant tax rates for the combination of the
district taxes (70 mills maximum) and the County taxes for Franktown
(86.184 mill levy):

For the minimum priced 1.8 million dollar home, the district property
taxes are $9009. The county property taxes are $11,092, for a total of

$20,101 per year.

8 EDITORIAL: An Unsettling Story About Colorado Metro Districts, Part Two, Bill Hudson, 4/30/2025
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For the maximum priced $4 million dollar home, the district property
taxes are $20,020. The county property taxes are $24,648 for a total of
$44,668 per year.

A metro District Board can add these property taxes and any fees (no

limit on these in the service plan) to each home even before there are

any buyers!

VIll. ENFORCEMENT OF METRO DISTRICT

MISHANDLING:

A. More oftén than not, metro districts which are mishandled generally
have no enforcement for violations. “Colorado's 2,000+ metropolitan
districts remain one of the least regulated forms of government in
Colorado. “*® “The Colorado Division of Local Affairs (DOLA) strengthens
local communities by providing resources, funding, and technical
assistance in areas like housing, property tax, and community
development. DOLA works with local governments and community
leaders to enhance governance, address housing challenges, and
improve property tax administration,””° but it does not have regulatory

oversight over metro districts. “There is no state agency or division that

* Wolfersberger, LLC
Deolorado Division of Local Affairs, Al overview
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has regulatory oversight over metro districts,”*" so there is no oversight

or enforcement for violations of C.R.S. 32, fraud, breached contracts,
violations of the service plan, TABOR election violations, misuse of
public funds, noncompliance with voter imposed borrowing limits, and
ethical violations by Metro Districts and their developers.22 “Colorado
voters passed Amendment 41 which added Article XXIX “Ethics in
Government” to the State of Colorado’s constitution. Amendment 41
created the Colorado Independent Ethics Commission (CIEC). . . [But,
even though Metro Districts are quasigovernment entities],. . . Per
Section 2 of Article XXIX, the definition of “local government” includes
counties and municipalities but “it excludes special districts created
under the Special District Act’>(emphasis added) And A Denver

Post investigation into the inner workings of the state’s 1,800 metro

districts found a “governmental system that operates without the usual
oversight of voters, without the usual restrictions on conflicts of
interest, and without the usual checks and balances to ensure
communities won't spiral into insolvency.”24

AN EXAMPLE HAPPENING RIGHT NOW: Mount Carbon Metro District.

A developer in that district has no water connection which leaves the

2 colorado Department of Local Affairs, Jacob Miler, Administrative Assistant 1I, 7/22/2025, See Exhibit No. 1
22 see Exhibit No. 2

2 Wolfersberger, LLC

% The Denver Post, 6/26/2020
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homeowners with no water at all, yet the developer is still selling
homes! “Re: More Red Rocks Ranch homeowners left high and

dry. And around the Denver metro area and beyond, a reported 30
prospective Red Rocks Ranch homeowners are living in hotels, Airbnb’s
and with family members, waiting to close on new homes that have no
water taps to serve them. . . . Mount Carbon Metro District agreed to
build the town infrastructure required to meet the development’s
needs, but hasn’t yet completed all that work or finished a required
update to its intergovernmental agreement with Morrison. . .. David
O’Leary, an attorney for Mount Carbon, said in October 2024 that he

believed the new IGA would be ready in about a month. Nine months

later, [emphasis added] it remains unfinished and unapproved. . .

Meanwhile, Lennar’s Red Rocks website says it is “actively selling” and

offering “incredible deals.””

% Colorado Community Media
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B. BECAUSE THERE’S NO STATE ENFORCEMENT, MUNICIPALITIES ARE

PROHIBITING OR RESTRICTING METRO DISTRICTS

Municipalities dealing with metro district problems are increasing
in number. Because of the problems with metro districts for the
municipalities, and, especially the homeowners, municipalities across
Colorado are either ending metro districts in their municipality or

putting significant restrictions on them. Just some examples are:

1. Pagosa Springs.

At a town council meeting, April 29, 2025, “Planning Commission
member Mark Weiler begin to open the discussion to the most crucial
question: why would the Town want to allow a problematic form of
government that can end up doubling the property tax burdens for
homeowners?”2® On June 3. 2025, the city of Pagosa Springs passed a

law prohibiting metro districts in the town limits.

2. Aurora

“Limits mill levy for debt repayment to 50 mills and sets a maximum
term for mill levy imposition at 40 years. Financial Restrictions:

. Mill Levy Cap:

Metro districts are limited to a maximum mill levy of 50 mills for debt

repayment, with adjustments allowed for the Gallagher Amendment.

25 EDITORIAL: An Unsettling Story About Colorado Metro Districts, Part Two, Bill Hudson, 4/30, 2025
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. Mill Levy Term:

The term for imposing a mill levy for debt repayment is capped at 40

years.
« Debt Limitations:
Restrictions are placed on the structure and interest rates of privately
placed debt, requiring external financial advice.
. Taxation Oversight:

The City of Aurora requires developers to provide written notice to

homebuyers about the maximum debt mill levy and the district's taxing

authority"27

3. Loveland

“Established Title 20 of the Loveland Municipal Code to regulate metro

districts, including 18 requirements for service plans covering taxation,

debt management, transparency, and ongoing oversight. ..

.amendments to the city's metro district code, including expanded

disclosure requirements for homebuyers, mandatory signage in metro
district neighborhoods, and the requirement for intergovernmental
agreements between metro districts and the city. These changes aim to
enhance transparency and accountability for metro districts, addressing
concerns about debt management and mill levies.

Here's a more detailed breakdown:

27 . . e .
Aurora Metro District restrictions, Al overview
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« Disclosure Requirements:
New amendments require developers to disclose more information to
prospective homebuyers, including a notation in online property listings
about the property being within a metro district and the potential for
additional tax assessments.

. Signage:
Mandatory signage will be required in metro district neighborhoods to
further alert potential buyers about their status.

. Intergovernmental Agreements:
Metro districts will now be required to enter into intergovernmental

agreements with the city to ensure better coordination and

enforcement of regulations.
. Ongoing Refinement:

The city is continuing to refine its metro district policies, including the

. 28
service plan.”

4. Fort Collins

“Key Aspects of Fort Collins Metro District Policies:

Transparency and Disclosure:

The City requires that residents buying homes in a metro district
understand how it will impact their property taxes, including the mill

levy and debt term.
Public Benefits:

28| oveland Metro District restrictions, Al Overview
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The city prioritizes metro districts that offer extraordinary public
benefits, such as affordable housing, and may award points to
development proposals meeting certain criteria in areas like housing

and infrastructure.

Council Discretion:

City Council retains the authority to approve, conditionally approve, or
reject service plans for metro districts on a case-by-case basis.

Review Process:

The city reviews metro district service plans, and there's an automatic
review in two years to assess the policy's effectiveness and make

necessary adjustments.

Limitations:

The maximum mill levy for a metro district is 50 mills, and debt terms

are typically limited to 40 years."29

5. Commerce City “Their municipal code outlines sanctions for

» 30

metro districts that violate service plans or applicable laws.

6. Berthoud ... “has restrictions related to property development,

including specific rules for subdivisions, driveways, and public
improvements. Additionally, there are regulations for parking, vehicle

. 1
storage, and even pet control in parks and open spaces.” 3

7. Longmont “Longmont City Council has placed restrictions on the

creation of metro districts, particularly those focused on residential

% £ort Collins metro ddistrict restrictions, Al overview
3% commerce City metro district restrictions, Al overview
%! Berthoud Metro District restrictions, Al overview
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development. These restrictions include limits on the number of
residential units in mixed-use developments and require increased
oversight by the council. Additionally, Longmont has ordinances
regulating activities in commercial areas and addressing noise levels,

among other things."32

IX. COLORADO STATUTES AND CASE LAW ALLOW THE
TAKING OF PRIVATE PROPERTY BY METRO DISTRICTS
UNDER EMINENT DOMAIN

(C.R.S. 32-1-1004, C.R.)

Pursuant to certain restrictions by statute, a metro district does have
the power of eminent domain. This power gives metro districts the
ability to reach OUTSIDE its boundaries and, USING EMINENT DOMAIN
A METRO DISTRICT, CAN affect surrounding properties for certain
purposes.

The statute reads.

“A metropolitan district may have and exercise the power of eminent
domain and dominant eminent domain and, in the manner provided by
article 1 of title 38, may take any property necessary to the exercise of

the powers granted, both within and without the special district

32 Longmont Metro District restrictions, Al overview
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(Emphasis added), only for the purposes of fire protection, sanitation,
street improvements, television relay and translator facilities, water, or
water and sanitation, except for the acquisition of water rights, and,
within the boundaries of the district, if the district is providing park and
recreation services, only for the purpose of easements and rights-of-
way for access to park and recreational facilities operated by the special
district and only where no other access to such facilities exists or can be
acquired by other means. A metropolitan district shall not exercise its
power of dominant eminent domain within a municipality or the
unincorporated area of a county, other than within the boundaries of
the jurisdiction that approved its service plan, without a written
resolution approving the exercise of dominant eminent domain
(Emphasis added) by the governing body of the municipality in
connection with property that is located within an incorporated area or
by the board of county commissioners of the county in connection with
property that is located within an unincorporated area(Emphasis

added).”

In 2019 “the Colorado Supreme Court confirmed that the exercise of

condemnation authority by a developer-formed metropolitan district

constitutes public use, so long as the purpose of the taking is for some

public benefit.“>® Carousel Farms Metropolitan District v. Woodcrest

* News and Events, Otten Johnson Robinson Nef and Raganetti, 2019
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Homes, Inc. “The Colorado Supreme Court’s decision reverses a

Colorado Court of Appeals decision that had stymied many

metropolitan districts’ efforts to condemn public right of ways, utility

easements, and parks and trails in connection with new development

projects.” Thus, if the proposed Metro District is approved, any of

these that fit within the statute that Sundown Oaks wishes to use

eminent domain to accomplish will now be allowed!

The question then is; do any of the areas delineated in the proposed
metro district fit within the statute? The service plan states at POWERS
AND RESPONSIBLITIES, VI, page 5, Parks and Recreation, “The District
SHALL [emphasis added] have the power and authority to . . .construct,
acquire, install . . . public park and public recreation centers . . .bike
trails, pedestrian trails, pedestrian bridges . . . and other services,
programs and facilities, . . land and easements, together with
extensions and improvements thereto.”

Based on the requested POWERS AND RESPONSIBLITIES service plan
request and the case law, IF APPROVED, the proposed metro district
can use eminent domain for the taking of private property outside the
boundaries of the proposed metro district!

The areas around this proposed metro district are rural residential

HOAs and should NOT ever be subject to eminent domain from a metro

district.
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X. BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS AUTHORITY.

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS HAS THE

AUTHORITY TO REQUIRE INFORMATION IN THE SERVICE

PLAN, TO APPROVE THE SERVICE PLAN, TO DISAPPROVE

THE SERVICE OR TO CONDITIONALLY APPROVE THE

SERVICE PLAN.

Because of the service plan’s significant deficiencies, this service plan
should be denied. In the alternative, the Board has authority to request

further information.
1. C.R.S. 32-1-202 states:
2) The service plan shall contain the following:

(h) Information, along with other evidence presented at the hearing,
satisfactory to establish that each of the criteria set forth in section

32-1-203, if applicable, is met;

(i) Such additional information as the board of county commissioners
may require by resolution on which to base its findings pursuant to

section 32-1-203;

2. C.R.S.32-1-203 STATES:
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1....WITH REFERENCE TO THE REVIEW OF ANY SERVICE PLAN, THE
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS HAS THE FOLLOWING
AUTHORITY:

(c) To conditionally approve the service plan subject to the submission

of additional information relating to or the modification of the

proposed service plan.

For the BOCC to accurately assess if the service meets the statutory and
County requirements, in addition to the financial disclosures required

above, the BOCC should also require the following:

a) The Commissioners should require prior approval of the TABOR
election ballot measures, to ensure the following:
(1)The total amount of authorized debt in the TABOR election is
no more than the amount of debt authorized in the Service Plan,
and preferably no more than the $3,625,000 proposed in their
financial plan that can be repaid. If the developer needs to issue
more debt, they must come back to the County for permission
until the residents begin to arrive and can provide checks and
balances on issuing debt they will be obligated to pay.
(2) The TABOR ballots do not eliminate the right of future

residents to vote on issuing bond debt and expressly expire in 3

years.
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AND:

(3) No fees may be assessed by a board which includes persons
affiliated with or receiving any income from the developer
without first submitting the question to a vote of the residents
who will be paying the fees, and any fees must be re-approved
annually.

(4) The price paid for each developed lot must be confirmed with
affidavits from the homebuilder or homeowner.

(5)The Developer must provide monthly documentation of all
money received, the source of the income, and the costs paid to
any vendor for operations related to the metro district.

(6) Any financial agreement entered into by the developer on
behalf of the future residents should expire once the residents
begin to arrive, and may only be validated by a ballot measure
presented at an election of the residents by more than 10% of

home-owning residents who have no financial interest in such

agreement.
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XI. CONCLUSION

For all the reasons stated above, and as has been shown, the Service

Plan has failed to show that a metro district is necessary to serve the
future residents of the area. The District does not have the ability to
discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis, and there
is also no evidence that the proposed District is in the best interest of
the future residents. Profit alone is definitely NOT sufficient to meet
the statutory requirements.

A. DENIAL OF THE PROPOSED METRO DISTRICT:

Based on all of the above, the Franktown Citizens’ Coalition respectfully
requests that Douglas County deny the developer’s request for the

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District.
B. FURTHERMORE, in the interest of ALL of the citizens of Douglas

County, the Franktown Citizens’ Coalition requests that the Douglas
County Board of Commissioners takes a public position that the
creation of anymore metro districts in Douglas County Will Not be
approved. Because metro districts at least DOUBLE the homeowners’
tax burden, plus uncontrolled fees, they are not in the best interests
of the citizens of Douglas County. “Financing through a metro district
is more expensive because in most cases the developer is double

dipping . . .” With a metro district “financing there are two loans, two
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» 34

sets of interest and paying interest on interest. With a position of

not approving any more metro districts in Douglas County, the
Commissioners will protect their citizens of Douglas County from the
over burdensome, financial problems that metro districts create. Seea
prime example, Exhibit 2, Two Bridges Metro District. Also, supporting
this request is the potential damage caused by metro districts clearly
explained by John Henderson, a published expert on metro district

abuse in his letter to the County included herein.*

Respectfully submitted by,

FRANKTOWN CITIZENS’ COALITION 11, INC., BOARD AND STEERING
COMMITTEE

Diana Love, President

Troy Dayton, Vice President

Debra Bowman, Secretary

Hyla Jenks, Treasurer

Richard Love, Member-at-Large

Steering Committee
Malcolm Bedell

Bob Skowron
Kimberly Adams

3 see Exhibit 6, page 2. John Henderson, founder of Coloradans for Metro District Reform
% see Exhibit 6, John Henderson, founder of Coloradans for Metro District Reform
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Xil. EXHIBIT LIST

1. Email from the Colorado Department of Local Affairs

2. Opposition Letter and timeline from Korin Barr, past
President of Two Bridges Metro District.

3. Letter from Charles Wolfersberger LLC, President

4. Letter from Chuck Howell, past board member. Fox Hills
Metro District

5. Letter from John Henderson, founder of Coloradans for
Metro District Reform

»

6. Opposition letter from Larry Gable, Wild Point Metro
District

7. Opposition letter from Dave Delgado, President,
Bannockburn HOA

8. Opposition Letter from Alan Erickson, President, Fox Glen
HOA

9. Letter from Bob Speaker, Broker Owner, Keller Williams
Action Realty
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10. Vision Commercial and Residential advertisement, Mr.
Steven Gage, Owner

11. Vision Commercial and Residential advertisement, Mr.
Steven Gage, Owner
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Exiibit L
July 25, 2025 “ paﬂes-

To the County Commissioners:

MY hame is Korih Barr: homeowner anhd former President of the
Two Bridges Metropolitan DistriCt in Franktown, CO.

1 am 200% OPPOSED to any Metropolitan DistriCts being allowed
nhot only in Douglas County but the entire State of Colorado. My
husband and I bought a 10t in December of 2018, and until Qctober
Of 2019, 2 weeks before we were to Close oh our home, we were in a
Metropolitan District, and that was it! NO details, ho explanhation,
no paperwork, just a blanket statement from our [ender that our
monthly payment was rising over $1,000 t0 accommodate the Mill
Levy! Every time, even in writing, when asked what our taxes would
be, we were told $5500 until it more than doubled to aCCommodate
the 65 Mills...whatever that meant at that time! Throughout our 11
months of building, NOT ONCE did ahy employee, the
owners/developers of our subdivision even our {ender, disClose
WHAT this was and WHY! Had we khown, T Cah guarantee you we
would NOT haVve built our million-dollar-plus home knowing we
would hever pay off the debt our Developer placed us in. As you
will read, attached a detailed timeline of what happened and WHY 1
spearheaded, alohg with a couple of my neighbors who were
DUPED as well, to reCall the Developers off the Board anhd get on
the Board.

Few Homeowners in our State would even Khow where to begin to

Figure this out and take the time without PAY researching,
educating, and trying to fix what these developers did. When we

1
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toOoK over, we were 380k in the RED from a developer-ruh Board.
They were 9 months delinquent on paying our management Company,
at the time, and our legal and accounting firtms. 1 recently resigned
after spending almost 7 years trying to right their wrongs, ahd 1 am
pleased tO say that our Metro District is in the Black by nearly
$400,000. ] also discovered costs that should have been developer
costs Charged to the Metro District in our Bonds. e are litigating
t0 get reimbursed for those fees, amongst other things.

You will see that the County Commissioners approved a ridiculous
amount of Credit for our Developer to use if heed be, up to $186
Million. That is insanity to the max!

This needs to STOP. It only hurts the hardworking taxpayers and
enriches even more the wealthy developers who make g ton of
money anhd are greedy ahd wanht more!

This is NOT ajoke. This is people's livelihood being ruined beCause
Of this insane debt they get saddled with, and T am sure there are
sitnilar issues to Two Bridges in every Metro DistriCt. Please do not
let this builder do a Metropolitah DistriCt in Franktown!

Respectfully,

Korin Barr
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ES METROP A

December 30, 2018. Put a deposit oh the Lot to build.
Asked a specCific question: What would taxes be on a
purchase price of $1,200,000? Was told by the Sales
Manager $5500/year. NO MENTION OF LIVING IN A
METROPOLITAN DISTRICT. HOUSE WOULD BE
BUILT BY NOVEMBER 2018.

April 2018-Break Ground: STILL NO MENTION OF
METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
OCTOBER.2018-Finalized mortgage and closing date was
QOctober 30, 2018.

OCTOBER.30, 2018-received a phonhe Call from the lender
that they made a mistake, and our monthly payment was

3
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g0ing up by over $1000 beCause our property taxes were
going to be doubled, $11,000. OFf course, this made ho
sense t0 US, SO we asked why, and that is wheh we were
told halfheartedly, we lived ih @ Metro DistriCt, and that is
why the cost went up. e asked what that was to hot only
the salesperson, but even the owners of the Compahy that
built our home. e were met with silence. Qur Closing of
our house got delayed by two weeks to November 13 of
2018. We had sold our house. \Je were staYing at a friend’s
house ih our subdivision ahd had howhere to go. We could
have gotten out, but they had us over a barrel. e moved
in, and that is when we met ahother future heighbor who
had closed six weeks before we did, ahd we all had the
same concerh. What is the Metro District? We had been
going to the developer-run board meetings throughout,
asking questions about this Metro DistriCt, onhly to get
dismissed.

July 2018-attended a budget board meeting where the
developer-run board, Consisting of the two owners and
three Of their employees, discussed bonhd information.
They were very Cagey as a |ot Of uhder-contraCt
homeowners ahd home buyers were present, ahd it felt like
they didht want to talk openly in this publiC meeting
because we were all there. We left, ahd two weeks [ater, in

4
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August 2018, they held ahother meeting, whiCh was hot
made public, ahd they voted oh our current bohd, A, and
bond B debt. Bond A was for $3.2 million, and Bond B was
for $580,000. BY that time, we figured out Kind Of What
was going oh and have been doing our due diligence on our
prompting, three HOMEOWNERS, my husband and 1,
included, to retain ah attorhey to help us recall the
developers and their employees off the board. BY
December 2019, another homeowner who spearheaded this
got onh the board; the three employees resigned, and we
kept ohe Of the developer owners onh the Board. TO put it
mildly, the two owhers were not happy that we Called this
reCall ahd were successful.

DECEMBER 2019-PRESENT- My Capacity from DeCember
2019, when ] beCame Treasurer of the Two Bridges
Metropolitah DistriCt, then President in 2023,-has allowed
able to deep dive into every single document about how our
Metro District Came about and what it all meant. To have
uncovered that this builder had put hot only myself, but my
fellow heighbors, and every future homeowner who would
come to build, in severe debt, T made it my mission to figure
this out. ] reached out to DOLA. ] reached out to the
state of Colorado. ] reached out to former attorheys and
accountants who helped develop this Metro DistriCt and

5
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got myself an education I hever expected. e found
documentatioh showing that the August 2018 board
meeting was hot to be made publiC, breaking every rule of
Metro District disclosure for publiC meetings, SO they
could vote these two bonds through. I uncovered that
prior to us doing the recCall, the developer-run board was
getting ready to initiate more bond debt as the County
Commissioners gave them up to $186 million for our TwWO
Bridges Metropolitah District. A key person at DOLA
explaihed to me that from the county level up to the state
level, developers, lenders, brokers, Or, fOr |aCK Of a better
expression, all in bed together, they were all getting greased
by taxpayer money. That's what these Metro DistriCts do.

Two bridges are anh uhusual place to have a Metro DistriCt.
We are 60 homes. The infrastructure had already been put
in by a prior developer who ownhed our lahd ahd ended up
going bankrupt. Qur current developer purchased this
property while it was in foreclosure and somehow manhaged
t0 saddle us with the debt from the previous developer
that went through banhkruptCy, ahd inCur a few more
expenses uhder them, ahd put that on us,
HOMEOWNERS. Knhowing what ] do about what is
justifiable expenses and what are developer expenhses my
fellow board member and ] plowed through endlessly
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documents after documents, finances after finances
Creating spreadsheets asking attorheys what was legitimate
Metro District costs and what were |egitimate developer
COStS tO uhcover huhdreds of thousands of dollars that
were incorrectly put into a bonhd that we are paying for.
We uncovered a $1.3 million error in the final bond
paperwork submitted to the bank that holds our bonds.
Out of all the legal entities, the accountants the auditors
who had to approve these numbers I Canhhot believe that
myself who flunked math in ninth grade together with my
fFellow board member who was a teacher we uncovered a
$1.3 million error that went into our bonds and ho one
caught it yet we are Stuck paying for that error. How is
this possibly fair?

Over the years, we have listened to OCCasional hewsCasts
about Metro District and people like me who have spent
their lives working to be able to build their dream home,
and have never been disclosed in a Metro DistriCt, and
what that means. They are hever disclosed the debt
incurred that is being turned over to them, anhd as theyre
trying to enjoy their home that they save their money for
their whole working lives year after year find out that they
Cah ho [onger afford their home because their property
taxes keep going up to accommodate the Mill Levy and

7
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next thihg you know these people are upside down and they
can’t afford to stay in their dream home. The interest
rates on these bond debts are obsCene, 8% per ahhuf, and
will hever get paid in my lifetime, my Children’s lifetime, Or
even my grandchildren’s lifetime. And when they do come
up after 30 Or 40 Years, the developer gets to take the tax
behefit write-off. This is a very Clear example of how the
developer does what I call a double dip, and they get paid
on the front by the homeowner building with them and
their |ot premiums. They jack up their COsts by 80% Oh the
desigh center, and then they get us agaih with these Metro
Districts, and theyre making hand over fist, and we
taxpayers may even have to decClare bahkruptCy. It starts
with the county Commissioners, and it goes up from there.
Until that gets Changed, any future homeowner building or
buying in a Metro District will Suffer. To me, that is
criminal. We are the laughingstock of the United Gtates Of
America. Florida has CCDs. Most of the builders will pay it
Off rather thanh saddle the taxpayer with the bill. And if
they do saddle the taxpayer with the bill, theyre at full
disclosure, SO people know what they're getting into and
have a choice, and it is for a much shorter period at a raté
that is afFordable. California has Melaruse. Melaruse got
changed when the HOMEOWNERS in California realized
what the politicians were doing and making money againh at
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the expense of the taxpayer. They got sued, and now it has
chahged, and it’s @ more favorable Kind of way Florida
works. In Colorado, they doh’t Care. They keep taking out
these Metro Districts, approving them, giving these
developers ah unlimited amount Of spending money to put
the future taxpayers and homeowners in debt forever.
What is wrong with this picture, and when will it stop?

The bottom line, as far as I am concerned, with all of My
wealth of knowledge that I know about Metro DistriCts,
they are destructive, and they are only a vehiCle to make
the developers and their cronies richer at the expense of
the taxpayer. 1 have yet to find ohe Metro DistriCt (Other
thah Highlands Ranch, which, ih my opinion, is the only
Metro District that has done it right, the way Metro
Districts in Colorado were set up in 1980 t0O dO). Tt is the
responsibility of the Developer ahd Realtors who represent
their clients to be educated on the Metro DistriCt, and
there is no excuse for failure to disclose. And when ] say
disciose, I mean everything. Every homebuyer has the right
to Know where their money is going to why, ahd how it got
t0 that point. This should not be brought to their
attentioh after the fact. The only way to avoid this, in my
opinion, is to get rid of them. Shame oh the county
commissioners £or approving this unlimited amount of debt.

9
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In addition, some county commissioners ruh on a platform
that theyre here to serve and proteCt the homeowners and
the taxpayers of the county they live. That’s not true. That
is not what has beeh happening with these Metro DistriCts.
And the only reason why they are hot getting dissolved is
because they are a money maker for everyone involved,
except the homeowner/taxpayer. There needs to be better
oversight on these audits of these expenses that get put on
the homeowner through these bonds. 1 should hot have
spent the last 6 % years Of my life researching this, learning
about it, educating myself, and fighting for repayment of
funds that went into our bond debt and demanding
through our council of our Metro DistriCt that the
developer reimburse us for those costs. In my mind, our
bonds for our Metro District should be taken away, ahd let
all Of us live in this community where we were all told our
property taxes were going to be half of what they are;
instead, half Of what they are going to pay Off this dept
that the developers put us in.

1 have recently resighed my position as President of the
Two Bridges Metropolitan DistriCt, as I have accomplished
what ] heeded to, which is making sure that there are
certain monies that get reimbursed by the developer into
our Metro District. I have set my Community up with

10
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saVvings how instead of the hegative dollar amount we were
in when we recalled our developers Off the board.

1 Support 100% ahy effort against Metro DistriCts being
used in Douglas County, and for that matter, in the wholé
state Of Colorado. Every part Of my being tells me that this
is wrong and uhfair, and completely illegal. 1 hope someone
reads this and takes this very seriously. Iam leaving the
Gtate of Colorado, and a big part Of that is beCause almost
2 years ago, my husband and 1 wanted to build our dream
home, and it has been hothing but a headache from day
one. e wanted to build our dreatm home ahd relax, and
never have to worry about money, and the Metro DistriCts
have taken all Of that away from hot only me, but my fellow
heighbors. Tt’s a real shame that these Metro Districts, in
my mind, take away from anyone wanting to have the
American dream.

11
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Wolfersberger, LLC

Undockins Nerghborbond Wealth
8354 Northfield Blvd
Building G, Suite 3700
Denver, CO 80238
{720) 541-7725
July 25, 2025
Douglas County

Department of Community Development
Planning Services
100 Third Street, Castle Rock, CO 80104

Re: Proposed formation of the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

To whom it may concern:

| have been asked by certain citizens within the County to share information and my professional
experiences that may be useful in evaluating whether a need exists for the proposed formation of the
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (District) in Franktown.

| am the president and owner of Wolfersberger, LLC, which specializes in providing management and
accounting services for Colorado metropolitan districts. Wolfersberger, LLC serves over 35 metropolitan
districts in Colorado and its clients are comprised solely of homeowner-controlled metropolitan districts.

| am a CPA and, prior to starting my firm in 2011, worked 9 years for the Public Company Accounting
Oversight Board, an agency formed by the US Government to oversee the work and conduct of CPA firms
that audit the financial statements of companies that are publicly traded on the US stock markets.

For the past three years, | have testified at the State Capital in favor of a bill (that has failed three years in
a row) that would cause metropolitan district boards to become subject to the oversight of the Colorado
Independent Ethics Commission (which was created by Colorado voters in 2006 through an amendment
to the Colorado Constitution).

Home Lot Sales Analysis

Per the Douglas County Assessor’s website, the current assessed value of the four undeveloped land tracts
(totaling 177.3 acres) that comprise most, or substantially all, taxable land within the District is

approximately $2,901,500.

Per Exhibit D to the District’s proposed service plan, the total estimated cost to install public
improvements within the District is $9,057,551 — which includes a cost contingency totaling $1,256,250
or 13.8% of the total cost estimate.

Per the proposed service plan, the total number of home lots within this District totals 37 home lots.
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Between 2012 and 2021, annual operating profits of the seven largest home builders in the United States
ranged between (2.0%) and 23.9% and the 10-year average operating profit margins of these builders
ranged between 8.3% and 18.5%.

if home lots within this proposed District sold for an average of $400,500 per lot, such lot sales would
generate revenue of approximately $14,818,500 — which is 23.9% above $11,959,051, which is the
combination of the current assessed value of the land plus 100% of the total estimated cost to install
public improvements within the District. 23.9% is the highest annual operating profit margin achieved
among the seven largest national home builders between 2012 and 2021.

Generally, land developers should be allowed to earn a reasonable rate of return on their land
development activities or else it will be difficult for land to be developed. However, governments should
not be used to assist private companies with earning extraordinary rates of return on their investments.
If the landowner is projecting the average lot price to be greater than $400,500, then it is likely the
formation of the Sundown Oaks Metro District and subsequent issuance of debt by this District will
force homeowners of the District to pay property tax assessments for the next 30 years to fund
extraordinary profits realized by the developer of this project.

Undeveloped home lots between 1.5 areas and 2 acres (half the size of the average 4-acre sized lots within
the proposed District) within the Fox Hill subdivision — which is less than 2 miles east of this undeveloped
land — sold in the approximate range of $235,000 and $399,000 between 2018 and 2022. Based on the
home lot sales history in Fox Hill, it appears reasonable that the landowner within the District could sell
vacant lots at or above $400,500 per lot, which would likely result in the landowner not only recovering
most or all costs incurred to install the public infrastructure but also earn a reasonable profit from such

construction activities.

Conclusion: If the average home lot sales price within the District exceeds $400,500, it may be difficult
for the petitioner of the proposed District to reasonably support its claim and conclusion (per XVl of the
proposed Service Plan) that sy fficient need” exists for government-financed public infrastructure within

the District.

Proposed Borrowing Limit of Proposed District
Section X.G.1 of the proposed service plan establishes a maximum borrowing limit of $10 million.

Exhibit F (Financial Plan) to the Service Plan contains a payoff projection for the District issuing $3,625,000
in debt. The payoff projection assumes the District levies the maximum allowed debt levy (50 mills) over

a 30-year period.

Based on the financial assumptions provided in Exhibit F, the proposed District will not generate sufficient
tax revenue under a 50-mill debt levy to repay a debt greater than $3,625,000.

Conclusion: The proposed $10 million maximum borrowing limit provided in the proposed District’s
service plan is 275% higher than the maximum amount of debt the District is able to repay per the
Financial Plan in Exhibit F to the Service Plan.

Page 2 of 3
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The General Economics of Current Land Development Does Not Support the Need
to Create Metro Districts

| have evaluated the purchase and sales of land developed for residential use over the past 10 years in
Colorado by reviewing deeds filed with the Clerk & Recorder’s Office of several counties that document
the price of raw land purchased by developers and, subsequent to the installation of public infrastructure
on such land, the prices of vacant home lots on such land sold by developers to home builders.

| have also evaluated the cost of public infrastructure constructed by such developers by reviewing the
financial statements of developer-controlled metro districts that provide the developers with debt-funded
subsidies that are equal to all or a majority of all public infrastructure construction costs such developers
claim they have incurred to develop their raw land.

| am aware of numerous instances over the past 10 years where land purchased by a developer is
developed and then subsequently sold by the developer to home builders at substantially higher prices
than the developer’s land purchase cost and the developer’s claimed costs to construct the public
infrastructure on such land. In many cases, the revenue from home lots sales collected by developers has
been well over 100% higher than the developers’ original land purchase prices and public infrastructure
construction costs.

Based on land purchase and sales data | have collected, funds from debt issued by metro districts and
provided to such developers in most cases cause the net profits realized by developers from home lot
sales to exceed 200% (and as high as 1,500%).

The County should consider the following two basic facts related to land development:
Fact #1: Generally, developed land is more valuable than raw, undeveloped land.

Fact #2: Generally, developed land {which enjoys the benefits of public infrastructure) can be sold
for a higher price than raw undeveloped land.

Conclusion: The County should consider NOT approving the creation of this proposed district unless the
developer can demonstrate home lot prices will be substantially lower than $400,500 and the

construction of the public infrastructure on this land is not financially viable without receiving tax-funded
subsidies from a metro district.

Respectfully submitted,

(ud> L/W

Charles Wolfersberger, CPA
Wolfersberger, LLC

Page 3 0of3
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Please see below. | have a 5 year history of living in a Metro District in Douglas County. |
have also served as a resident board member in Fox Hill Metro
District #2.

Mr. Beckwith,

| appreciate the opportunity to share my experience with Metro Districts.

Chuck Howell
3095 Red Kit Rd.

Franktown, CO 80116

Metropolitan Districts (MD's) perspective points

o All Metro Districts in Colorado lack any real government oversight as stated by the Attorney
General of Colorado's office...Kurtis Morrison, Asst. Attorney General of Colorado, 7-10-2025.

e Metro Districts have a lack of timely enforcement and mechanism for enforcement of issues for
residents when there are issues. Example is audited financial. There is no government agency
that has authority to enforce the audit laws for MD as stated by the State of Colorado's
Auditor's office. Marissa Edwards officials in the state auditor's office. In the Fox Hill
development the developer is two years behind in required state audits with no penalty for lack

of compliance.

e In MD's with only a single board that is controlled by the developer by that time residents are
allowed to be elected to the board the developer board has already imposed on residents
financial conditions through their property taxes conditions that they had no voice in and no

recourse action.

e In the Metro District structure of a Service District and a Taxing District (Master —Servant) as in
Fox Hill (Douglas County) this structure is actually inefficient, contrary to what service plans
outline. Service plans are confusing and contradictory as written by the legal team of the
developer. In the case of Fox Hill the service plan was written by David O'Leary, the attorney for
the developer. The Developer initially and controls both boards and selects its members. In Fox
Hill those two boards were made up of the same members. The taxing district board is now
made up of residents but based on the service plan have no legal authority to manage the
district. So residents while even serving on the board have no authority to run or manage the

district.
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e County Commissioners are not knowledgeable about MD's and the legal staff of the county also
is not very knowledgeable about MD's so you see how legal teams of developers dictate the
conditions for MD's in Douglas County.

e In MD's you have taxation without the representation of residents. Developer controlled boards
set the mill levies that MD residents will pay. NO resident input is required or allowed by these

developer controlled boards.

e MD's hide the financial debt that future residents will be responsible for through their Douglas
County property taxes. There is not full disclosure to property owners who buy property in a
MD. Once a buyer purchases property in a MD they are indebted to the district for the
repayment of debt issued by the developer. This in essence is a “Tax for Profit” scheme allowed

by Colorado MD laws.

o The majority of home buyers are not fully informed of the taxing authority of a MD and most
real estate agents are not aware of what a MD is and in fact fail to disclose to their potential
buyers what a MD is. A third party real estate listing more often than not does not disclose that
a property is in a MD example....In Fox Hill all third party listing list the for sale property has
having HOA fees when in fact Fox Hill has no HOA or HOA fees but does have MD quarterly fees

above and beyond MD property taxes.

e The bottom line is that MD's are not resident friendly and allow Developers to make millions in
profit by using Douglas County property taxes to repay them for infrastructure that is already
paid for through the sale of lots within the MD.

e MD district housing is NOT more affordable in fact the housing in a MD is more expensive as
shown by many studies. Example: Metro District Impacts on Housing Costs, Anderson Economic

Group, March 2021

e This spring of 2025 the Town Council of Pagosa Springs, Colorado voted to not allow the
creation of MD's in their jurisdiction after months of study on the subject.

Chuck Howell
3095 Red Kit Rd.
Franktown, CO 80116

Former Treasure Fox Hill Metro District #2
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FCCII Opposition to Metro District

From John Henderson <jkhjr1@gmail.com>
Date Tue 7/29/2025 4:00 AM
To Dbeckwith@douglas.co.us <Dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Cc Love Diana <rllove1@msn.com>

To the Honorable Douglas County Board of Commissioners

| write to endorse and fully support the significant research and analysis contained in the study and
report prepared by FCCII.

| was a resident of Solterra, a large community in Lakewood Colorado that recalled its developer board,
installed a resident board and then, through the residents, took control of our taxing and spending for

our metro district government.

Since initiating that effort, | have continued to research everything written and otherwise published
regarding metro districts nationally as well as the rest of the country.

| am an attorney admitted in Colorado. Over the past 45 years | have actively advocated on behalf of
residents regarding land use issues in Connecticut, Virginia, Kansas and Colorado. | have represented
both residents and developers professionally in addition to my extensive volunteer work.

| have been a developer.

In Colorado | have been recognized as a published expert on metro district abuse by the Denver Post,
the Denver Gazette, CBS Local Station, numerous local news papers, the City of Lakewood, the City of
Longmont, the City of Erie, the City of Dillon and Jefferson County. I have published more than a 100
articles, videos and training publications on Colorado metro districts. | was a founding member of
Coloradans for Metro District Reform and have testified at state legislative hearings for 5 years regarding
metro district reform. | have also answered calls from more than 100 residents, potential homebuyers,
real estate agents, news organizations and towns asking me to evaluate particular districts. My first
evaluation of my district in Solterra in 2015 took about three months because the documents were hard
to find and not readily available from the developer controlled districts. Documents are still not readily
available but | know where to find them and they are, not surprisingly, routinely very similar. The
evaluation process now takes a couple hours.

All my work is volunteer.

| have evaluated the metro district at issue here. | have published that information for the residents,
some of which has been vetted and included in the FCCll study and report.
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My evaluations are anchored in the developer's documents. Much of what | do is simply disclose
documents that are not readily available and help explain how the documents are created, how they
structure metro districts and what they do to the future residents and community at large. Again, the life
and impact of metro districts is very similar from one to another of the over 2000 districts in Colorado.
The location and numbers change but the foundational financial and governing mechanisms are virtually

the same.

As here with this new district, there is no need for the district unless the developer can meet its burden
under Title 32 to prove to the County that it is cheaper to the residents to finance repayment for the cost
of infrastrcture through metro district financing instead of financing the repayment through the cost of

the homes.

The math is pretty simple.

Financing through a metro district is more expensive because in most cases the developer is double
dipping - charging for the cost of the infrastructure in the cost of the developed lot he sells to a
homebuilder or himself as the homebuilder, which cost is passed on the the homebuyers. The
homebuyer pays for their share of the infrastructure, including construction of public improvements
outside the district like a turning lane for a highway, when they pay for the home property. Then, under
the guise of metro district financing, as if they had not already paid for the infrastructure when they
bought their home, the residents are required to pay again - a second time - for the infrastructure
through the metro district taxing. Double dipping. Pay when you buy the home. Pay again through
metro district financing. Same infrastructure.

Even if the developer proves through verifiable documentation available to the public that they are
discounting the cost of the homes and NOT charging for the infrastructure when they sell the developed
lot or home (and the homes are, in fact. that much less expensive), financing that repayment cost
through metro district financing is still more expensive than through home mortgage financing
(assuming the homebuyer needs a mortgage and doesn’t pay some or all in cash).

With a mortgage there is one loan. One line of interest. With metro district financing there are two
loans, two sets of interest and paying interest on interest. There are the developer advances which are
loans with interest. Then there are the bonds to pay off the advances. The bonds carry interest
payments paying down the advances and the interest which accrued on the advances. Again, the simple
math shows metro district financing is always more expensive. There is no “need" to charge residents

more for the same product.

And the metro district finance model doesn't end with issuing bonds. There is also the cost of a
management company, lawyers, accountants and consultants to make sure the district complies with all
the Title 32 regulations. Typically this significant cost of running a metro district is another profit center
for the developer as he funnels his costs through the metro district (at additional profit).

From the studies we have conducted and seen, developers routinely pay themselves 200 to 1000 % profit
in metro district development when the industry average nationwide is 15 - 30% profit. This is, by
definition, not the most economical way to pay the developer back for their advances to fund
infrastructure costs. Metro district financing is, by definition, the opposite of "affordable” housing.

Mysreseach; and experience also shows that the governance of metro districts through the developer
undown Oaks Metro_olltzir gIStI'_ICt New Service Plan . . .
domunated mvardsdssall designed 1o ensure that the developer, not the residents, maintains complete
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control over the residents taxing and spending until the developers lock the residents into debt payable
to third party investors (i.e. the Teachers Retirement Fund in llinois). This is the exact opposite of
representative government guaranteed by the United States and Colorado Constitutions.

The check and balance applicable here are you. The residents who will unwittingly become subject to
"agreements” the developers entered into with themselves "on behalf of" these residents (with whom
there is an absolute conflict of interest) will have no power until it is too late and they are buried in debt
with zero accountability for how the money was spent and zero ability to provide oversight while the
money is being spent. That is your job. And under Title 32 you have the power to require monthly
oversight and control over when and how much debt is issued. The FCCII raises defects in the financing
and governance of this particular metro district which cannot be ignored without violating your fiduciary
duty to the community and future residents.

A true test of the viability of this district is simple. If the developer decides to withdraw the application
for a district because "its not worth it" to comply with the necessary oversight and limitations on taxing
and spending as well as adherence to fundamental governance provisions, then there is no "need" for a

metro district.

Let the marketplace do its job. If residents decide to buy the home with the cost of infrastructure paid
through the cost of the home, they are making a fully transparent and well informed decision. The
county should not be complicit in enabling developer's efforts to compromise the power of the
marketplace by limiting the informed homebuyer's choices, increasing the cost and not fully disclosing
knowledge of the additional costs to the homebuyer.

Homebuyers know exactly what they are getting for how much when they buy without a metro district.
Not so much with a metro district.

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. Your community is very fortunate to have
volunteers like the FCCII group.

All my work the past 9 years has been volunteer. We don't do it for money or personal gain. We do it,
we make these sacrifices, because the integrity and ultimate success of local government demands it.
And if self government doesn't work at this level, there is little hope for it anywhere else.

John Henderson
207-607-1822

Sent from my iPhone
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Commissioners,

My name is Larry Gable and | live in Elbert County. I was an Accountant
for 40+ years and currently live in a Metro District. Knowing what |
know today, | would never buy a property in a Metro District. Their use
by Developers is egregious and abusive. After 16 years, myself and 4
neighbors took control of our Metro District and immediately saved our
community $20,000 per year in annual costs. Unfortunately, the
majority of the damage to our community was already done.

| would like to address the topic of "Subordinated Debt". When
Developers create a Metro and issue the general obligation bonds,
interest and payments begin immediately with interest payments every
6 months. The first two or three years there are no homes to assess, so
the Developer must make the payments accordingly. These payments
are "expensed" by the Developer and end up on the Balance Sheet as a
receivable known as "Developer Advances".

I will use the Ritoro Metro District as a classic example. The General
Obligation bonds were issued in 2019 for $13,000,000. In 2022, the
Developer, his wife and children controlled the Metro District and
decided to convert the "Developer Advances" of $3,100,000 into
Municipal "tax-exempt bonds", aka, Subordinated Debt at 7.50%. The
prevailing interest rate was around 4.50%.

Here is the catch, payments on Subordinated Debt cannot be
made until the General Obligation bonds are paid off. In this case, that
will be 2049. Compound interest will accrue until the first payment is
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made in 2050. The balance of the Debt in 2050 with principal and
interest will be $22,600,000. Payments of principal and interest over
the next 13 years will total $36,300,000, completely tax free to the
bondholder, the Developer or his family in this case. The average
annual Metro District property tax for this will be a minimum of $8,335
for the 13 years on top of their customary property taxes.

Developers use the Metro District to literally rip their consumers

off. They are the only ones who benefit at the expense of the
homeowner. There is no oversight by DOLA. An ethical Developer will
pass the "infrastructure costs" on to the home buyer upfront and all of

this nonsense will go away.

Developers will tell you the average cost per home is $30,000 to
$35,000 for the infrastructure. | would bet money they do not reduce
the price of their homes by this amount. The long term cost to the
homeowner after 30 years will be in the neighborhood of $150,000
when Metro District Management fees are included.

Should you require additional input, please feel free to contact me.
Respectfully,

Larry Gable

33265 Wyndham Cir

Elizabeth, CO 80107

303-632-6140
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July 29, 2025

To: Douglas County Board of County Commissioners via "DJ Beckwith”
<dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Subject: Subject: Bannockburn HOA updated and amended input to Douglas

County regarding proposed new Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

On behalf of the Directors of the Bannockburn HOA, we appreciate this opportunity to
provide our updated and amended comments and concerns regarding the proposed
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, Project no. SV2025-005, which will be near our
HOA. Our concerns include the following:

1. After further review, it is our understanding that because of the application of the
bonus density regulation that was requested and approved, Douglas County has
already provided approval for lot sizes less than the minimum size of five acres
on a portion of the development. We are disappointed since a minimum five-
acre lot size for all lots would be more consistent with current resident
preferences to support and maintain the lifestyle already in place for current
residents. Another concern is that their consultant, Canyon Creek Engineering,
indicated that the larger lot will be "roughly 4.5 to 5 acres". Under Franktown's
rural residential zoning, 5 acres is the minimum.

2. The Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District asserts that water to households will
be provided by private wells and that there is sufficient grou nd water for each lot
to have an individual well for both home and outdoor use. This alone should
negate the need for a Metropolitan District. However, there is a significant
concern among Franktown residents, including those in the Bannockburn HOA,
that the ground source of water, the Upper Dawson aquifer, is already potentially
oversubscribed/over-tapped to assure long term availability to current residents.
Specifically, if new residents access this water source based on a higher density
calculation, current homeowners could be required to pay costs associated with
drilling deeper wells in the short term and potential future public water service
connection and provision fees by a neighboring city. We find this to be an
untenable financial burden to place on current homeowners in Franktown and
surrounding cities and counties. We recommend that a different water source
other than the Upper Dawson aquifer be identified and applied to the Project.
Further, it is our understanding that a water source for augmentation of the
Upper Dawson is the Larimer Fox Hills Aquifer, which we understand to be highly
toxic. The potential use of that aquifer, in combination with the Upper Dawson
aquifer or another water source, could literally poison and contaminate the
water sourced from the Upper Dawson aquifer or to another water source, and
should be avoided entirely. Lastly, since a wastewater treatment facility is not
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allowed or feasible in Franktown, this is another reason there is no need for a
Metropolitan District regardless of the water source.

3. Access and roads will be impacted when considering the planned Sundown
Oaks Metropolitan District and other planned subdivisions in the immediate
area. Costs for any road enhancements and improvements are li kely required to
accommodate increased traffic on Tanglewood and Highway 86 that the
developers should be responsible to pay in advance of development activities.
This does not necessitate the need for a Metropolitan District as those costs
could be incorporated into lot and development costs paid by future
homeowners as a one-time cost. For example, the nearby Arrowpoint
development did not require a Metropolitan District, and it too required
enhancements to roads to the subdivision.

4. We are concerned that this Metropolitan District will introduce, amplify and
perpetuate known issues and concerns about said "districts" since they are well
documented widely across Colorado as imposing long-term and, in some cases,
indefinite negative financial impacts to new residents and the broader
community.

In summary, your consideration of our concerns is appreciated. Please feel free to
contact me with any questions you may have.

Best regards,

Dave Delgado

Dave Delgado
Bannockburn HOA - President
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From: Alan Erickson
President, Fox Glen HOA
Franktown

To: Douglas County Commissioners
Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, Sv2505-5

Fox Glen is a rural neighborhood south of Franktown, where | live and
serve as presidentof the HOA. | am writing to express my opposition to the
proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District.

The Upper Dawson aquiferis already oversubscribed and its use should be
discouraged fornew developments. The Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer should

not be used due to its poor water quality.

A metropolitan district is potentially harmful to the community and has no
place in a rural development such as Sundown Oaks. There are many
cases of terrible outcomes from metropolitan districts in Colorado.
Individual wells and septic systems mostly obviate the need for a
metropolitan district. Development costs can be conveyed to the owners at
purchase. Maintenance of common amenities can be managed by an HOA.

Thank you for your consideration.
Alan Erickson
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A metro district and/or a HOA are both involved in the sale of homes, but they differ in
their purpose, cost, taxes, and governance

Douglas County Board of County Commissioner's

As a professional real estate agent dedicated to maintaining transparency and providing
valuable information to my buyers, | believe it is essential to introduce a real estate
document. This document should be given to and signed by buyers, indicating that the
homes they will be viewing are located in a Metro District. It should clearly be stated
that these homes may be subject to specific regulations. Additionally, it should inform
prospective buyers about the need to research the offerings and provisions of a Metro
District, as well as the possibility of additional taxes and costs.

To facilitate this, the Real Estate Board should develop an additional disclosure form to
be provided to buyers. Furthermore, the seller's contract packet should include a
checkbox to indicate whether the home is in a Metro District. The responsibility for this
would fall on the Real Estate Board, agents, and brokerage houses.

In the interest of transparency, builders' sales offices in "New Communities" such as
Independence and Gold Creek should also provide prospective buyers with a document
indicating that the community is a Metro District and that additional costs may apply.
This document should be given to prospective buyers when they sign in to view the
model homes. The burden of this responsibility would lie with the builder and the sales
office.

it is crucial for the real estate community and prospective buyers to understand that a
Metro District may or may not offer additional assets. However, it is important for
everyone to be aware of the potential benefits or drawbacks.

Bob Speaker

Keller Williams Action Realty
Broker Owner
303-517-7692
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Oak Bluff © Tanglewood Drive and Oak Bluff Under construction
Estates Lane, Franktown, CC 80716

Oak Bluff Estates, an exclusive 20-iot gated sanctuary in Franktown, Colorado, ofters 5-acre
estates designed for uxury fiving, with homes ranging from $2 1o $4 million. Surrounded by
towering trees and panoramic views of the Front Range, this community promises unparaileled

seclusion and elegance, just a short drive from Denver and Colorado Springs. Set to ...

Know More ae Commercial

A& 20 Units Q 4 Miilion
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Sundown © Tanglewood Drive and Sundown
Estates Court, Franktown CO BOTI6

Under Construction

Sundown Estates, a premier 17-lot fuxury gated community in Franktown, Colorado, redefines

high-end living with two-acre lots boasting stunning Front Range views and lush, treed privacy.
Strategically located between Denver and Colorado Springs, this exclusive development sets a
new benchmark for luxury in the region, with homes priced from $18 to $3.5 million. Building on

Know More ss Commercial

& 17 Units @ 3.5 Million
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DJ Beckwith

From: Diana Love <rllove1@msn.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 20, 2025 12:52 PM

To: Matt Jakubowski; DJ Beckwith

Cc: Troy Dayton; Debbie; Hyla Tryon Jenks

Subject: Renewed request for continuance of Sundown Oaks Planning Commission Hearing

scheduled on August 4th

Mr. Jakubowski and Mr. Beckwith,

I am including you both because both of you have been involved with this project from two different
perspectives. We have requested this continuance because of the complicated problems/issues/law with the
Sundown Oaks application for a Metro District in Franktown. The significant amount of time that transpired
for, and between, the time of the approval of the development that is the basis for the Metro District request,
compared to the short time for the request for a Metro district, has been one of the reasons that created
these complicated issues and the need for in-depth research of the application of Colorado laws. The
Franktown Citizens Coalition (FCC Il) requested at least a 90-day continuance of the Planning Commission
hearing on August 4th. Sundown Oaks development was in the approval process for over 6 years without a
request for a Metro District until just this June 2025 which gives the community very little time to prepare on
the extremely complicated issues and laws.

Mr. Beckwith, your response to the FCC II's request for an extension was only that you forwarded it to the
applicant but, as yet, had not received a reply. We understand and appreciated your response, but because of
the shortness of time, we need a decision and so are renewing our request. We are hoping our request will
be approved. To deny a continuance request from the community if the applicant either does not respond or
has the authority to require our continuance request be denied, would put control of the County's hearing
process in the applicant's control. This is not a balanced approach to County government where all sides'
requests and issues must be equally considered and decided on.

We are also requesting an updated schedule for the whole process because there are different dates on
submittals from the applicant.

Thank you very much for your consideration of this request.
Respectfully,
Diana Love

President
FCCI
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DJ Beckwith

From: Diana Love <rllove1@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2025 11:28 PM

To: DJ Beckwith

Subject: RE: Sundown Oaks Metro District hearings
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Beckwith,

So it's their decision alone? Constituents have no say even though the time frame picked by the applicant does not give
the affected community very much time?? Something's wrong. Who would be the person at the County to reach out to
in order to get the date changed?

Diana Love
President
FCCII

-------- Original message --------

From: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Date: 7/17/25 12:53 PM (GMT-07:00)

To: Diana Love <rllovel@msn.com>

Subject: RE: Sundown Oaks Metro District hearings

Greetings Ms. Love,

The proposed dates are still the same as we discussed on the phone.
e PC Meeting August 4™, 2025 @ 6pm
e BCC Hearing September 9%, 2025 @ 2:30pm

Your request to postpone has been forwarded to the applicant. At this time, the applicant has not responded to that
request and has shown that they wish to proceed with the application.

All the best,

DJ Beckwith | Principal Planner

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Planning Resources

Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104

Direct | 303-814-4330 Main | 303-660-7460

Email | dbeckwith@douglas.co.us
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From: Diana Love <rllovel@msn.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 17,2025 11:40 AM

To: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Subject: Sundown Oaks Metro District hearings

Mr. Beckwith,

| am reaching out for information on a couple of things please.

First: | have received no notice on the hearing dates for Sundown Oaks application for a Metro District.

Second: People in my community have sent me emails from you to them about the tentative dates already.

Third: My organization has requested a continuance due to the short turn around time that Sundown Oaks has asked
for giving the community little time to prepare.

Please let me know. Thank you.

Diana Love
President
FCCII, Inc.
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DJ Beckwith

From: Diana Love <rllove1@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 8, 2025 10:40 AM

To: DJ Beckwith

Cc: TROY Dayton; hyjinx79@q.com; Debbie; snoflke18@hotmail.com; Malcolm Bedell; Bob
Skowron

Subject: Sundown Oaks Proposed Metro District's requested date for Planning Commission
Hearing

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Mr. Beckwith,

We are requesting an extension of proposed Planning Commission date of August 4, 2025.

The Sundown Oaks proposed Metro District presubmittal plan has requested meeting and hearing dates. The firstis a
meeting with the staff which can include outside agencies, etc. It's not clear when this will occur. We would respectfully
like to be included in those meetings.

Also,

We would ask staff to begin their review of these first issues below. Many more issues and facts will follow in an
opposition paper we will be filing.

I. SUNDOWN OAKS PROBLEMS:

A. The FCC I, after review of the proposed Sundown Oaks service plan, sees MANY issues/problems with the service
plan not meeting, just for example, the statutory requirements of:

C.R.S.,Section 32
And,

Douglas County's
Comprehensive Master Plan.

B. Problems with other areas:
1. Finances - the proposed financial plan is confusing and doesn't present well.

2. Service Plan has the most holes in areas dealing with: is there even a need (C.R.S
32) for a Metro District in this area? (There is NOT!). (Other C.R.S. requirements are not met, which will be addressed in
our opposition paper) Issues like water quality safety (not water rights) problems are not met, etc.

3. Potential future eminent domain requests (areas that financially could have serious, negative effects)

4. Fees on top of County taxes and fees (property taxes, operation and maintenance fees, etc.)

1
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 254 of 462



5. Surrounding community needs that conflict with a Metro District. The controlling statute (C.R.S. 32) shows this.

6. Significant conflicts in service plan. One small example of many, see on commercial area of the service plan. Section 6,
pg 3. Says "0 Sq feet of commercial space" but on the next paragraph it says "approval of the service plan does

not constitute or imply approval of...the total site/floor area of commercial or industrial buildings identified in this
service plan.

There are many, many more issues!
Il. RESPECTFULLY, THE FCC Il ASKS FOR A COPY OF ANY STAFF MEETING MINUTES WITH SUNDOWN OAKS.

IIl. Further comments/details will follow as issues with reviews of this plan. and facts on this, are developed. Our
opposition paper will be extensive and detailed, so it will take time. Also, we are working with other Metro Districts, and
experts, on the tremendous difficulties that Metro Districts cause. As you are aware, interacting with other districts
takes time.

Because of that, and more, we respectfully ask that the Planning Commission date requested by the developer of
August 4, 2025 not be set on that date, and it be extended 90 days, at a minimum.

Sincerely,

Diana Love
President
FCCII, Inc.
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DJ Beckwith

Subject: FW: Development in area of Metro District

From: Diana Love <rllovel@msn.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 17, 2025 9:46 AM

To: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Subject: RE: Development in area of Metro District

Mr. Beckwith,
Thank you again for your courtesy. Please do forward my request to meet with the applicant.
Best regards,

Diana Love
President
FCCII

———————— Original message --------

From: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Date: 6/17/25 9:19 AM (GMT-07:00)

To: Diana Love <rllovel@msn.com>

Subject: RE: Development in area of Metro District

Good Morning Mrs. Love,

In response to your question on meeting with the applicant of Sundown Oaks MD. We can let the applicant know that
you have reached out and would like to set time for a meeting, however, the County will not facilitate a meeting. The
referral process is for the purpose of letting the applicants know what issues and concerns are present with any given
project, and we forward that communication to the applicants so they are aware and can respond to those issues. The
public hearings are another place to allow for public opinions to be heard and addressed by the applicant before the
Planning Commission and the County Commissioners, as they make their determinations on approval of the project.

Please let me know if you would like me to forward your request to meet to the applicant.

| hope this helps clarify your question. Let me know if you have any additional questions.

All the best,
DJ Beckwith | Principal Planner
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DJ Beckwith

From: Diana Love <rllove1@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 4, 2025 4:50 PM

To: DJ Beckwith

Cc: Troy Dayton; Debbie; Hyla Tryon Jenks

Subject: RE: Douglas County eReferral (SV2025-005) Is Ready For Review
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Thank you for the referral.

This has lots of issues/problems we will be addressing in detail and getting out to the community. Even as a start, there
aren't even 5 acres per residence, as required by county zoning, etc. etc! There seems to a lot of "yo yo" effects where
if they don't get/like one thing, they will keep going back and forth for approvals on different things. Also, it appears
there are many issues regarding the CMP, regardless of the statement that it is in "substantial compliance with the CMP
30-28-106, as amended."

The problems laid out wherein the "existing services in the area to be served by the District is inadequate for present
and PROJECTED (emphasis added) needs" are just a beginning of the problems, etc. this development brings.

Much more to follow.
Thank you again. Best regards,

Diana Love
President, FCC Il

———————— Original message --------

From: dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

Date: 6/4/25 2:45 PM (GMT-07:00)

To: rllovel@msn.com

Subject: Douglas County eReferral (SV2025-005) Is Ready For Review

There is an eReferral for your review. Please use the following link to log on to your account:
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapps.douglas.co.us%2Fplanning%2Fprojects%2FLo
gin.aspx&data=05%7C02%7C%7C6d7c4a81e0514c08cae508dda3a8bbee%7C84df9e7fe9f640afb435aaaaaaaaaaaa%7Cl
%7C0%7C638846667287843757%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIIYiOilwLjAuMDAwWMCIs
[IAiQiJXaW4zMilslkFOljoiTWFpbClslldUljoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=i%2Fj24w%2Fer9xbTIwAXm3QBn3%2F
hgACgnaip99eZoM%2BnMI1%3D&reserved=0

SV2025-005, Sundown Oaks Metropolitain District, new service plan application.
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This referral will close on Wednesday, June, 18, 2025.
If you have any questions, please contact me.
Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith

Planning Resources
100 Third Street
Castle Rock, CO 80104
303-660-7460 (main)
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@ Xcel Energy*

1123 West 3 Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80223
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY Telephone: 303.285.6612

violeta.ciocanu@xcelenergy.com

June 11, 2025

Douglas County Planning Services
100 Third Street
Castle Rock, CO 80104

Attn: DJ Beckwith
Re: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, Case # SV2025-005

Public Service Company of Colorado’s (PSCo) Right of Way & Permits Referral Desk
has reviewed the plans for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District and currently has no
apparent conflict.

As a safety precaution, PSCo would like to remind the developer to call the Utility
Notification Center by dialing 811 for utility locates prior to construction.

Violeta Ciocanu (Chokanu)

Right of Way and Permits

Public Service Company of Colorado dba Xcel Energy

Office: 303-285-6612 — Email: violeta.ciocanu@xcelenergy.com
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Memorandum
HilltopSecurities m

AHilltop Holdings Company.

8055 E. Tufts Avenue, Suite 350 Mattie Prodanovic

Denver, CO 80237 Senior Vice President

(303) 248-2518 Direct Mattie.Prodanovic@hilltopsecurities.com
Date: June 30, 2025
To: Douglas County, Colorado

Subject: Review of Proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Hilltop Securities Inc. (“Hilltop™) has been engaged by Douglas County, Colorado (the “County”) to review
the proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the “District”).

Hilltop’s review is based on the assumptions provided by the Organizer and other publicly available
information. Our report should not be viewed as an independent economic forecast or as a confirmation of
assumptions for the cost of public infrastructure, real estate market, development cycles, current or
projected property values, or construction and absorption of homes within the development.

District Overview and Summary of the Service Plan

The District will utilize a single district structure and the total Service Area of the District is approximately
173 acres, all of which is expected to be utilized for residential development. At full build out, the Organizer
anticipates the District will include 37 residential units that will be developed between 2027 and 2032, with
an average home value of $2.2 million. The District’s projected assessed value at full build out for collection
in 2034, assuming development is completed in 2032, is projected to be approximately $6.2 million.

The Service Plan establishes a Maximum Total Mill Levy for the District of 70 mills, comprised of a debt
service mill levy and operations and maintenance mill levy. The maximum levy for debt service is 50 mills
and the maximum mill levy for operations and maintenance is 20 mills, although the Service Plan states a
planned levy of 10 mills for operations and maintenance. Both District mill levies are subject to adjustment
to changes in the calculation of assessed value based on changes to the calculation assuming a base year
calculation of 2026. The Service Plan states that while the District can adjust its mill levies higher to account
for changes in assessed value calculations that would otherwise negatively impact District revenues, it is
also required to adjust mill levies lower if adjustments are made to the calculation of assessed value that
increase revenues solely from the change in calculation such that any adjustment is revenue neutral.

The Service Plan limits the total amount of debt that can be issued by the District to $10 million. This debt
limit is inclusive of all new money proceeds including funds allocated for project costs and costs of
issuance. It is assumed that it is also inclusive of credit enhancements such as debt service reserve funds
and capitalized interest funds, although it is not expressly stated in the Service Plan. The Service Plan
requires that any individual series of bonds issued by the District have a maximum term of 30 years from
the date of issuance including any refunding or refinancing. This language is somewhat unclear as it could
be interpreted that all bonds related to an initial new money issuance must have a final term within 30 years
of the original issuance or that each individual issuance could have its own 30-year term. In the latter
scenario, the District could continue to perpetually refund an original bond issuance and restart the 30-year
term at each refunding given there is no limit on time that the District may impose a debt service mill levy.

The Service Plan clearly states that developer advances will be counted against the debt limit and that these
advances would be subordinate to general obligation bonds issued by the District. The Service Plan notes
that the developer advances to the District are expected to be approximately $9 million, which matches the
total anticipated costs as noted below and is within the debt limit established in the Service Plan.
Additionally, the Service Plan notes that any developer advances remaining unpaid as of the expiration of
the Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy term are deemed to be discharged. However, there is no term defined
in the Service Plan for the debt service mill levy and as described above, the District’s debt could
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continually be extended in the future which would provide revenues to repay developer advances.

The Service Plan limits the maximum voted interest rate on any debt to a maximum of 12.00% and interest
rate on developer reimbursements is limited to the current Bond Buyer 20-Bond GO Index plus 4%. The
Service Plan does not specify that interest on any debt or developer advances should be simple, meaning
interest on obligations of the District is allowed to compound. The Service Plan limits the maximum
underwriting discount to 5.00%.

Proposed Financial Plan
Operation and Maintenance

The Service Plan estimates the first year’s operating budget of the District at $75,000 and organizational
costs to be approximately $50,000. The Financial Plan shows revenues from the operations and
maintenance mill levy are sufficient to pay the estimated first year’s operating budget beginning in
collection year 2030. Prior to this time, the District may utilize developer advances to cover operating and
organizational costs of the District.

Debt

The District currently estimates total costs of the improvements are approximately $9 million as detailed in
Exhibit D of the Service Plan, which includes an estimated contingency of approximately 15%. The Service
Plan contains language that the District will need to submit materials for administrative review if there is
an increase in these costs greater than 20% but less than 40%. If costs increase in excess of 40%, it will
constitute a material modification of the Service Plan and will require review by the County. The Financial
Plan, included as Exhibit F, includes a bond issuance in 2027 in the aggregate par amount of $3,625,000
(the “Series 2027 Bonds”). The table below summarizes the key results of the projected Financial Plan.

Projected Financing Results
Par Issued $3,625,000
Project Fund Deposit $2,703,802
Reserve Fund
Other Use of Proceeds | Capitalized Interest
Cost of Issuance

The projected par amount of approximately $3.6 million is within the debt limit in the Service Plan of $10
million. The estimated total project fund deposit of approximately $2.7 million is less than the anticipated
development costs of $9 million by approximately $6.3 million. The Service Plan notes that it is anticipated
there will be approximately $5 million of developer contributions which may not be repaid by the District,
which is approximately $1.3 million less than the estimated shortfall. However, the Service Plan notes there
will be an anticipated $9 million of developer advances, which would cover the estimated project costs.

Capitalized interest funded with proceeds from the bonds is used to fully pay debt service on the Series
2027 Bonds in collection year 2027 and partially pay debt service in collection years 2028 through 2030.
Capitalized interest usually cannot be funded for longer than three years, so it is assumed that the amounts
paid for in 2030 is due to the transaction closing later in 2027, but the financing details are not provided in
the Financial Plan to verify that assumption. Proceeds from the Series 2027 Bonds are also used to fund a
Debt Service Reserve Fund, which is fully funded at the maximum annual debt service on the bonds. The
Financial Plan projects that revenues from the debt service mill levy, along with capitalized interest funds
in the years described above, are sufficient to cover debt service on the Series 2027 Bonds through final
maturity in 2057. The Financial Plan shows the District is able to retire the debt service on the Series 2027
Bonds within 30 years of issuance.

Financial Plan Assumptions

The Financial Plan makes certain assumptions regarding the structure and interest rates of each of the
proposed issuances and the actual results will be different from the submitted Financial Plan based on what
the market conditions are at each time of issuance. The table below summarizes these key assumptions.
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Financial Plan Assumptions

Interest Rate 6.25%
Debt Service Coverage 1.30x
Final Maturity / Term 2057 (30 Years)
Structure Current Interest
Rating / Credit Non-Rated
Biennial Reassessment

Residential 3.00%

The interest rate assumption and targeted debt service coverage ratio are reasonable estimates given the
current market and the inclusion of a debt service reserve fund is consistent with the credit structure. If, at
the time of issuance, the interest rate or credit structure of the District’s bonds are different than what is
currently assumed in the Financial Plan, the District may generate more or less project funds than the
amount currently shown.

Conclusion

As is true with sample financial projections included in any Service Plan for metropolitan districts, these
financial projections do not constitute a commitment to construct any residential development, nor do they
obligate the Organizer to begin new construction on any specific timetable. The actual implementation of
the debt program may vary significantly from the projections in the Financial Plan. The timing, amounts,
and interest rates of the planned debt issuances will be subject to market conditions and to the credit analysis
performed at the time of issuance by third-party investors. The ability to issue debt in the future will also
depend on the level of development achieved within the District, and on the rate of taxes imposed by the
District in relationship to the limits created by the Service Plan.

Given the assumptions in the Financial Plan, it is reasonable that the District will be capable of
extinguishing all bonds within the parameters established in the Service Plan. The actual amount the District
will be able to borrow for the initial costs of the public improvements or to reimburse to the developer will
be impacted by changes in these assumptions, market conditions, and investor demand between now and
the time of issuance.
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Memorandum
HilltopSecurities m

AHilltop Holdings Company.

8055 E. Tufts Avenue, Suite 350 Mattie Prodanovic

Denver, CO 80237 Senior Vice President

(303) 248-2518 Direct Mattie.Prodanovic@hilltopsecurities.com
Date: July 3, 2025
To: Douglas County, Colorado

Subject: Review of Proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Hilltop Securities Inc. (“Hilltop™) has been engaged by Douglas County, Colorado (the “County”) to review
the proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the “District”).

Hilltop’s review is based on the assumptions provided by the Organizer and other publicly available
information. Our report should not be viewed as an independent economic forecast or as a confirmation of
assumptions for the cost of public infrastructure, real estate market, development cycles, current or
projected property values, or construction and absorption of homes within the development.

District Overview and Summary of the Service Plan

The District will utilize a single district structure and the total Service Area of the District is approximately
173 acres, all of which is expected to be utilized for residential development. At full build out, the Organizer
anticipates the District will include 37 residential units that will be developed between 2027 and 2032, with
an average home value of $2.2 million. The District’s projected assessed value at full build out for collection
in 2034, assuming development is completed in 2032, is projected to be approximately $6.2 million.

The Service Plan establishes a Maximum Total Mill Levy for the District of 70 mills, comprised of a debt
service mill levy and operations and maintenance mill levy. The maximum levy for debt service is 50 mills
and the maximum mill levy for operations and maintenance is 20 mills, although the Service Plan states a
planned levy of 10 mills for operations and maintenance. The Service Plan also establishes a Maximum
Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term of 40 years after initial imposition of the levy. Both District mill
levies are subject to adjustment to changes in the calculation of assessed value based on changes to the
calculation assuming a base year calculation of 2026. The Service Plan states that while the District can
adjust its mill levies higher to account for changes in assessed value calculations that would otherwise
negatively impact District revenues, it is also required to adjust mill levies lower if adjustments are made
to the calculation of assessed value that increase revenues solely from the change in calculation such that
any adjustment is revenue neutral.

The Service Plan limits the total amount of debt that can be issued by the District to $10 million. This debt
limit is inclusive of all new money proceeds including funds allocated for project costs and costs of
issuance. It is assumed that it is also inclusive of credit enhancements such as debt service reserve funds
and capitalized interest funds, although it is not expressly stated in the Service Plan. The Service Plan
requires that any individual series of bonds issued by the District have a maximum term of 30 years from
the date of issuance including any refunding or refinancing. This language is somewhat unclear as it could
be interpreted that all bonds related to an initial new money issuance must have a final term within 30 years
of the original issuance or that each individual issuance could have its own 30-year term. In the latter
scenario, the District could continue to perpetually refund an original bond issuance and restart the 30-year
term at each refunding given there is no limit on time that the District may impose a debt service mill levy.

The Service Plan clearly states that developer advances will be counted against the debt limit and that these
advances would be subordinate to general obligation bonds issued by the District. The Service Plan notes
that the developer advances to the District are expected to be approximately $9 million, which matches the
total anticipated costs as noted below and is within the debt limit established in the Service Plan.
Additionally, the Service Plan notes that any developer advances remaining unpaid as of the expiration of
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the Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy term are deemed to be discharged, which is 40 years as described
above.

The Service Plan limits the maximum voted interest rate on any debt to a maximum of 12.00% and interest
rate on developer reimbursements is limited to the current Bond Buyer 20-Bond GO Index plus 4%. The
Service Plan does not specify that interest on any debt or developer advances should be simple, meaning
interest on obligations of the District is allowed to compound. The Service Plan limits the maximum
underwriting discount to 5.00%.

Proposed Financial Plan
Operation and Maintenance

The Service Plan estimates the first year’s operating budget of the District at $75,000 and organizational
costs to be approximately $50,000. The Financial Plan shows revenues from the operations and
maintenance mill levy are sufficient to pay the estimated first year’s operating budget beginning in
collection year 2030. Prior to this time, the District may utilize developer advances to cover operating and
organizational costs of the District.

Debt

The District currently estimates total costs of the improvements are approximately $9 million as detailed in
Exhibit D of the Service Plan, which includes an estimated contingency of approximately 15%. The Service
Plan contains language that the District will need to submit materials for administrative review if there is
an increase in these costs greater than 20% but less than 40%. If costs increase in excess of 40%, it will
constitute a material modification of the Service Plan and will require review by the County. The Financial
Plan, included as Exhibit F, includes a bond issuance in 2027 in the aggregate par amount of $3,625,000
(the “Series 2027 Bonds”). The table below summarizes the key results of the projected Financial Plan.

Projected Financing Results
Par Issued $3,625,000
Project Fund Deposit $2,703,802
Reserve Fund
Other Use of Proceeds | Capitalized Interest
Cost of Issuance

The projected par amount of approximately $3.6 million is within the debt limit in the Service Plan of $10
million. The estimated total project fund deposit of approximately $2.7 million is less than the anticipated
development costs of $9 million by approximately $6.3 million. The Service Plan notes that it is anticipated
there will be approximately $5 million of developer contributions which may not be repaid by the District,
which is approximately $1.3 million less than the estimated shortfall. However, the Service Plan notes there
will be an anticipated $9 million of developer advances, which would cover the estimated project costs.

Capitalized interest funded with proceeds from the bonds is used to fully pay debt service on the Series
2027 Bonds in collection year 2027 and partially pay debt service in collection years 2028 through 2030.
Capitalized interest usually cannot be funded for longer than three years, so it is assumed that the amounts
paid for in 2030 is due to the transaction closing later in 2027, but the financing details are not provided in
the Financial Plan to verify that assumption. Proceeds from the Series 2027 Bonds are also used to fund a
Debt Service Reserve Fund, which is fully funded at the maximum annual debt service on the bonds. The
Financial Plan projects that revenues from the debt service mill levy, along with capitalized interest funds
in the years described above, are sufficient to cover debt service on the Series 2027 Bonds through final
maturity in 2057. The Financial Plan shows the District is able to retire the debt service on the Series 2027
Bonds within 30 years of issuance which is also within the Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term of 40
years as established in the Service Plan.

Financial Plan Assumptions

The Financial Plan makes certain assumptions regarding the structure and interest rates of each of the
proposed issuances and the actual results will be different from the submitted Financial Plan based on what
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the market conditions are at each time of issuance. The table below summarizes these key assumptions.

Financial Plan Assumptions

Interest Rate 6.25%
Debt Service Coverage 1.30x
Final Maturity / Term 2057 (30 Years)
Structure Current Interest
Rating / Credit Non-Rated
Biennial Reassessment

Residential 3.00%

The interest rate assumption and targeted debt service coverage ratio are reasonable estimates given the
current market and the inclusion of a debt service reserve fund is consistent with the credit structure. If, at
the time of issuance, the interest rate or credit structure of the District’s bonds are different than what is
currently assumed in the Financial Plan, the District may generate more or less project funds than the
amount currently shown.

Conclusion

As is true with sample financial projections included in any Service Plan for metropolitan districts, these
financial projections do not constitute a commitment to construct any residential development, nor do they
obligate the Organizer to begin new construction on any specific timetable. The actual implementation of
the debt program may vary significantly from the projections in the Financial Plan. The timing, amounts,
and interest rates of the planned debt issuances will be subject to market conditions and to the credit analysis
performed at the time of issuance by third-party investors. The ability to issue debt in the future will also
depend on the level of development achieved within the District, and on the rate of taxes imposed by the
District in relationship to the limits created by the Service Plan.

Given the assumptions in the Financial Plan, it is reasonable that the District will be capable of
extinguishing all bonds within the parameters established in the Service Plan. The actual amount the District
will be able to borrow for the initial costs of the public improvements or to reimburse to the developer will
be impacted by changes in these assumptions, market conditions, and investor demand between now and
the time of issuance.
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Memorandum
HilltopSecurities m

AHilltop Holdings Company.

8055 E. Tufts Avenue, Suite 350 Mattie Prodanovic
Denver, CO 80237 Senior Vice President
(303) 248-2518 Direct Mattie.Prodanovic@hilltopsecurities.com

Date: August 27, 2025
To: Douglas County, Colorado

Subject: Review of Proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Hilltop Securities Inc. (“Hilltop”) has been engaged by Douglas County, Colorado (the “County”) to review
the proposed Service Plan for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the “District”).

Hilltop’s review is based on the assumptions provided by the Organizer and other publicly available
information. Our report should not be viewed as an independent economic forecast or as a confirmation of
assumptions for the cost of public infrastructure, real estate market, development cycles, current or
projected property values, or construction and absorption of homes within the development.

District Overview and Summary of the Service Plan

The District will utilize a single district structure and the total Service Area of the District is approximately
173 acres, all of which is expected to be utilized for residential development. At full build out, the Organizer
anticipates the District will include 37 residential units that will be developed between 2027 and 2032, with
an average home value of $2.2 million. The District’s projected assessed value at full build out for collection
in 2034, assuming development is completed in 2032, is projected to be approximately $6.2 million.

The Service Plan establishes a Maximum Total Mill Levy for the District of 70 mills, comprised of a debt
service mill levy and operations and maintenance mill levy. The maximum levy for debt service is 50 mills
and the maximum mill levy for operations and maintenance is 20 mills, although the Service Plan states a
planned levy of 10 mills for operations and maintenance. The Service Plan also establishes a Maximum
Debt Service Mill Levy Imposition Term of 40 years after initial imposition of the levy. Both District mill
levies are subject to adjustment to changes in the calculation of assessed value based on changes to the
calculation assuming a base year calculation of 2026. The Service Plan states that while the District can
adjust its mill levies higher to account for changes in assessed value calculations that would otherwise
negatively impact District revenues, it is also required to adjust mill levies lower if adjustments are made
to the calculation of assessed value that increase revenues solely from the change in calculation such that
any adjustment is revenue neutral.

The Service Plan limits the total amount of debt that can be issued by the District to $6 million. This debt
limit is inclusive of all new money proceeds including funds allocated for project costs and costs of
issuance. It is assumed that it is also inclusive of credit enhancements such as debt service reserve funds
and capitalized interest funds, although it is not expressly stated in the Service Plan. The Service Plan
requires that any individual series of bonds issued by the District have a maximum term of 30 years from
the date of issuance including any refunding or refinancing. This language is somewhat unclear as it could
be interpreted that all bonds related to an initial new money issuance must have a final term within 30 years
of the original issuance or that each individual issuance could have its own 30-year term. In the latter
scenario, the District could continue to perpetually refund an original bond issuance and restart the 30-year
term at each refunding given there is no limit on time that the District may impose a debt service mill levy.

The Service Plan clearly states that developer advances will be counted against the debt limit and that these
advances would be subordinate to general obligation bonds issued by the District. The Service Plan notes
that the developer advances to the District are expected to be approximately $9 million, which matches the
total anticipated costs as noted below and is greater than the debt limit established in the Service Plan.
Additionally, the Service Plan notes that any developer advances remaining unpaid as of the expiration of
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the Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy term are deemed to be discharged, which is 40 years as described
above. The Service Plan notes that $5 million of these advances are not anticipated to be repaid.

The Service Plan limits the maximum voted interest rate on any debt to a maximum of 12.00% and interest
rate on developer reimbursements is limited to the current Bond Buyer 20-Bond GO Index plus 4%. The
Service Plan does not specify that interest on any debt or developer advances should be simple, meaning
interest on obligations of the District is allowed to compound. The Service Plan limits the maximum
underwriting discount to 5.00%.

Proposed Financial Plan
Operation and Maintenance

The Service Plan estimates the first year’s operating budget of the District at $75,000 and organizational
costs to be approximately $50,000. The Financial Plan shows revenues from the operations and
maintenance mill levy are sufficient to pay the estimated first year’s operating budget beginning in
collection year 2030. Prior to this time, the District may utilize developer advances to cover operating and
organizational costs of the District.

Debt

The District currently estimates total costs of the improvements are approximately $9 million as detailed in
Exhibit D of the Service Plan, which includes an estimated contingency of approximately 15%. The Service
Plan contains language that the District will need to submit materials for administrative review if there is
an increase in these costs greater than 20% but less than 40%. If costs increase in excess of 40%, it will
constitute a material modification of the Service Plan and will require review by the County. The Financial
Plan, included as Exhibit F, includes a bond issuance in 2027 in the aggregate par amount of $3,625,000
(the “Series 2027 Bonds”). The table below summarizes the key results of the projected Financial Plan.

Projected Financing Results
Par Issued $3,625,000
Project Fund Deposit $2,703,802
Reserve Fund
Other Use of Proceeds | Capitalized Interest
Cost of Issuance

The projected par amount of approximately $3.6 million is within the debt limit in the Service Plan of $6
million. The estimated total project fund deposit of approximately $2.7 million is less than the anticipated
development costs of $9 million by approximately $6.3 million. The Service Plan notes that it is anticipated
there will be approximately $5 million of developer contributions which may not be repaid by the District,
which is approximately $1.3 million less than the estimated shortfall. However, the Service Plan notes there
will be an anticipated $9 million of developer advances, which would cover the estimated project costs.

Capitalized interest funded with proceeds from the bonds is used to fully pay debt service on the Series
2027 Bonds in collection year 2027 and partially pay debt service in collection years 2028 through 2030.
Capitalized interest usually cannot be funded for longer than three years, so it is assumed that the amounts
paid for in 2030 is due to the transaction closing later in 2027, but the financing details are not provided in
the Financial Plan to verify that assumption. Proceeds from the Series 2027 Bonds are also used to fund a
Debt Service Reserve Fund, which is fully funded at the maximum annual debt service on the bonds. The
Financial Plan projects that revenues from the debt service mill levy, along with capitalized interest funds
in the years described above, are sufficient to cover debt service on the Series 2027 Bonds through final
maturity in 2057. The Financial Plan shows the District is able to retire the debt service on the Series 2027
Bonds within 30 years of issuance which is also within the Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term of 40
years as established in the Service Plan.

Financial Plan Assumptions

The Financial Plan makes certain assumptions regarding the structure and interest rates of each of the
proposed issuances and the actual results will be different from the submitted Financial Plan based on what
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the market conditions are at each time of issuance. The table below summarizes these key assumptions.

Financial Plan Assumptions

Interest Rate 6.25%
Debt Service Coverage 1.30x
Final Maturity / Term 2057 (30 Years)
Structure Current Interest
Rating / Credit Non-Rated
Biennial Reassessment

Residential 3.00%

The interest rate assumption and targeted debt service coverage ratio are reasonable estimates given the
current market and the inclusion of a debt service reserve fund is consistent with the credit structure. If, at
the time of issuance, the interest rate or credit structure of the District’s bonds are different than what is
currently assumed in the Financial Plan, the District may generate more or less project funds than the
amount currently shown.

Conclusion

As is true with sample financial projections included in any Service Plan for metropolitan districts, these
financial projections do not constitute a commitment to construct any residential development, nor do they
obligate the Organizer to begin new construction on any specific timetable. The actual implementation of
the debt program may vary significantly from the projections in the Financial Plan. The timing, amounts,
and interest rates of the planned debt issuances will be subject to market conditions and to the credit analysis
performed at the time of issuance by third-party investors. The ability to issue debt in the future will also
depend on the level of development achieved within the District, and on the rate of taxes imposed by the
District in relationship to the limits created by the Service Plan.

Given the assumptions in the Financial Plan, it is reasonable that the District will be capable of
extinguishing all bonds within the parameters established in the Service Plan. The actual amount the District
will be able to borrow for the initial costs of the public improvements or to reimburse to the developer will
be impacted by changes in these assumptions, market conditions, and investor demand between now and
the time of issuance.
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r\
g@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

GOLERALIO Department of Community Development

www.douglas.co.us Planning Services

July 15, 2025

Laura Heinrich

Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

Re: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District — New Service Plan
Project File No. SV2025-005

Dear Ms. Heinrich:

The following schedule has been set for the above referenced application:

ACTION DATE
Application stamped complete,
Department of Community 7/15/25

Development

PC meeting 8/4/25, 6:00 pm

BCC meeting to set hearing date | 8/26/25, 1:30 pm

BCC hearing 9/9/25, 2:30 pm

BCC adopts resolution of
approval or provides reason for 9/9/25, 2:30 pm
denial

All meetings will be held in the Board of County Commissioners’ Hearing Room at 100 Third
Street, Castle Rock.

Please note some additional deadlines for this application; the staff report for the Board of County
Commissioners hearing is to be mailed on August 28, 2025. The final version of the Service Plan,
as itis to be delivered to the Board, should be provided to our office by Monday, August 25, 2025.

To ensure the applications are processed and heard according to the above schedule, it will be
important for you to provide and comply with the following requirements.

A NOTICING

State Statutes require public notice for the Board of County Commissioners hearing. The
Douglas County Service Plan Review Procedures (“Review Procedures”) require the

100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 ¢ 303.660.7460
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applicant to fulfill the following noticing requirements. Please also refer to Section 32-1-
204, C.R.S. for further information:

1. Newspaper Noticing

A notice needs to be published in the Douglas County News-Press at least 20 days
before the BCC hearing. The notice shall include the date, time, location, purpose
of the hearing, and a general description of the land contained within the
boundaries of the metropolitan district and information outlining methods and
procedures pursuant to Section 32-1-203 (3.5), C.R.S., concerning the filing of the
petition for exclusion of territory. See the relevant section of the State Statutes
and the Review Procedures for further explanation of this last issue.

Please provide Planning Resources with a copy of the draft notice before it is sent
to the newspaper for publishing so we can confirm all information is included.

2. Existing Surrounding Municipalities and Special Districts

A written notice must be sent to “the governing body of any existing municipality or
special district which has levied an ad valorem tax within the next preceding tax
year and which has boundaries within a radius of three miles of the proposed
special district boundaries” (Section 32-1-204 (1), C.R.S., as amended).

This notice needs to state the date, time and location of the Board of
Commissioners’ public hearing. This notice must be sent out at least 20 days prior
to the Board’s hearing. Please provide Planning Resources with a copy of the
above draft notice and a list of the municipalities or special districts prior to mailing
the notice.

3. Property Owners

Pursuant to Section 32-1-204(1.5), C.R.S., not more than 30 days or less than 20
days prior to the Board of County Commissioners hearing, a notice stating the
date, time, location, and purpose of the Board of Commissioners public hearing, a
reference to the type of special district, maximum mill levy, if any, or stating that
there is no maximum that may be imposed by the proposed special district, and
procedures for the filing of a petition for exclusion pursuant to Section 32-1-
203(3.5), C.R.S., as amended, shall be sent to the owners of property within the
proposed special district as listed on the records of the County Assessor.

Please note that Planning Resources maintains its interpretation that public notice
requirements as described within State statutes are applicable to this request.
Based upon the identified Board of County Commissioners’ hearing date of
Tuesday, September 9, 2025, public notice to all property owners within the
boundaries of the districts is required to be mailed between August 10 and August
20, 2025.

B. AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICE

Once the above noticing has been completed, an affidavit of publication will be required
from the Douglas County News-Press to verify that the notice was published. In addition,
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the Department of Community Development will need an affidavit of notice stating that the
other two noticing requirements have been completed. These affidavits must be delivered
to the Department of Community Development not less than five (5) business days prior
to the Board of County Commissioners’ hearing.

C. RESOLUTION

The applicant needs to provide the Department of Community Development a copy
(electronic only is acceptable) of the resolution(s) by August 25, 2025, in time for the
September 9, 2025, Board of County Commissioners’ hearing.

Any revisions to the Service Plan pursuant to the conditions of approval that may be in the staff
report for the September 9, 2025, hearing will need to be provided prior to the Board hearing of
the same date.

If you have any questions on the above requirements, please call the undersigned at (303) 660-
7460.

Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith
Principle Planner

ccC: Lauren Pulver, Planning Supervisor
Katherine Carter, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning Services
Christopher Pratt, Managing County Attorney
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@@ DOUGLAS COUNTY

SO RADD Department of Community Development

www.douglas.co.us Planning Resources

June 23, 2025

Laura S. Heinrich

Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000
Denver, CO 80203

Re: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District - New Service Plan
Project File No. SV2025-005

Dear Ms. Heinrich:

Thank you for the submittal of the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District new service plan.
We have completed the presubmittal review of the service plan and have comments as
stated below. Additionally, copies of referral agency comments received to-date are
enclosed.

General Formatting Comments:

1. Update all references to “Colorado Clean Water Plan” to “Colorado’s Water
Quality Management Plan.”

2. In the first paragraph of Section VI, “Assessed Valuation/Projections/Land
Use/Population” please Update the following language, “the property is zoned
residential” to “the property is zoned Rural Residential”.

3. In Section VIII, “Services, Facilities, And Improvements”, A 1 and 3, please
provide additional language explicitly stating that the District will not provide
these services and narrow the language to include only the powers necessary
for the District to build infrastructure but not provide water and sanitation
services directly.

4. In Section XI, “Developer Advances and Reimbursements” first sentence of the
second paragraph, please change the text style to match the rest of the service
plan.

Referral Agency and County Consultant Comments:

1. Please address the comments provided by Douglas County Engineering.

If you have any questions on the above requirements, please call the undersigned at
(303)-660-7460.

100 Third Street, Castle Rock, Colorado 80104 ¢ 303.660.7460
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Sincerely,

DJ Beckwith, Principal Planner

ccC: Lauren Pulver, Planning Supervisor
Kati Carter, AICP, Assistant Director of Planning Resources
Chris Pratt, Managing County Attorney
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From: Lauren Pulver

To: Peykov, Nicole

Cc: DJ Beckwith

Subject: RE: Planning Commission Follow Up
Date: Friday, August 22, 2025 1:05:00 PM

Thanks Nicole. No concerns on our end regarding water rights. Our staff report is due next
week so we will get the updated service plan to our financial consultant for review asap.
Depending on their timeline, the staff report may reflect that the review is not yet complete but
we will update the Board prior to the hearing with Hilltop’s conclusions.

You can send your presentation anytime prior to the hearing — same day is fine.

From: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2025 12:17 PM

To: Lauren Pulver <lpulver@douglas.co.us>

Cc: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Follow Up

Hi Lauren,

We reduced the debt limit in the Service Plan from $10M to $6M to address some of the
concerns that were raised during the Planning Commission meeting. Although the public
improvement cost estimates are around $9M, given the bond modeling with today’s
assumptions, it will be difficult for the District to issue enough bonds to cover all the costs.
With that in mind, we figured it was prudent to lower the debt limit to an amount the District
could more realistically issue in the future, while keeping in mind the possibility of interest
rates decreasing and the average home price increasing.

Regarding your comment below about removing the water rights power, the developer intends
to use the District to provide services such as snow removal, open space maintenance,
covenant enforcement, and design review services instead of creating an HOA. We think this
path will be more efficient and less expensive for the homeowners, particularly because the
County requires a governmental entity to own and maintain the stormwater improvements, and
so the existence of the District is necessary regardless. As such, a small portion of the water
rights may need to be transferred to the District for the District to provide irrigation water to the
open space. Will you please let me know if there is an issue with this approach?

Also, we are working on revising the presentation for the BOCC hearing. Will you please let me
know by when you will need the presentation?
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Thanks,

Nicole R. Peykov Partner
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln Street | Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0O 303-839-3715

npeykov(@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com

From: Lauren Pulver <|pulver@douglas.co.us>

Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2025 11:59 AM

To: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>
Cc: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Planning Commission Follow Up

[Warning] This E-mail came from an External sender. Please do not open links or attachments unless you
are sure it is trusted.

Hi Nicole,

I’m following up to confirm that the District still plans to move forward to BCC hearings
following the PC recommendation for denial last night?

| was also reviewing the service plan again and, given the public comment regarding review of
18A, it may be beneficial for the District to remove “water rights” as a power to clarify that the
District will not provide water service. | know we have included specific language to address
this, but this may add additional clarity.

Let me know if you have any questions!

Thanks,
Lauren

Lauren Pulver | Planning Supervisor

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Planning Resources

Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104

Direct | 303-814-4357 Main | 303-660-7460

Email | Ipulver@douglas.co.us
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DJ Beckwith

From: DJ Beckwith

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 10:22 AM

To: Heinrich, Laura

Cc: Peykov, Nicole; Lauren Pulver

Subject: RE: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Formal Submittal

Thank you Laura,

We will plan for the following schedule:

PC meeting 8/4/25, 6:00 pm
BCC meeting to set hearing date 8/26/25, 1:30 pm
BCC hearing 9/9/25, 2:30 pm

BCC adopts resolution of approval or provides reason for 9/9/25, 2:30 pm
denial

That is fine to have the check deliver on July 10™".

Let me know if you have any questions.

All the best,

DJ Beckwith | Principal Planner

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Planning Resources

Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104

Direct | 303-814-4330 Main | 303-660-7460

Email | dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

From: Heinrich, Laura <lheinrich@spencerfane.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 10:14 AM

To: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Cc: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>; Lauren Pulver <lpulver@douglas.co.us>
Subject: RE: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Formal Submittal

Hi DJ,
| am writing to confirm that we would like the dates below. Steve Gage will be able to deliver a check
around July 10. | believe that you said yesterday that this will be fine, but please let me know if you
need a check sooner.
Thanks,
Laura
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Planning Resources

Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104
Direct | 303-814-4330 Main | 303-660-7460
Email | dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

From: Heinrich, Laura <lheinrich@spencerfane.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 7:54 AM

To: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Cc: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>

Subject: RE: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Formal Submittal

Good morning, DJ,

| have one more question for you. Would it be possible for us to bump the Planning Commission date
out to August 47?

Thanks,
Laura

Laura S. Heinrich | Attorney
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0 303.839.3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com

From: Heinrich, Laura

Sent: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 5:00 PM

To: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Cc: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>

Subject: FW: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Formal Submittal

Hi DJ,

Is it possible for the developer to pay the $500 fee with a credit card?
Thanks,

Laura

Laura S. Heinrich | Attorney
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0 303.839.3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com
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Cc: Lauren Pulver <|pulver@douglas.co.us>; Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>
Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Formal Submittal

Good afternoon,

Attached for formal submittal for the proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District are a cover letter, an
updated Service Plan, and the application. We will also be overnighting a package to your attention with these
documents. A check in the amount of $500 was previously delivered to your office. Please let us know if you
need anything else.

Best,

Laura

Laura S. Heinrich | Attorney
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0 303.839.3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com

From: DJ Beckwith <dbeckwith@douglas.co.us>

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2025 8:52 AM

To: Peykov, Nicole <npeykov@spencerfane.com>; Heinrich, Laura <lheinrich@spencerfane.com>
Cc: Lauren Pulver <lpulver@douglas.co.us>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District Presubmittal

[Warning] This E-mail came from an External sender. Please do not open links or attachments unless you are sure it is
trusted.

Greetings Laura and Nicole,

| have attached the County’s comment letter that includes all comments received from referral agencies. There will be
some additional comments coming in from our financial consultant as well as from the Franktown Citizens Coalition. We
will provide those comments when they are received.

Once you have reviewed the comments and are prepared to submit the final application, please mail me a hard copy of
the service plan, application, and a check for $500 made out to the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder.

Following formal submittal, we will finalize the Schedule Letter.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

All the best,

DJ Beckwith | Principal Planner

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Planning Resources

Address | 100 Third St., Castle Rock, CO 80104

Direct | 303-814-4330 Main | 303-660-7460

Email | dbeckwith@douglas.co.us
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SpencerlFane

NICOLE PEYKOV
DirecT DIAL: 303-839-3715
npeykov@spencerfane.com

September 10, 2025

ViA E-MAIL

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Attn: Kati Carter

100 Third Street

Castle Rock, Colorado 80104

kcarter@douglas.co.us

Re: (Proposed) Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District: Revisions and
Clarifications to Service Plan

Dear Ms. Carter:

On behalf of Northstar Custom Homes, this office previously submitted the Service Plan
for the (Proposed) Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (the “District”). The Planning
Commission recommended denial of the Service Plan for the District on a 6-2 vote at a public
hearing on August 8, 2025. Following input and discussion with the Planning Commission at the
public hearing, we revised the Service Plan and included additional clarifications in our
presentation to the Douglas County Board of County Commissioners (the “BOCC”) that occurred
on September 9, 2025. Several of the clarifications we made were to address the concerns
members of the public raised at the Planning Commission hearing. Following our presentation,
the BOCC remanded our request to the Planning Commission to provide the Planning
Commission the opportunity to revisit the revised Service Plan and to hear the clarifications. A
summary of the revision and clarifications are set forth below.

First, to address concerns regarding the financial feasibility of the District, we revised the
Service Plan to decrease the authorized debt limit from $10,000,000 to $6,000,000. Although the
public improvement cost estimates are approximately $9,000,000, given the bond modeling with
today’s assumptions, it will be difficult for the District to issue enough bonds to cover all the
costs. With that in mind, we believe it is prudent to lower the debt limit to an amount the District
can more realistically issue in the future while keeping in mind the possibility of interest rates
decreasing and the average home price increasing.

Second, as part of our presentation to the BOCC, we made the following clarifications:
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Franktown Fire Protection District is the only special district that serves this property
and is unwilling to finance or provide the fire protection improvements needed for the
project.

One of the concerns raised at the Planning Commission hearing was whether the
proposal is in substantial compliance with the County’s Comprehensive Master Plan.
The land is already zoned Rural Residential, and the County has approved Preliminary
Plans for the property. The density of the District is consistent with one dwelling unit
per five acres based on the standards of the approved Preliminary Plans. The number
of lots and lot sizes will preserve Franktown’s rural character, and the District’s
maintenance of the fifty percent open space throughout the project will preserve the
wildlife and existing vegetation.

Another concern that was raised at the Planning Commission hearing was the
sufficiency of the water rights. The County has already established that the water rights
for the project are sufficient. The project demand is 40.1 acre/feet and the total
available consists of 52.3 acre/feet in the Upper Dawson Aquifer plus an additional
219.4 acre/feet in the Lower Dawson Aquifer, the Denver Aquifer, the Arapahoe
Aquifer, and the Laramie-Fox Hills Aquifer.

The cost estimates for the public improvements were generated from actual bids the
applicant received for each portion of the project. Additionally, the Highway 86 Turn
Lane Improvements bid was $2,200,000, which is a significant and unique cost the
County is requiring the applicant to bear. Although we did not mention it at the BOCC
hearing, we would like to clarify that the public improvement cost estimates do not
include a construction management fee, as the applicant does not intend to charge such
a fee.

Detention ponds will be built to facilitate the drainage for the property.

The District will replace the role of a homeowners association for the project and will
maintain the open space, stormwater facilities, and trails and provide snow removal,
covenant enforcement, and design review services.

a. Concerns were raised at the Planning Commission hearing about the need to
form another governmental entity for these proposed homes. We clarified that
the District can provide these services at a lower cost than an HOA.

1. We provided an example of the fee a nearby HOA charges
($195/month) compared to the property taxes a homeowner in this
District would pay from the District’s operations and maintenance mill

DE 10376040.1
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levy. We stated that, as provided in the Service Plan, the District
anticipates imposing only 10 mills for operations and maintenance. If
the District imposes 10 mills, the cost will be $115/month to the
homeowner, and if the District imposes the maximum 20 mills, the cost
will be $229/month.
We provided the following detailed explanation as to why a
metropolitan district can function more efficiently and at a lower cost
than a homeowners association:
Lower Cost of Operations — Metropolitan districts are tax-exempt and
can acquire and install materials without the added cost of excise or
sales taxes. They also pay no ad valorem taxes for their facilities and
property.

> Not available for HOAs.
Lower Cost of Insurance — Metropolitan districts, like the County,
enjoy the protections of the Colorado Governmental Immunity Act,
and thus the cost of acquiring insurance that must be maintained to
protect the homeowners from liability is greatly reduced.

—>Not available for HOAs.
Lower Cost of Borrowing — Metropolitan districts can finance public
improvements at tax exempt rates that are far lower than those that
might be obtained by private borrowings.

—>Not available for HOAs.
Transparency and Accountability — Metropolitan districts are subject
to several transparency and disclosure requirements under State law
and the County’s Special District Policy. Metropolitan district board
members are also subject to regular elections, with additional
disclosure requirements.

->Not required for HOAs.

7. To further address the financial feasibility concern, we clarified that the District will
likely issue the bonds after the homes are built, which will provide certainty of the
value of the property within the District and the District’s ability to repay the bonds.

8. Finally, we clarified that the final criteria the BOCC may consider when determining
whether to approve the Service Plan pertains to property within the District’s
boundaries, not nearby properties. The protection for nearby properties comes from
the fact that the proposal substantially complies with the County’s Comprehensive
Master Plan. Additionally, to develop the land as proposed in the Preliminary Plans,
the proposed improvements are needed. There are no other governmental entities in
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the area, including the County, that will construct these improvements, and the
applicant has determined that the public financing tools that would be available to the
District are needed to complete the project. The use of public financing tools, like tax-
exempt bonds, will allow for the costs of the improvements to be spread over time,
which will lower the price of the home to the homebuyer. Further, because a
metropolitan district is needed to provide access to public financing tools, the
applicant desires to take advantage of the efficiencies a metropolitan district provides
from an operations and maintenance standpoint and use the District to perform
functions that would otherwise be done by an HOA but at a lower cost.

We look forward to the opportunity to present our proposal to the Planning Commission.
Please do not hesitate to contact this office if you have any questions or need anything further.

Best regards,
SPENCER FANE LLP

/s/ Nicole Peykov
Nicole Peykov
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DJ Beckwith

From: Heinrich, Laura <lheinrich@spencerfane.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 1, 2025 11:38 AM

To: DJ Beckwith; Lauren Pulver

Cc: Peykov, Nicole

Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District- Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term
Attachments: 2025a_1219_signed.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Good morning,

Pursuant to Section 2 of HB 25-1219, attached hereto, which was signed into law on May 29, 2025, we
need to add a definition of “Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term” to the Service Plan for Sundown
Oaks Metropolitan District. | prepared the definition below to include in the definitions section of the
Service Plan, but we would like for you to confirm what the County’s policy is regarding the term. Our
recommendation is that the number of years that we include in the definition below be between 40 - 50
years.

Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term: the maximum term for imposition of a debt service mill levy
on any property after the initial year of imposition of such debt service mill levy, which has been
determined by the County to be ___ years.

Thanks,

Laura

Laura S. Heinrich | Attorney
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0 303.839.3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com
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DRecT DiAL: 303-839-3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com

June 2, 2025

VIA FEDEX AND EMAIL

DJ Beckwith

Principal Planner

Douglas County Department of Community Development
Planning Resources

100 Third Street

Castle Rock, Colorado 80104

dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

Re:

(Proposed) Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District

Dear Mr. Beckwith:

Enclosed for formal submittal are the updated Service Plan for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District
as well as the application that we previously submitted.

We reviewed your comment letter, dated June 23, 2025, as well as the referral agency and County
consultant comments contained therein. We have also reviewed the memorandum from Hilltop Securities
dated June 30, 2025. The following is a summary of the revisions that we made to the Service Plan:

Addition of a “Maximum Debt Service Mill Levy Term” as Section X.E of the Service
Plan to address the requirement in Section 2 of House Bill 25-1219, which was signed into
law on May 29, 2025;

Revised Section VIILLA.2 (Storm Sewer) and VIIL.A.4 (Street Improvements) to add
language to state that the power to install such improvements is subject to the approval of
Douglas County pursuant to Douglas County rules and regulations;

Revised Section VIILA.1 (Water) and Section VIII.A.3 (Sanitation and Wastewater
Treatment) in order to narrow the language;

Updated all references to “Colorado Clean Water Plan” to “Colorado’s Water Quality
Management Plan”; and

Revised the references to residential zoning in the first paragraph of Section VI, “Assessed
Valuation/Projections/Land Use/Population” to be “Rural Residential”.
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A check in the amount of $500 made out to the Douglas County Clerk and Recorder was previously
delivered to your office.

We are hoping to be scheduled for Planning Commission and for a Board of County Commissioners
Hearing as soon as possible. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or if you need
further information.

Best regards,
/s/ Laura S. Heinrich
Laura S. Heinrich

Enclosures
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DJ Beckwith

From: Heinrich, Laura <lheinrich@spencerfane.com>

Sent: Monday, June 2, 2025 3:53 PM

To: DJ Beckwith

Cc: Peykov, Nicole

Subject: Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District Presubmittal

Attachments: 2025 - Cover Letter - Sundown Oaks MD Pre-submittal(10071491.1).pdf; Application,

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District(10071524.1).pdf; Service Plan - Sundown Oaks MD,
2025-06-02(10071434.1).pdf; Redline Comparison, DC Model Service Plan to Sundown
Oaks MD(10071483.1).docx; Proposed Sundown Oaks Metro - 3 Mile Radius -
5.30.2025.xIsx; November 2025 Organizational Schedule - Sundown Oaks Metropolitan
District(10071551.1).pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Good afternoon,
Please find attached the following documents for Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District:

Cover Letter

Service Plan Application

Service Plan

Redline Comparison of Douglas County Model Service Plan to Service Plan for Sundown Oaks
Metropolitan District

List of all Districts, Municipalities, and Counties within a 3-Mile Radius

Proposed Schedule

W=

o o

Let us know if you have any questions or need anything else from us.
Best,
Laura

Laura S. Heinrich | Attorney
Spencer Fane LLP

1700 Lincoln St, Suite 2000 | Denver, CO 80203
0 303.839.3979
lheinrich@spencerfane.com | spencerfane.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Executive Summary

The Sundown and Oak Bluff community is located at the intersection of Burning Tree Drive and
East Tanglewood Road in Franktown/Douglas County. Sundown is located on the eastern side of
East Tanglewood Road southeast of Burning Tree Drive. The Sundown subject lots are located
34.0 miles south of Denver International Airport, 31.5 miles southeast of downtown Denver, 18.0
miles southeast of Centennial Airport, 15.8 miles south of E-470, 11.0 miles east of I-25, and 4.0
miles east of Highway 83. The Sundown subject sites are very strategically positioned parcels
located approximately 18.6 miles southeast of the rapidly expanding interchange of E-470 and I-
25. Oak Bluff is located south of Burning Tree Drive and west of East Tanglewood Road.

The Oak Bluff subject lots are located 32.5 miles south of Denver International Airport, 28 miles
southeast of downtown Denver, 14.5 miles southeast of Centennial Airport, 13.2 miles south of
E-470, 7.35 miles east of I-25, and 1.6 miles east of Highway 83. The Oak Bluff subject sites are
very strategically positioned parcels located approximately 14.00 miles southeast of the rapidly
expanding interchange of E-470 and I-25.

This study assessed the market demand for planned and anticipated development within the
Sundown Oaks development along with reasonable market and assessed values created from this
project, which is located within the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District.

The Sundown Oaks Metropolitan Community is proposed for:

e 37 Residential Units

This report analyzes each of the proposed land use types outlined above and determines the
market demand and expected absorption period for each land use type based on historical,
current, and projected area market conditions. This report also analyzes market values for each
of the proposed land use types, which are based on market values of comparable properties for
sale as provided by Douglas County assessor’s offices.

The tables on the following pages summarize the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District absorption
and market values. THK has determined to be supportable by historical, current, and projected
area market conditions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sundown Oaks Proposed Land Use by Product Type

Anticpated Year Value per Value per
Unit Type Total Homes of Completion Unit - 2025 Lot - 2025
Single Family Detached 37 2030 $2,200,000 $500,000

Total 37

Source: THK Associates, Inc.

Sundown Oaks Detached Residential Absorption Schedule

Single-Family Attached

Site Annual Site Cumulative Sundown Oaks
PTA Annual Market Demand Market Annual Cumulative
Year Market Demand (20%/ 25% Capture) Demand Absorption Absorption
2025 187 **** Banning and Development™***
2026 191 **** Planning and Development™***
2027 195 9 9 9 9
2028 199 9 18 9 18
2029 204 9 27 9 27
2030 209 10 37 10 37
Total 1,185 37 37 37 37
Source: THK Associates, Inc.
SUNDOWN OAKS METROPOLITAN DISTRICT II THK ASSOCIATES, INC.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sundown Oaks is proposing a single-family detached development. All residential single-family
detached homes are projected to be built-out by 2030. Average supportable market values for
single-family detached homes are $2,200,000. It is THK’s opinion that the metro district’s values
are reasonable in the marketplace. The Sundown Oaks Primary Trade Area has seen an annual
inflation rate of 2.5% in home prices between 2021 and 2025 year-to-date. THK expects interest
rates to decrease in the near future, which will increase the home inflation rate over the years to
come, therefore in our market and assessed value calculation over the next 30 years THK utilized
a 3.0% inflation rate.
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Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan

Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 294 of 462



I. INTRODUCTION

R OPOLTTAN DISTRICT 1 THK ASSOCIATES, INC.
NORHNSIAHS,

Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 295 of 462



I. Introduction

The purpose of this market analysis has been to determine future absorption by product type for
the Sundown Oaks community. The Sundown and Oak Bluff community is located at the
intersection of Burning Tree Drive and East Tanglewood Road in Franktown/Douglas County. The
entirety of the Sundown Oaks subject community is 177-acres. The Sundown property is
approximately 73-acres and is planned for 17, 2-acre sites. The Oak BIluff property is
approximately 104-acres and is planned for 20 home sites, averaging 4.71-acres in size.

The study examines the absorption and market and assessed values for the proposed residential
uses in the community. THK's research includes market projections for a variety of residential
product types. At the conclusion of THK’s analysis, an absorption estimate of the proposed
residential product type at the Sundown Oaks Community is detailed.

In order to estimate future residential construction absorption and market and assessed values
for the Sundown Oaks site, THK has undertaken the following research:

» Prepared an economic base analysis of the Ten County market area (Adams, Arapahoe,
Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, Elbert Counties, Jefferson, Larimer, and Weld).

> Profiled submarkets within the regional environs including population and household
growth, employment growth, income characteristics, permit data, housing supply, and
other relevant statistics.

» Inspected the Sundown Oaks site.
» Reviewed any documents related to the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District.

» Inventoried active and upcoming single family home communities in the Sundown Oaks
Primary Trade Area.

» Identified sales of single-family homes and lots within the Sundown Oaks Primary trade
area over the past four years.

» This assessment of supply and demand allowed THK to estimate the absorption and
pricing of the proposed homes.

> Estimated value estimates based on competitive communities.
» Researched and opined on a reasonable bi-annual inflation rate.
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SITE AND AREA DESCRIPTION

I1. Site and Area Description

The Sundown subject sites are located 34.0 miles south of Denver International Airport, 31.5
miles southeast of downtown Denver, 18.0 miles southeast of Centennial Airport, 15.8 miles south
of E-470, 11.0 miles east of I-25, and 4.0 miles east of Highway 83. The Sundown subject sites
are very strategically positioned parcels located approximately 18.6 miles southeast of the rapidly
expanding interchange of E-470 and I-25.

The Oak Bluff subject sites are located 32.5 miles south of Denver International Airport, 28 miles
southeast of downtown Denver, 14.5 miles southeast of Centennial Airport, 13.2 miles south of
E-470, 7.35 miles east of I-25, and 1.6 miles east of Highway 83. Due to the decreasing availability
of affordable and available land in Metro Denver, demand for housing continues to expand beyond
Denver’s core. The Oak Bluff subject sites are very strategically positioned parcels located
approximately 14.00 miles southeast of the rapidly expanding interchange of E-470 and I-25.

Two miles east of I-25 and E-470 and 13 miles northwest of the Sundown Oaks subject sites, is
the Compark Business Campus. It has added 312 homes, an 85,000 square foot data center,
425,000 square feet of retail space, and 220,000 square feet of office space. Near the interchange
of E-470 and Highway 83, 10.5 miles north of the subject site, Ryland Homes has built 500 homes
in Whispering Pines, Kings Point has plans for 3,000 homes, Toll Brothers and Standard Pacific
built 1,800 age 55+ homes at Inspiration. Attractions include the Rueter-Hess Reservoir 9.0 miles
northwest, and the Outlets at Castle Rock shopping destination located 9.4 miles west of the
Sundown Oaks community. The Outlets at Castle Rock have over 100 stores and restaurants.

Area maps, aerials, and site photos are shown on the following pages.
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REGIONAL LOCATION

Figure 1-

Denver Metropolitan Area Regional Location
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REGIONAL LOCATION

Figure 2- Sundown Oaks Regional Location
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SITE ENVIRONS

Figure 3- Sundown Oaks Site Aerial
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SITE PHOTOS

Sundown Oaks Site
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SITE PHOTOS
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SITE PHOTOS
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II1I. ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

II1I. Economic Base Analysis

A. HISTORICAL EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Table III-1 on the following page shows historical employment growth by year for The Ten County
market area (Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder, Broomfield, Denver, Douglas, Elbert, Jefferson, Larimer,
and Weld counties).

Employment trends are prime indicators of the economic growth of an area. Increases in
employment generate growth for most sectors of the local economy and dictate the rate at which
it will expand.

Total full- and part-time employment in the Ten County market area grew from 1,152,005 in 1980
to 3,122,322 in 2025, for an average annual increase of 43,736 jobs. Over the last decade, 58,310
jobs per year were added, for an average annual growth rate of 2.3%.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table III-1: Ten County Market Area Employment Trends, 1980-2025

Annual Change

Year Total Employment Numerical Percent
1980 1,154,201 44,258 5.0%
1981 1,200,155 45,954 4.0%
1982 1,235,985 35,830 3.0%
1983 1,261,477 25,492 2.1%
1984 1,333,901 72,424 5.7%
1985 1,358,267 24,366 1.8%
1986 1,355,191 -3,076 -0.2%
1987 1,342,433 -12,758 -0.9%
1988 1,380,346 37,913 2.8%
1989 1,400,210 19,864 1.4%
1990 1,427,162 26,952 1.9%
1991 1,461,635 34,473 2.4%
1992 1,489,065 27,430 1.9%
1993 1,554,164 65,099 4.4%
1994 1,616,520 62,356 4.0%
1995 1,664,596 48,076 3.0%
1996 1,727,334 62,738 3.8%
1997 1,802,354 75,020 4.3%
1998 1,875,518 73,164 4.1%
1999 1,932,678 57,160 3.0%
2000 2,017,042 84,364 4.4%
2001 2,031,859 14,817 0.7%
2002 2,009,483 -22,376 -1.1%
2003 1,997,978 -11,505 -0.6%
2004 2,032,097 34,119 1.7%
2005 2,081,074 48,977 2.4%
2006 2,129,635 48,561 2.3%
2007 2,205,927 76,292 3.6%
2008 2,232,453 26,526 1.2%
2009 2,179,125 -53,328 -2.4%
2010 2,171,930 -7,195 -0.3%
2011 2,223,202 51,272 2.4%
2012 2,277,947 54,745 2.5%
2013 2,358,217 80,270 3.5%
2014 2,449,602 91,385 3.9%
2015 2,539,227 89,625 3.7%
2016 2,617,497 78,270 3.1%
2017 2,683,484 65,987 2.5%
2018 2,759,187 75,703 2.8%
2019 2,832,375 73,188 2.7%
2020 2,676,036 -156,339 -5.5%
2021 2,822,839 146,803 5.5%
2022 3,006,286 183,447 6.5%
2023 Estimate 3,032,439 26,153 0.9%
2024 Estimate 3,062,197 29,758 1.0%
2025 Estimate 3,122,322 60,125 2.0%

Annual Change

1980-2025 43,736 2.2%
1990-2025 48,433 2.3%
2000-2025 44,211 1.8%
2010-2025 63,359 2.5%
2015-2025 58,310 2.3%
2020-2025 74,871 3.4%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, and THK Associates, Inc.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

B. PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

Table III-2, illustrates the projected job growth for the Ten County market area, which is expected
to add approximately 69,582 jobs annually on average from 2025-2035.

Table III-2: Ten County Market Area Employment Projections, 2025-2035

Annual Change

Year Total Employment Numerical Percent
2025 3,122,322 - -
2026 3,184,259 61,937 2.0%
2027 3,247,749 63,490 2.0%
2028 3,312,843 65,094 2.0%
2029 3,379,593 66,751 2.0%
2030 3,448,056 68,462 2.0%
2031 3,518,288 70,232 2.0%
2032 3,590,348 72,061 2.0%
2033 3,664,301 73,952 2.1%
2034 3,740,210 75,909 2.1%
2035 3,818,142 77,933 2.1%

Annual Change
2025-2035 69,582 2.0%

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis and THK Associates, Inc.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

C. POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD GROWTH TRENDS

Employment, population, and household growth drive demand for residential real estate
development.

Table III-3 shows that in the Ten County market area, population and households have increased
since 1980 by 2.0% and 2.0%, respectively. Since 2010, population has increased by 83,506
people per year to 4,612,340 in 2025, for an average annual growth rate of 2.0%.

Households in the Ten County market area have grown by 1.9% per year over the last fifteen
years. Since 2010, households in the region have increased by 29,085 annually to 1,756,007 in
2025.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table III-3: Estimates of Population and Households in the Denver Ten County Market Area, 1980-2025

Adams Arapahoe Boulder Broonfield Denver Douglas Jefferson Larimer Weld Elbert Ten County Total
County County County County County County County County County County
Year Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH Pop HH
1980 245,944 84,219 293,621 106,018 189,625 68,964 - - 492,365 211,566 25,153 7,857 371,753 129,778 | 149,184 54,086 123,440 42,750 6,850 2,380 1,897,935 707,618
1990 257,874 93,914 391,902 155,367 208,913 82,510 25,032 8,992 467,229 210,943 60,406 20,786 437,056 166,520 | 186,137 70,575 131,729 47,533 9,644 3,351 2,175,922 860,491
2000 347,987 122,803 487,900 190,892 269,625 106,485 39,434 14,251 554,688 239,242 175,792 60,938 525,287 205,408 | 251,493 97,163 180,795 63,194 19,872 6,670 2,852,873 1,107,046
2010 441,603 153,764 572,003 224,011 294,567 119,300 55,889 21,414 600,158 263,107 285,465 102,018 | 534,543 218,160 | 299,630 120,295 | 252,825 89,349 23,068 8,380 3,359,751 1,319,798
2020 533,501 192,087 677,136 262,519 348,828 133,340 82,077 32,015 759,214 336,152 369,347 131,260 | 615,579 240,109 | 369,347 144,065 | 348,828 129,179 27,313 8,853 4,131,170 1,609,579
2025 578,829 208,407 740,631 280,204 369,771 140,720 101,496 35,008 863,616 371,470 430,487 151,573 | 644,683 249,695 | 402,029 157,289 | 448,881 151,364 31,916 10,345 4,612,340 1,756,077
(1980-2025):
Numericall 7,400 2,760 9,930 3,871 4,000 1,595 - - 8,250 3,553 9,010 3,194 6,070 2,665 5,620 2,293 7,230 2,414 560 177 60,320 23,299
Percent 1.9% 2.0% 2.1% 2.2% 1.5% 1.6% - - 1.3% 1.3% 6.5% 6.8% 1.2% 1.5% 2.2% 2.4% 2.9% 2.8% 3.5% 3.3% 2.0% 2.0%
Percent of
10-County Total 12.3% 11.8% 16.5% 16.6% 6.6% 6.8% - - 13.7% 15.3% 14.9% 13.7% 10.1% 11.4% 9.3% 9.8% 12.0% 10.4% 0.9% 0.8% 100.0% 100.0%
(1990-2025):
Numerical 9,170 3,271 9,960 3,567 4,600 1,663 2,180 743 11,330 4,586 10,570 3,737 5,930 2,376 6,170 2,478 9,060 2,967 640 200 69,612 25,588
Percent 2.3% 2.3% 1.8% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5% 4.1% 4.0% 1.8% 1.6% 5.8% 5.8% 1.1% 1.2% 2.2% 2.3% 3.6% 3.4% 3.5% 3.3% 2.2% 2.1%
Percent of
10-County Total| 13.2% 12.8% 14.3% 13.9% 6.6% 6.5% 3.1% 2.9% 16.3% 17.9% 15.2% 14.6% 8.5% 9.3% 8.9% 9.7% 13.0% 11.6% 0.9% 0.8% 100.0% 100.0%
(2000-2025):
Numerical 9,234 3,424 10,109 3,572 4,006 1,369 2,482 830 12,357 5,289 10,188 3,625 4,776 1,771 6,021 2,405 10,723 3,527 482 147 70,379 25,961
Percent 2.1% 2.1% 1.7% 1.5% 1.3% 1.1% 3.9% 3.7% 1.8% 1.8% 3.6% 3.7% 0.8% 0.8% 1.9% 1.9% 3.7% 3.6% 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% 1.9%
Percent of|
10-County Total| 13.1% 13.2% 14.4% 13.8% 5.7% 5.3% 3.5% 3.2% 17.6% 20.4% 14.5% 14.0% 6.8% 6.8% 8.6% 9.3% 15.2% 13.6% 0.7% 0.6% 100.0% 100.0%
(2010-2025)
Numericall 9,148 3,643 11,242 3,746 5,014 1,428 3,040 906 17,564 7,224 9,668 3,304 7,343 2,102 6,827 2,466 13,070 4,134 590 131 83,506 29,085
Percent 1.8% 2.0% 1.7% 1.5% 1.5% 1.1% 4.1% 3.3% 2.5% 2.3% 2.8% 2.7% 1.3% 0.9% 2.0% 1.8% 3.9% 3.6% 2.2% 1.4% 2.0% 1.9%
Percent of
10-County Total| 11.0% 12.5% 13.5% 12.9% 6.0% 4.9% 3.6% 3.1% 21.0% 24.8% 11.6% 11.4% 8.8% 7.2% 8.2% 8.5% 15.7% 14.2% 0.7% 0.5% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: Bureau of Census and THK Associates, Inc.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

D. TEN-COUNTY INCOME LEVELS

Table III-4 illustrates the per capita personal income level and annual change over the last 36
years for Ten County Market Area, by county, and the United States as a whole. Table III-4
illustrates an increase in wealth for the Ten County area, which will positively impact both
residential and commercial real estate within the county over the next several years.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table III-4: Per Capita Personal Income by County for the Ten County, 1990-2025

Adams County Arapahoe County Boulder County County Denver County Douglas County Jefferson County Larimer County Weld County Elbert County United States
Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Year Income Change Income Change Income Change Income Change Income Change Income Change Income ___Annual Change Income Change Income __ Change Income Change Income __Annual Change
1990 $16,330 - $24,379 - $22,416 - - - $23,320 - $25,072 - $21,661 - $17,978 - $15,533 - $17,809 - $19,621 -
1991 $16,796 2.9% $24,876 2.0% $23,149 3.3% - - $23,438 0.5% $30,328 21.0% $22,760 5.1% $18,583 3.4% $16,077  3.5% $18,507 3.9% $20,030 2.1%
1992 $17,674 5.2% $25,840 3.9% $24,790 7.1% - - $24,376 4.0% $32,436 7.0% $23,623 3.8% $19,581 5.4% $16,988  5.7% $20,603 11.3% $21,090 5.3%
1993 $18,522 4.8% $26,998 4.5% $25,987 4.8% - - $25,277 3.7% $35,653 9.9% $24,781 4.9% $20,606 5.2% $18,168  6.9% $22,588 9.6% $21,733 3.0%
1994 $19,377 4.6% $28,637 6.1% $27,401 5.4% - - $26,430 4.6% $37,723 5.8% $25,474 2.8% $21,442 4.1% $18,787  3.4% $23,813 5.4% $22,575 3.9%
1995 $20,154 4.0% $30,209 5.5% $29,080 6.1% - - $28,277 7.0% $39,511 4.7% $27,051 6.2% $22,754 6.1% $19,323  2.9% $24,273 1.9% $23,607 4.6%
1996 $20,910 3.8% $32,314 7.0% $30,835 6.0% - - $29,666 4.9% $39,551 0.1% $28,585 5.7% $24,327 6.9% $20,547  6.3% $25,371 4.5% $24,771 4.9%
1997 $22,347 6.9% $33,388 3.3% $32,791 6.3% - - $31,002 4.5% $39,282 -0.7% $30,751 7.6% $25,754 5.9% $21,467  4.5% $24,671 -2.8% $25,993 4.9%
1998 $23,811 6.6% $36,261 8.6% $35,192 7.3% - - $34,097 10.0% $39,853 1.5% $33,830 10.0% $27,099 5.2% $23,155  7.9% $26,372 6.9% $27,557 6.0%
1999 $25,270 6.1% $38,739 6.8% $37,436 6.4% - - $35,915 5.3% $41,387 3.8% $35,172 4.0% $28,273 4.3% $24,333  5.1% $28,038 6.3% $28,675 4.1%
2000 $27,118 7.3% $42,831 10.6% $41,817 11.7% - - $39,489 10.0% $44,194 6.8% $38,710 10.1% $31,041 9.8% $25,552 5.0% $31,240 11.4% $30,657 6.9%
2001 $27,864 2.8% $41,679 2.7% $42,333 1.2% - - $40,041 1.4% $42,852 -3.0% $41,783 7.9% $32,229 3.8% $26,116  2.2% $32,788 5.0% $31,589 3.0%
2002 $27,982 0.4% $41,180 -1.2% $41,489 -2.0% $41,621 - $40,220 0.4% $38,955 9.1% $40,929 -2.0% $31,997 -0.7% $24,871  -4.8% $31,518 -3.9% $31,832 0.8%
2003 $28,307 1.2% $41,502 0.8% $42,260 1.9% $41,593 0.1% $40,892 1.7% $37,614 -3.4% $41,040 0.3% $31,878 -0.4% $25,200 1.3% $31,570 0.2% $32,681 2.7%
2004 $28,551 0.9% $40,776 -1.7% $43,232 2.3% $43,741 5.2% $42,033 2.8% $41,266 9.7% $42,632 3.9% $32,759 2.8% $26,905  6.8% $34,989 10.8% $34,251 4.8%
2005 $28,932 1.3% $41,791 2.5% $46,245 7.0% $47,412 8.4% $46,511 10.7% $46,527 12.7% $43,338 1.7% $34,106 4.1% $28,569  6.2% $36,645 4.7% $35,849 4.7%
2006 $29,751 2.8% $44,957 7.6% $49,090 6.2% $53,431 12.7% $50,786 9.2% $51,151 9.9% $44,926 3.7% $35,926 5.3% $20,898  4.7% $37,341 1.9% $38,114 6.3%
2007 $30,849 3.7% $46,420 3.3% $50,834 3.6% $57,868 8.3% $52,270 2.9% $54,897 7.3% $46,169 2.8% $37,874 5.4% $32,016  7.1% $40,282 7.9% $39,844 4.5%
2008 $31,761 3.0% $43,602 6.1% $52,114 2.5% $62,872 8.6% $54,509 4.3% $56,270 2.5% $46,753 1.3% $38,191 0.8% $33,762  5.5% $42,293 5.0% $40,904 2.7%
2009 $30,815 -3.0% $39,767 -8.8% $46,942 -9.9% $57,309 -8.8% $47,126 -13.5% 455,031 -2.2% $44,500 -4.8% $36,870 -3.5% $32,573  -3.5% $41,876 -1.0% $39,284 -4.0%
2010 $30,754 -0.2% $40,980 3.1% $50,465 7.5% $54,157 -5.5% $49,040 4.1% $53,727 -2.4% $45,302 1.8% $37,455 1.6% $33,002 1.6% $39,126 -6.6% $40,547 3.2%
2011 $32,392 5.3% $46,782 14.2% $52,309 3.7% $56,309 4.0% $54,236 10.6% $56,700 5.5% $47,361 4.5% $39,105 4.4% $35,055  5.9% $48,200 23.2% $42,739 5.4%
2012 $33,917 4.7% $48,429 3.5% $54,984 5.1% $58,467 3.8% $57,896 6.7% $60,614 6.9% $49,331 4.2% $40,922 4.6% $37,088 5.8% $44,851 -6.9% $44,605 4.4%
2013 $34,811 2.6% $49,668 2.6% $56,706 3.1% $55,036 -5.9% $61,732 6.6% $62,501 3.1% $51,347 4.1% $42,550 4.0% $38,793  4.6% $47,758 6.5% $44,860 0.6%
2014 $36,809 5.7% $53,215 7.1% $60,575 6.8% $57,640 4.7% $68,076 10.3% $66,067 5.7% $54,588 6.3% $45,152 6.1% $42,283  9.0% $50,141 5.0% $47,071 4.9%
2015 438,452 4.5% $54,455 2.3% $64,287 6.1% $58,798 2.0% $67,037 -1.5% $67,678 2.4% $56,959 4.3% $47,007 4.1% $43,925  3.9% $52,011 3.7% $49,019 4.1%
2016 $39,565 2.9% 55,207 1.4% $65,363 1.7% $60,556 .0% $64,209 -4.2% $68,823 1.7% $57,921 1.7% $48,422 3.0% $43,745  -0.4% $54,434 4.7% $50,015 2.0%
2017 $41,321 4.4% $57,116 3.5% $69,968 7.0% $63,349 4.6% $74,573 16.1% $70,383 2.3% $60,265 4.0% $51,748 6.9% $44,479 1.7% $56,017 2.9% $52,118 4.2%
2018 $43,544 5.4% $61,906 8.4% $73,518 5.1% $68,038 4% $79,023 6.0% $75,255 6.9% $63,319 5.1% $54,207 4.8% $48,035  8.0% $60,057 7.2% $54,606 4.8%
2019 $45,481 4.4% $64,477 4.2% $76,527 4.1% $70,996 4.3% $81,405 3.0% $78,455 4.3% $66,017 4.3% $55,884 3.1% $50,198  4.5% $62,554 4.2% $56,490 3.5%
2020 $48,115 5.8% $66,691 3.4% $79,649 4.1% $67,495 -4.9% $85,411 4.9% $78,980 0.7% $68,829 4.3% $58,725 5.1% $52,054  3.7% $65,795 5.2% $59,510 5.3%
2021 $49,983 3.9% $70,178 5.2% $83,544 4.9% $72,544 7.5% $91,695 7.4% $82,895 5.0% $71,541 3.9% $61,220 4.2% $54,403  4.5% $71,818 9.2% $61,556 3.4%
2022 $52,257 4.6% $73,346 4.5% 86,626 3.7% $73,839 1.8% $94,611 3.2% 485,818 3.5% $74,412 4.0% $63,395 3.6% $56,994  4.8% $76,264 6.2% $63,990 4.0%
2023 Estimate $54,447 4.2% $76,437 4.2% $89,955 3.8% $75,624 4% $98,674 4.3% $88,693 3.3% $77,219 3.8% $65,741 3.7% $59,381 4.2% $79,801 4.6% $66,368 3.7%
2024 Estimate $56,648 4.0% $78,752 3.0% $93,267 3.7% $75,842 0.3% $103,015 4.4% $90,507 2.0% $79,908 3.5% $68,171 3.7% $61,186  3.0% $83,969 5.2% $68,765 3.6%
2025 Estimate 458,887 4.0% $82,456 4.7% $96,793 3.8% 478,339 3% $107,855 4.7% $93,894 3.7% $82,798 3.6% $70,747 3.8% $63,928  4.5% $89,232 6.3% $71,278 3.7%
1990-2025 $1,216 3.7% $1,659 3.5% $2,125 4.3% - - $2,415 45% $1,966 3.8% $1,747 3.9% $1,508 4.0% $1,383  4.1% $2,041 4.7% $1,476 3.8%
2015-2025 $2,043 4.4% $2,800 4.2% $3,251 4.2% $1,954 2.9% $4,082 4.9% $2,622 33% $2,584 3.8% $2,374 4.2% $2,000 3.8% $3,722 5.5% $2,226 3.8%
2020-2025 $2,154 4.1% $3,153 43% $3,429 4.0% $2,169 3.0% $4,489 4.8% $2,983 3.5% $2,794 3.8% $2,404 3.8% $2375  4.2% $4,687 6.3% $2,354 3.7%
Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of ic Analysis, & THK Inc.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

E. RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION TRENDS

Tables III-5A on the following pages show the quantity of single family and multifamily permits
by year in the Ten County market area. The number of building permits being issued in the Ten
County market area slowed with the economic downturn in the late 2000s. Permits issued within
the Ten County market area over the last forty four, ten, and five-year periods have averaged
22,833, 28,456, and 29,898 respectively. From 1980 to 2024, single family permits accounted for
65.1% of the total permits issued. Over the last three-year period, this ratio has lowered slightly
to 52.8%, indicating a slight market shift towards more multi-family housing.
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table III-5A: ial Permits Issued by County in the Metro Ten County, 1980 - 2024
Single Family
Ten County
Adams Arapahoe Boulder Broomfield Denver Douglas Jefferson Larimer Weld Elbert Total
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Year Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits
1980 1,658 13.5% 4,367 35.5% 1,003 8.9% 0 0.0% 1,023 8.3% 377 3.1% 1,997 16.2% 1,309 10.6% 469 3.8% 111 0.9% 12,293
1981 951 8.3% 4,648 40.8% 825 7.2% 0 0.0% 808 7.1% 989 8.7% 2,061 18.1% 900 7.9% 210 1.8% 86 0.8% 11,392
1982 1,125 9.0% 4,753 38.1% 1,464 11.7% 0 0.0% 951 7.6% 938 7.5% 2,173 17.4% 840 6.7% 243 1.9% 17 0.9% 12,487
1983 2,139 9.8% 6,643 30.5% 2,451 11.2% 0 0.0% 1,943 8.9% 1,594 7.3% 4,632 21.2% 1,895 8.7% 507 2.3% 153 0.7% 21,804
1984 2,614 15.4% 3,546 20.9% 1,848 10.9% 0 0.0% 1,185 7.0% 1,910 11.2% 3,638 21.4% 1,794 10.6% 461 2.7% 158 0.9% 16,996
1985 2,152 15.5% 3,019 21.7% 1,359 9.8% 0 0.0% 757 5.4% 1,731 12.4% 2,777 20.0% 1,633 11.7% 486 3.5% 184 1.3% 13,914
1986 1,931 14.8% 1,778 13.6% 1,558 11.9% 0 0.0% 736 5.6% 2,171 16.6% 2,806 21.5% 1,711 13.1% 356 2.7% 225 1.7% 13,047
1987 826 9.5% 1,133 13.0% 1,259 14.5% 0 0.0% 404 4.6% 1,817 20.9% 1,748 20.1% 1,204 13.8% 317 3.6% 161 1.8% 8,708
1988 504 8.0% 565 9.0% 915 14.5% 0 0.0% 133 2.1% 1,626 25.8% 1,208 19.1% 1,085 17.2% 275 4.4% 137 2.2% 6,311
1989 413 6.9% 561 9.4% 889 14.9% 0 0.0% 149 2.5% 1,471 24.7% 1,171 19.7% 1,047 17.6% 254 4.3% 100 1.7% 5,955
1990 433 6.4% 656 9.8% 1,014 15.1% 0 0.0% 168 2.5% 1,587 23.6% 1,549 23.1% 1,053 15.7% 258 3.8% 97 1.4% 6,718
1991 691 7.5% 1,099 12.0% 1,531 16.7% 0 0.0% 278 3.0% 1,916 20.9% 2,026 22.1% 1,288 14.1% 336 3.7% 102 1.1% 9,165
1992 1,379 10.1% 1,814 13.2% 2,416 17.6% 0 0.0% 311 2.3% 2,586 18.9% 2,930 21.4% 1,772 12.9% 509 3.7% 194 1.4% 13,717
1993 1,947 11.5% 2,246 13.2% 2,864 16.9% 0 0.0% 375 2.2% 3,295 19.4% 3,060 18.0% 2,316 13.6% 868 5.1% 368 2.2% 16,971
1994 2,537 13.9% 2,348 12.9% 2,263 12.4% 0 0.0% 584 3.2% 4,042 22.2% 2,767 15.2% 2,564 14.1% 1,096 6.0% 558 3.1% 18,201
1995 2,416 13.8% 2,069 11.8% 2,154 12.3% 0 0.0% 501 2.9% 4,073 23.3% 2,707 15.5% 2,272 13.0% 1,310 7.5% 488 2.8% 17,502
1996 2,625 14.1% 2,500 13.4% 1,774 9.5% 0 0.0% 718 3.9% 4,812 25.9% 2,039 11.0% 2,458 13.2% 1,687 9.1% 416 2.2% 18,613
1997 2,667 13.2% 2,668 13.2% 2,401 11.9% 0 0.0% 1,028 5.1% 4,991 24.7% 2,294 11.4% 2,299 11.4% 1,839 9.1% 316 1.6% 20,187
1998 2,939 12.5% 3,029 12.9% 2,969 12.7% 0 0.0% 1,654 7.0% 5,286 22.5% 2,105 9.0% 2,659 11.3% 2,827 12.0% 295 1.3% 23,468
1999 3,280 12.8% 4,306 16.8% 2,383 9.3% [¢] 0.0% 1,966 7.7% 5,569 21.8% 2,016 7.9% 2,643 10.3% 3,403 13.3% 287 1.1% 25,566
2000 2,979 12.0% 4,246 17.1% 2,526 10.2% 0 0.0% 1,677 6.8% 4,760 19.2% 1,932 7.8% 2,748 11.1% 3,970 16.0% 317 1.3% 24,838
2001 4,446 19.0% 3,531 15.1% 1,960 8.4% 0 0.0% 1,271 5.4% 4,048 17.3% 1,524 6.5% 2,658 11.3% 3,982 17.0% 301 1.3% 23,420
2002 4,044 18.2% 3,294 14.8% 1,358 6.1% 514 2.3% 1,763 7.9% 3,516 15.8% 1,334 6.0% 2,586 11.6% 3,837 17.2% 185 0.8% 22,246
2003 4,081 19.5% 2,397 11.4% 1,165 5.6% 423 2.0% 2,122 10.1% 3,499 16.7% 1,237 5.9% 2,368 11.3% 3,682 17.6% 154 0.7% 20,974
2004 4,418 17.1% 3,071 11.9% 1,147 4.4% 615 2.4% 4,098 15.9% 4,227 16.4% 1,629 6.3% 2,758 10.7% 3,854 14.9% 219 0.8% 25,817
2005 4,197 17.1% 3,185 13.0% 824 3.4% 658 2.7% 2,081 8.5% 5,483 22.4% 1,641 6.7% 2,313 9.4% 4,120 16.8% 258 1.1% 24,502
2006 2,796 16.2% 2,747 15.9% a77 2.8% 918 5.3% 1,952 11.3% 3,279 19.0% 1,019 5.9% 1,496 8.7% 2,603 15.1% 244 1.4% 17,287
2007 1,453 13.5% 1,657 15.4% 407 3.8% 584 5.4% 1,407 13.1% 1,835 17.1% 702 6.5% 1,126 10.5% 1,556 14.5% 150 1.4% 10,727
2008 674 11.8% 755 13.2% 307 5.4% 190 3.3% 981 17.1% 926 16.2% 384 6.7% 657 11.5% 852 14.9% 57 1.0% 5,726
2009 487 12.6% 564 14.6% 142 3.7% 160 4.1% 559 14.4% 580 15.0% 296 7.7% 363 9.4% 718 18.6% 39 1.0% 3,869
2010 626 11.8% 802 15.2% 284 5.4% 232 4.4% 762 14.4% 822 15.5% 473 8.9% 499 9.4% 789 14.9% 33 0.6% 5,289
2011 537 10.0% 614 11.5% 195 3.6% 199 3.7% 852 15.9% 1,011 18.9% 440 8.2% 710 13.3% 794 14.8% 30 0.6% 5,352
2012 797 9.6% 961 11.6% 270 3.3% 162 2.0% 1,218 14.7% 1,698 20.5% 858 10.3% 1,153 13.9% 1,182 14.2% 45 0.5% 8,299
2013 1,025 9.7% 1,198 11.4% 350 3.3% 356 3.4% 1,526 14.5% 1,993 18.9% 977 9.3% 1,507 14.3% 1,611 15.3% 79 0.7% 10,543
2014 1,091 8.8% 1,260 10.1% 606 4.9% 439 3.5% 1,990 16.0% 2,224 17.9% 1,142 9.2% 1,705 13.7% 1,997 16.0% 116 0.9% 12,454
2015 1,463 10.6% 1,687 12.2% 739 5.3% 403 2.9% 1,981 14.3% 2,183 15.8% 1,431 10.3% 1,770 12.8% 2,181 15.8% 149 1.1% 13,838
2016 1,875 13.0% 2,031 14.1% 697 4.8% 533 3.7% 2,259 15.7% 2,014 14.0% 1,516 10.5% 1,650 11.5% 1,820 12.6% 120 0.8% 14,395
2017 1,874 11.9% 2,362 15.0% 710 4.5% 398 2.5% 2,560 16.3% 2,386 15.2% 1,229 7.8% 2,040 13.0% 2,166 13.8% 163 1.0% 15,725
2018 2,467 14.6% 2,186 13.0% 825 4.9% 587 3.5% 2,526 15.0% 2,723 16.2% 1,070 6.3% 1,729 10.3% 2,742 16.3% 217 1.3% 16,855
2019 2,283 14.4% 2,357 14.8% 658 4.1% 337 2.1% 2,257 14.2% 2,651 16.7% 830 5.2% 1,610 10.1% 2,911 18.3% 196 1.2% 15,894
2020 2,735 16.6% 2,918 17.7% 542 3.3% 223 1.4% 1,167 7.1% 2,816 17.1% 823 5.0% 2,193 13.3% 3,046 18.5% 296 1.8% 16,463
2021 2,823 15.0% 3,028 16.1% 343 1.8% 268 1.4% 1,550 8.3% 3,722 19.8% 1,073 5.7% 2,149 11.4% 3,814 20.3% 413 2.2% 18,770
2022 2,046 13.9% 1,552 10.5% 648 4.4% 179 1.2% 1,323 9.0% 3,219 21.8% 1,074 7.3% 1,395 9.5% 3,319 22.5% 252 1.7% 14,755
2023 Estimate 1,863 14.4% 2,265 17.5% 800 6.2% 119 0.9% 1,174 9.1% 1,988 15.4% 980 7.6% 1,266 9.8% 2,493 19.3% 349 2.7% 12,948
2024 Estimate 1,956 15.2% 2,359 18.3% 439 3.4% 57 0.4% 872 6.8% 2,120 16.4% 931 7.2% 1,370 10.6% 2,805 21.7% 780 6.0% 12,909
*2024 Permits are through December
44-Year Average
1980-2024 2,007 13.5% 2,373 16.0% 1,214 8.2% 193 1.3% 1,289 8.7% 2,645 17.8% 1,666 11.2% 1,709 11.5% 1,767 11.9% 203 1.4% 14,864
10-Year Average
2014-2024 2,052 13.5% 2,165 14.2% 657 4.3% 349 2.3% 1,879 12.4% 2,593 17.0% 1,117 7.3% 1,751 11.5% 2,649 17.4% 227 1.5% 15,210
5-Year Average
2020-2024 2,350 14.9% 2,424 15.4% 598 3.8% 225 1.4% 1,494 9.5% 2,879 18.3% 956 6.1% 1,723 10.9% 3,117 19.8% 301 1.9% 15,766
3-Year Average
2022-2024 2,244 14.5% 2,282 14.7% 597 3.9% 189 1.2% 1,349 8.7% 2,976 19.2% 1,042 6.7% 1,603 10.4% 3,209 20.7% 338 2.2% 15,491
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ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table ITI-5A: Residential Building Permits Issued by County in the Metro Ten County, 1980 - 2024

Multi-Family

Ten County
Adams Arapahoe Boulder Broomfield Denver Douglas Jefferson Larimer Weld Elbert Total
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Year Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits
1980 189 3.1% 2,443 39.5% 480 7.8% ) 0.0% 1,459 23.6% 33 0.5% 1,045 16.9% 434 7.0% 104 1.7% 0 0.0% 6,187
1981 264 4.8% 2,611 47.1% 416 7.5% 0 0.0% 1,008 18.2% 0 0.0% 910 16.4% 272 4.9% 58 1.0% 0 0.0% 5,539
1982 550 6.2% 3,083 34.9% 647 7.3% 0 0.0% 2,059 23.3% 82 0.9% 1,926 21.8% 297 3.4% 202 2.3% 4 0.0% 8,846
1983 1,577 11.6% 5412 39.9% 1,905 14.0% 0 0.0% 1,856 13.7% 296 2.2% 1,884 13.9% 528 3.9% 116 0.9% 8 0.1% 13,574
1984 1,857 13.9% 4,768 35.7% 2,076 15.5% 0 0.0% 1,240 9.3% 243 1.8% 1,976 14.8% 1,091 8.2% 107 0.8% 4 0.0% 13,358
1985 1,328 14.6% 2,988 32.8% 699 7.7% 0 0.0% 882 9.7% 431 4.7% 1,345 14.7% 1,009 11.1% 441 4.8% 0 0.0% 9,123
1986 1,592 18.7% 2,468 29.0% 543 6.4% 0 0.0% 2,004 23.5% 189 2.2% 1,135 13.3% 240 2.8% 344 4.0% 0 0.0% 8,515
1987 268 6.7% 992 24.9% 493 12.4% 0 0.0% 922 23.2% 8 0.2% 808 20.3% 347 8.7% 144 3.6% 0 0.0% 3,982
1988 4 0.2% 1,293 55.3% 72 3.1% 0 0.0% 539 23.0% 0 0.0% 206 8.8% 199 8.5% 26 1.1% 0 0.0% 2,339
1989 96 7.1% 15 1.1% 254 18.8% 0 0.0% 477 35.4% 3 0.2% 458 34.0% 26 1.9% 20 1.5% [¢] 0.0% 1,349
1990 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 446 59.9% 0 0.0% 30 4.0% 0 0.0% 73 9.8% 183 24.6% 13 1.7% 0 0.0% 745
1991 46 9.1% 0o 0.0% 19 3.8% 0 0.0% 137 27.2% 0 0.0% 25 5.0% 255 50.7% 21 4.2% [¢] 0.0% 503
1992 12 0.6% 476 23.0% 383 18.5% 0 0.0% 195 9.4% 360 17.4% 472 22.8% 156 7.6% 12 0.6% 0 0.0% 2,066
1993 542 20.4% 741 27.9% 203 7.7% o 0.0% 623 23.5% 0 0.0% 145 5.5% 302 11.4% 97 3.7% 0 0.0% 2,653
1994 525 9.4% 2,032 36.4% 360 6.4% 0 0.0% 1,257 22.5% 0 0.0% 706 12.6% 638 11.4% 68 1.2% 0 0.0% 5,586
1995 944 14.0% 1,487 22.1% 940 14.0% o 0.0% 285 4.2% 711 10.6% 1,675 24.9% 525 7.8% 160 2.4% 6 0.1% 6,727
1996 269 4.2% 1,221 19.1% 970 15.1% 0 0.0% 714 11.1% 918 14.3% 1,115 17.4% 1,033 16.1% 169 2.6% 2 0.0% 6,409
1997 1,414 19.2% 1,463 19.9% 858 11.7% 0 0.0% 1,233 16.7% 572 7.8% 1,068 14.5% 478 6.5% 278 3.8% 0 0.0% 7,364
1998 1,344 12.2% 1,428 13.0% 2,167 19.7% 0 0.0% 3,035 27.5% 1,156 10.5% 1,088 9.9% 563 5.1% 242 2.2% 16 0.1% 11,023
1999 450 6.1% 1,493 20.2% 609 8.2% 0 0.0% 1,413 19.1% 1,595 21.5% 747 10.1% 948 12.8% 154 2.1% 4 0.1% 7,409
2000 2,500 20.0% 3,894 31.1% 254 2.0% 0 0.0% 1,972 15.8% 1,635 13.1% 1,084 8.7% 776 6.2% 399 3.2% 0 0.0% 12,514
2001 1,684 11.4% 4,404 29.9% 1,361 9.2% 0 0.0% 3,187 21.6% 2,004 13.6% 785 5.3% 1,006 6.8% 319 2.2% 4 0.0% 14,750
2002 1,787 18.8% 1,511 15.9% 359 3.8% 368 3.9% 2,863 30.2% 987 10.4% 590 6.2% 450 4.7% 574 6.0% 12 0.1% 9,489
2003 597 14.1% 959 22.6% 263 6.2% 214 5.0% 914 21.5% 194 4.6% 189 4.5% 635 15.0% 281 6.6% 12 0.3% 4,246
2004 640 14.5% 777 17.7% 225 5.1% 119 2.7% 0 0.0% 870 19.8% 715 16.3% 494 11.2% 560 12.7% 0 0.0% 4,400
2005 375 9.4% 837 21.0% 317 7.9% 113 2.8% 1,083 27.1% 80 2.0% 453 11.4% 574 14.4% 159 4.0% 0 0.0% 3,991
2006 112 1.9% 787 13.1% 269 4.5% 164 2.7% 1,900 31.6% 690 11.5% 1,025 17.1% 744 12.4% 319 5.3% 0 0.0% 6,010
2007 356 5.2% 2,224 32.5% 228 3.3% 476 6.9% 2,275 33.2% 428 6.2% 360 5.3% 215 3.1% 291 4.2% 3 0.0% 6,853
2008 108 1.8% 1,009 16.6% 715 11.8% 637 10.5% 2,199 36.2% 467 7.7% 205 3.4% 608 10.0% 128 2.1% 0 0.0% 6,076
2009 6 0.4% 608 37.3% 203 12.4% 0 0.0% 329 20.2% 271 16.6% 83 5.1% 88 5.4% 43 2.6% 0 0.0% 1,631
2010 36 1.6% 477 20.9% 373 16.4% 0 0.0% 470 20.6% 93 4.1% 104 4.6% 654 28.7% 74 3.2% 0 0.0% 2,281
2011 12 0.4% 192 5.6% 114 3.4% 0 0.0% 1,698 50.0% 284 8.4% 524 15.4% 480 14.1% 95 2.8% 0 0.0% 3,399
2012 220 2.4% 754 8.2% 479 5.2% 1,848 20.1% 4,360 47.4% 590 6.4% 172 1.9% 711 7.7% 57 0.6% 0 0.0% 9,191
2013 4 0.0% 1,881 18.7% 861 8.5% 540 5.4% 4,346 43.1% 520 5.2% 736 7.3% 870 8.6% 315 3.1% 0 0.0% 10,073
2014 24 0.2% 637 6.6% 765 7.9% 381 3.9% 3,968 41.1% 1,006 10.4% 1,377 14.3% 793 8.2% 711 7.4% 0 0.0% 9,662
2015 123 1.2% 1,143 11.4% 425 4.2% 44 0.4% 5,959 59.2% 714 7.1% 420 4.2% 664 6.6% 576 5.7% 0 0.0% 10,068
2016 171 1.2% 2,636 18.4% 1,116 7.8% 13 0.1% 5,559 38.9% 1,318 9.2% 1,096 7.7% 1,874 13.1% 514 3.6% 0 0.0% 14,297
2017 522 3.7% 395 2.8% 844 6.1% 18 0.1% 7,965 57.1% 1,309 9.4% 1,147 8.2% 888 6.4% 853 6.1% 0 0.0% 13,941
2018 289 2.1% 1,375 9.9% 2,043 14.8% 198 1.4% 5,352 38.7% 1,342 9.7% 1,070 7.7% 1,211 8.8% 958 6.9% 0 0.0% 13,838
2019 381 3.5% 1,140 10.4% 906 8.3% 6 0.1% 5,073 46.5% 508 4.7% 986 9.0% 931 8.5% 986 9.0% 0 0.0% 10,917
2020 1,111 10.6% 1,188 11.3% 998 9.5% 204 1.9% 3,892 37.0% 573 5.5% 1,338 12.7% 400 3.8% 805 7.7% 0 0.0% 10,509
2021 1,864 9.2% 2,491 12.3% 894 4.4% 233 1.2% 8,450 41.8% 2,337 11.5% 1,442 7.1% 1,072 5.3% 1,454 7.2% 0 0.0% 20,237
2022 765 4.4% 1,774 10.1% 973 5.5% 359 2.0% 6,973 39.7% 1,548 8.8% 1,132 6.5% 1,202 6.9% 2,818 16.1% 32 0.2% 17,544
2023 Estimate 954 6.3% 3,199 21.1% 846 5.6% 1,158 7.7% 4,551 30.1% 1,580 10.4% 205 1.4% 1,415 9.3% 1,226 8.1% 0 0.0% 15,134
2024 Estimate 343 4.0% 1,568 18.1% 1,249 14.4% 348 4.0% 3,122 36.0% 1,011 11.7% 240 2.8% 416 4.8% 365 4.2% 0 0.0% 8,662
*2024 Permits are through December
44-Year Average
1980-2024 634 7.9% 1,652 20.5% 690 8.6% 161 2.0% 2,425 30.1% 635 7.9% 819 10.2% 643 8.0% 393 4.9% 2 0.0% 8,053
10-Year Average
2014-2024 620 4.6% 1,598 11.7% 981 7.2% 261 1.9% 5,774 42.4% 1,224 9.0% 1,021 7.5% 1,045 7.7% 1,090 8.0% 3 0.0% 13,615
5-Year Average
2020-2024 1,015 6.8% 1,958 13.2% 923 6.2% 392 2.6% 5,788 38.9% 1,309 8.8% 1,021 6.9% 1,004 6.8% 1,458 9.8% 6 0.0% 14,868
3-Year Average
2022-2024 1,194 6.8% 2,488 14.1% 904 5.1% 583 3.3% 6,658 37.7% 1,822 10.3% 926 5.3% 1,230 7.0% 1,833 10.4% 11 0.1% 17,638
SURBOR NS R FROP DL IR DS R £ 21 THK ASSOCIATES, INC.
Project File: SV2025-005

Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 315 of 462



ECONOMIC BASE ANALYSIS

Table ITI-5A:

Permits Issued by County in the Metro Ten County, 1980 - 2024

Total
Ten County
Adams Arapahoe Boulder Broomfield Denver Douglas Jefferson Larimer Weld Elbert Total
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Year Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits of Total Permits
1980 1,847 10.0% 6,810 36.9% 1,573 8.5% 0 0.0% 2,482 13.4% 410 2.2% 3,042 16.5% 1,743 9.4% 573 3.1% 111 0.6% 18,480
1981 1,215 7.2% 7,259 42.9% 1,241 7.3% 0 0.0% 1,816 10.7% 989 5.8% 2,971 17.5% 1,172 6.9% 268 1.6% 86 0.5% 16,931
1982 1,675 7.9% 7,836 36.7% 2,111 9.9% 0 0.0% 3,010 14.1% 1,020 4.8% 4,099 19.2% 1,137 5.3% 445 2.1% 121 0.6% 21,333
1983 3,716 10.5% 12,055 34.1% 4,356 12.3% 0 0.0% 3,799 10.7% 1,890 5.3% 6,516 18.4% 2,423 6.8% 623 1.8% 161 0.5% 35,378
1984 4,471 14.7% 8,314 27.4% 3,924 12.9% 0 0.0% 2,425 8.0% 2,153 7.1% 5,614 18.5% 2,885 9.5% 568 1.9% 162 0.5% 30,354
1985 3,480 15.1% 6,007 26.1% 2,058 8.9% 0 0.0% 1,639 7.1% 2,162 9.4% 4,122 17.9% 2,642 11.5% 927 4.0% 184 0.8% 23,037
1986 3,523 16.3% 4,246 19.7% 2,101 9.7% 0 0.0% 2,740 12.7% 2,360 10.9% 3,941 18.3% 1,951 9.0% 700 3.2% 225 1.0% 21,562
1987 1,094 8.6% 2,125 16.7% 1,752 13.8% 0 0.0% 1,326 10.4% 1,825 14.4% 2,556 20.1% 1,551 12.2% 461 3.6% 161 1.3% 12,690
1988 508 5.9% 1,858 21.5% 987 11.4% 0 0.0% 672 7.8% 1,626 18.8% 1,414 16.3% 1,284 14.8% 301 3.5% 137 1.6% 8,650
1989 509 7.0% 576 7.9% 1,143 15.6% 0 0.0% 626 8.6% 1,474 20.2% 1,629 22.3% 1,073 14.7% 274 3.8% 100 1.4% 7,304
1990 433 5.8% 656 8.8% 1,460 19.6% 0 0.0% 198 2.7% 1,587 21.3% 1,622 21.7% 1,236 16.6% 271 3.6% 97 1.3% 7,463
1991 737 7.6% 1,099 11.4% 1,550 16.0% 0 0.0% 415 4.3% 1,916 19.8% 2,051 21.2% 1,543 16.0% 357 3.7% 102 1.1% 9,668
1992 1,391 8.8% 2,290 14.5% 2,799 17.7% 0 0.0% 506 3.2% 2,946 18.7% 3,402 21.6% 1,928 12.2% 521 3.3% 194 1.2% 15,783
1993 2,489 12.7% 2,987 15.2% 3,067 15.6% 0 0.0% 998 5.1% 3,295 16.8% 3,205 16.3% 2,618 13.3% 965 4.9% 368 1.9% 19,624
1994 3,062 12.9% 4,380 18.4% 2,623 11.0% 0 0.0% 1,841 7.7% 4,042 17.0% 3,473 14.6% 3,202 13.5% 1,164 4.9% 558 2.3% 23,787
1995 3,360 13.9% 3,556 14.7% 3,094 12.8% 0 0.0% 786 3.2% 4,784 19.7% 4,382 18.1% 2,797 11.5% 1,470 6.1% 494 2.0% 24,229
1996 2,894 11.6% 3,721 14.9% 2,744 11.0% 0 0.0% 1,432 5.7% 5,730 22.9% 3,154 12.6% 3,491 14.0% 1,856 7.4% 418 1.7% 25,022
1997 4,081 14.8% 4,131 15.0% 3,259 11.8% 0 0.0% 2,261 8.2% 5,563 20.2% 3,362 12.2% 2,777 10.1% 2,117 7.7% 316 1.1% 27,551
1998 4,283 12.4% 4,457 12.9% 5,136 14.9% 0 0.0% 4,689 13.6% 6,442 18.7% 3,193 9.3% 3,222 9.3% 3,069 8.9% 311 0.9% 34,491
1999 3,730 11.3% 5,799 17.6% 2,992 9.1% 0 0.0% 3,379 10.2% 7,164 21.7% 2,763 8.4% 3,591 10.9% 3,557 10.8% 291 0.9% 32,975
2000 5,479 14.7% 8,140 21.8% 2,780 7.4% 0 0.0% 3,649 9.8% 6,395 17.1% 3,016 8.1% 3,524 9.4% 4,369 11.7% 317 0.8% 37,352
2001 6,130 16.1% 7,935 20.8% 3,321 8.7% 0 0.0% 4,458 11.7% 6,052 15.9% 2,309 6.0% 3,664 9.6% 4,301 11.3% 305 0.8% 38,170
2002 5,831 18.4% 4,805 15.1% 1,717 5.4% 882 2.8% 4,626 14.6% 4,503 14.2% 1,924 6.1% 3,036 9.6% 4,411 13.9% 197 0.6% 31,735
2003 4,678 18.5% 3,356 13.3% 1,428 5.7% 637 2.5% 3,036 12.0% 3,693 14.6% 1,426 5.7% 3,003 11.9% 3,963 15.7% 166 0.7% 25,220
2004 5,058 16.7% 3,848 12.7% 1,372 4.5% 734 2.4% 4,098 13.6% 5,097 16.9% 2,344 7.8% 3,252 10.8% 4,414 14.6% 219 0.7% 30,217
2005 4,572 16.0% 4,022 14.1% 1,141 4.0% 771 2.7% 3,164 11.1% 5,563 19.5% 2,094 7.3% 2,887 10.1% 4,279 15.0% 258 0.9% 28,493
2006 2,908 12.5% 3,534 15.2% 746 3.2% 1,082 4.6% 3,852 16.5% 3,969 17.0% 2,044 8.8% 2,240 9.6% 2,922 12.5% 244 1.0% 23,297
2007 1,809 10.3% 3,881 22.1% 635 3.6% 1,060 6.0% 3,682 20.9% 2,263 12.9% 1,062 6.0% 1,341 7.6% 1,847 10.5% 153 0.9% 17,580
2008 782 6.6% 1,764 14.9% 1,022 8.7% 827 7.0% 3,180 26.9% 1,393 11.8% 589 5.0% 1,265 10.7% 980 8.3% 57 0.5% 11,802
2009 493 9.0% 1,172 21.3% 345 6.3% 160 2.9% 888 16.1% 851 15.5% 379 6.9% 451 8.2% 761 13.8% 39 0.7% 5,500
2010 662 8.7% 1,279 16.9% 657 8.7% 232 3.1% 1,232 16.3% 915 12.1% 577 7.6% 1,153 15.2% 863 11.4% 33 0.4% 7,570
2011 549 6.3% 806 9.2% 309 3.5% 199 2.3% 2,550 29.1% 1,295 14.8% 964 11.0% 1,190 13.6% 889 10.2% 30 0.3% 8,751
2012 1,017 5.8% 1,715 9.8% 749 4.3% 2,010 11.5% 5,578 31.9% 2,288 13.1% 1,030 5.9% 1,864 10.7% 1,239 7.1% 45 0.3% 17,490
2013 1,029 5.0% 3,079 14.9% 1,211 5.9% 896 4.3% 5,872 28.5% 2,513 12.2% 1,713 8.3% 2,377 11.5% 1,926 9.3% 79 0.4% 20,616
2014 1,115 5.0% 1,897 8.6% 1,371 6.2% 820 3.7% 5,958 26.9% 3,230 14.6% 2,519 11.4% 2,498 11.3% 2,708 12.2% 116 0.5% 22,116
2015 1,586 6.6% 2,830 11.8% 1,164 4.9% 447 1.9% 7,940 33.2% 2,897 12.1% 1,851 7.7% 2,434 10.2% 2,757 11.5% 149 0.6% 23,906
2016 2,046 7.1% 4,667 16.3% 1,813 6.3% 546 1.9% 7,818 27.2% 3,332 11.6% 2,612 9.1% 3,524 12.3% 2,334 8.1% 120 0.4% 28,692
2017 2,396 8.1% 2,757 9.3% 1,554 5.2% 416 1.4% 10,525 35.5% 3,695 12.5% 2,376 8.0% 2,928 9.9% 3,019 10.2% 163 0.5% 29,666
2018 2,756 9.0% 3,561 11.6% 2,868 9.3% 785 2.6% 7,878 25.7% 4,065 13.2% 2,140 7.0% 2,940 9.6% 3,700 12.1% 217 0.7% 30,693
2019 2,664 9.9% 3,497 13.0% 1,564 5.8% 343 1.3% 7,330 27.3% 3,159 11.8% 1,816 6.8% 2,541 9.5% 3,897 14.5% 196 0.7% 26,811
2020 3,846 14.3% 4,106 15.2% 1,540 5.7% 427 1.6% 5,059 18.8% 3,389 12.6% 2,161 8.0% 2,593 9.6% 3,851 14.3% 296 1.1% 26,972
2021 4,687 12.0% 5,519 14.1% 1,237 3.2% 501 1.3% 10,000 25.6% 6,059 15.5% 2,515 6.4% 3,221 8.3% 5,268 13.5% 413 1.1% 39,007
2022 2,811 8.9% 2,555 8.1% 1,621 5.1% 538 1.7% 8,296 26.3% 4,767 15.1% 2,206 7.0% 2,597 8.2% 6,137 19.5% 284 0.9% 31,528
2023 Estimate 2,817 11.2% 2,555 10.1% 1,646 6.5% 1,277 5.1% 5,725 22.7% 3,568 14.2% 1,185 4.7% 2,681 10.7% 3,719 14.8% 349 1.4% 25,173
2024 Estimate 2,299 11.4% 2,556 12.7% 1,688 8.4% 405 2.0% 3,994 19.8% 3,131 15.5% 1,171 5.8% 1,786 8.8% 3,170 15.7% 780 3.9% 20,200
*2024 Permits are through December
44-Year Average
1980-2024 2,641 11.6% 3,942 17.3% 1,904 8.3% 354 1.6% 3,714 16.3% 3,280 14.4% 2,486 10.9% 2,352 10.3% 2,160 9.5% 206 0.9% 22,833
10-Year Average
2014-2024 2,672 9.4% 3,394 11.9% 1,638 5.8% 610 2.1% 7,653 26.9% 3,816 13.4% 2,138 7.5% 2,796 9.8% 3,739 13.1% 230 0.8% 28,456
5-Year Average
2020-2024 3,365 11.3% 3,646 12.2% 1,522 5.1% 617 2.1% 7,282 24.4% 4,188 14.0% 1,977 6.6% 2,727 9.1% 4,574 15.3% 308 1.0% 29,898
3-Year Average
2022-2024 3,438 10.8% 3,543 11.1% 1,501 4.7% 772 2.4% 8,007 25.1% 4,798 15.0% 1,969 6.2% 2,833 8.9% 5,041 15.8% 349 1.1% 31,903
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, HUD, C-40 Reports and THK Associates, Inc.
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F. HISTORICAL POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD GROWTH TRENDS

The following Table III-6 is the projected growth in employment, population and households in
the Ten County market area. By way of comparison, the Ten County area currently has an
employment participation rate of 67.7%. Proportionally, average annual employment growth from
2000 to 2010 was less than population growth, effectively causing the employment participation
ratio to decrease over the 2000 to 2010 time period. The drop may be attributed in large part to
the Great Recession which occurred over the late to middle part of the 2000 to 2010 decade.
Even though employment participation dropped from 2000 to 2020, household and population
growth still remained strong. Employment, population and households in the Ten County area are
projected to grow by 69,582 jobs, 78,483 people and 29,858 households, respectively, on average
annually from 2025 to 2035.
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Table III-6: Projected Permanent Population and Households in Ten County Market Area, 2025-2035

Permanent Permanent
Employment Permanent Annual Population Population Population Annual
Total Participation January 1, Population in Group In Per Household
Year Employment Ratio Population Change Quarters Households Household Households Change
1980 1,154,201 0.608 1,897,935 - 35,112 1,862,823 2.6325 707,618 -
1990 1,427,162 0.656 2,175,922 27,800 39,167 2,136,755 2.4832 860,491 15,290
2000 2,017,042 0.707 2,852,873 67,700 49,901 2,802,972 2.5319 1,107,046 24,660
2010 2,171,930 0.646 3,359,751 50,690 56,735 3,303,016 2.5027 1,319,798 21,280
2020 2,676,036 0.648 4,131,170 77,140 56,155 4,075,015 2.5317 1,609,579 28,980
2025 3,122,322 0.677 4,612,340 102,463 56,124 4,556,216 2.5945 1,756,077 36,625
2026 3,184,259 0.680 4,683,160 70,821 56,138 4,627,022 2.5950 1,783,033 26,956
2027 3,247,749 0.683 4,755,543 72,383 56,152 4,699,391 2.5955 1,810,581 27,548
2028 3,312,843 0.686 4,829,537 73,994 56,166 4,773,371 2.5960 1,838,739 28,158
2029 3,379,593 0.689 4,905,194 75,657 56,180 4,849,014 2.5965 1,867,527 28,788
2030 3,448,056 0.692 4,982,566 77,372 56,194 4,926,372 2.5970 1,896,964 29,437
2031 3,518,288 0.695 5,061,709 79,143 56,208 5,005,500 2.5975 1,927,072 30,108
2032 3,590,348 0.698 5,142,680 80,971 56,222 5,086,457 2.5980 1,957,872 30,800
2033 3,664,301 0.701 5,225,538 82,859 56,236 5,169,302 2.5984 1,989,387 31,515
2034 3,740,210 0.704 5,310,347 84,809 56,250 5,254,096 2.5989 2,021,641 32,254
2035 3,818,142 0.707 5,397,170 86,823 56,265 5,340,905 2.5994 2,054,657 33,016
Average
Annual Change
(2025-2045)
Numerical: 69,582 78,483 14 78,469 29,858
Percent: 2.0% 1.6% 0.0% 1.6% 1.6%

Source: Dept of Commerce, Bureau of the Census and THK Associates, Inc.
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G. TEN-COUNTY HOUSING TRENDS

Table III-7 on the following page compares data among the 2000, 2010, and 2020 U.S. Census
regarding total housing units in the Ten-County market area. The table also includes an estimate
for the housing stock in 2025. The total housing units are separated into total occupied housing
units and of those housing units which are occupied by renters. There is also a breakdown based
on unit type.

Total housing units in the Ten-County market increased from 1,145,879 to 1,826,777 during the
2000-to-2025-time frame, while simultaneously owner-occupied units went from 67% to 65%
over that same period. About 69% of the housing market in the Ten-Market area was made up
of single-family residents in 2000, 28% of housing was multifamily and 3% was miscellaneous.
In 2025, it is estimated that 69% of the housing stock is single family, 29% is multifamily and
2% is miscellaneous.
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Table III-7: Total Housing Units and Type, 2000, 2010 US Census & 2020 US Census, 2025 Estimate, in the Denver Ten County Market Area

2000 US Census

2010 US Census

2020 US Census

2025 Estimate

Ten County 9 of Ten County 9% of Ten County % of Douglas % of Ten County % of
Total Total Total Total Total Total County Total Total Total
Total # of 1,145,879 100% Total # of 1,409,063 100% Total # of 1,675,041 100% Total # of 157,041 9% 1,826,777 100%
Housing Units Housing Units Housing Units Housing Units
Occupied Units 1,100,376 96% Occupied Units 1,311,418 93% Occupied Units 1,600,726 96% Occupied Units 151,573 97% 1,745,732 96%
Owner Occupied 733,342 67% Owner Occupied 869,596 66% Owner Occupied 1,139,275 71% Owner Occupied 119,841 79% 1,139,275 65%
Renter Occupied 367,034 33% Renter Occupied 441,822 34% Renter Occupied 606,458 38% Renter Occupied 31,733 21% 606,458 35%
Unit Type Unit Type Unit Type Unit Type
Breakdown Breakdown Breakdown Breakdown
Single-Family 756,403 69% Single-Family 916,019 70% Single-Family 1,200,684 75% Single-Family 124,003 82% 1,200,684 69%
Multi-Family 308,576 28% Multi-Family 361,161 28% Multi-Family 506,758 32% Multi-Family 26,680 18% 506,758 29%
Miscellaneous* 35,397 3% Miscellaneous* 34,239 3% Miscellaneous* 38,242 2% Miscellaneous* 890 1% 38,242 2%
1 Unit - Detached 675,915 61% 1 Unit - Detached 815,638 62% 1 Unit - Detached 1,058,592 66% 1 Unit - Detached 116,422 77% 1,058,592 61%
1 Unit - Attached 80,488 7% 1 Unit - Attached 100,380 8% 1 Unit - Attached 142,092 9% 1 Unit - Attached 7,581 5% 142,092 8%
2 Units 20,385 2% 2 Units 19,271 1% 2 Units 19,119 1% 2 Units 217 0% 19,119 1%
3-4 Units 37,924 3% 3-4 Units 40,521 3% 3-4 Units 51,719 3% 3-4 Units 2,070 1% 51,719 3%
5-9 Units 53,912 5% 5-9 Units 67,454 5% 5-9 Units 82,562 5% 5-9 Units 5,755 4% 82,562 5%
10-19 Units 71,009 6% 10-19 Units 90,994 7% 10-19 Units 110,479 7% 10-19 Units 6,326 4% 110,479 6%
20+ Units 125,346 11% 20+ Units 142,920 11% 20+ Units 95,631 6% 20+ Units 12,312 8% 95,631 5%
Mobile Homes 34,862 3% Mobile Homes 33,737 3% Mobile Homes 147,248 9% Mobile Homes 747 0% 147,248 8%
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 535 0% Boat, RV, Van, etc. 502 0% Boat, RV, Van, etc. 36,258 2% Boat, RV, Van, etc. 144 0% 36,258 2%
*Miscellaneous housing includes mobile homes, RV's, vans, boats, etc.
Source: US Census Bureau and THK Associates, Inc.
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IV. Residential Market Analysis
A. Projected Residential Demand by Unit Type

The potentials for new residential development are subject to a variety of pressures including
interest rates, inflation, and social, political, and other economic influences. These influences
coupled with overall growth in population and household formations create the aggregate demand
for new housing. Historical trends and housing permits for new housing construction were also
examined to show how past construction levels and trends have coincided with population,
demographic changes, and economic conditions.

Figure 4 on the following page depicts the Sundown Oaks Primary Trade Area (PTA), which
consists of an approximate 15- to 20-minute drive time from the subject site. The Sundown Oaks
PTA is the geographic area where a majority of potential residential buyers at the subject site
would also be expected to search.

Tables IV-1 and IV-2 highlight the historical and projected population and household growth
trends in the Two County market area and the Sundown Oaks PTA. From 1990 to 2025, the
population within the Two County market area rose from 60,406 to 374,074, while households
climbed from 20,786 to 133,090. Since 1990, population within the Two County area averaged
5.3% annual growth, while households averaged 5.4% annual growth. During the same period,
the population within the Sundown Oaks PTA grew from 10,426 to 43,863, or 4.2% annually,
while households rose from 3,353 to 15,193, or 4.4% per year.

From 2025 through 2035, THK forecasts population and households within the Two County area
to grow to 481,846 and 173,217, respectively, or by 2.6% and 2.7% per year, respectively. During
the same timeframe, the Sundown Oaks PTA is projected to increase to 55,387 people and 19,259
households, for an average growth rate of 2.4% and 2.4% respectively, per year.

Table IV-3 summarizes the projected demand for specific residential housing types for the Two
County Market Area based on annual household growth from 2025 to 2035. During this period,
THK projects demand for residential housing to grow 4,116 dwellings annually, including 2,881
ownership housing units and 1,235 rental housing dwellings.

Table IV-4 summarizes the projected demand for specific residential housing types for the
Sundown Oaks PTA based on annual household growth from 2025 to 2035. During this period,
THK projects demand for residential housing to grow by 419 dwellings annually, including by 335
ownership housing units and 84 rental housing dwellings. Based off market trends in the PTA and
historical building permit activity, THK projects that 50% of new ownership demand will be for
single-family detached units and 30% is projected for attached (townhome and condominium)
dwellings, for an average of 210 and 125 units per year, respectively.
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Figure 4- Sundown Oaks Primary Trade Area (PTA)
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Table IV-1:

Population and Household Trends in the Two County Market Area and Sundown Oaks PTA, 1990-2025

Annual Average

1990-2025 2000-2025 2010-2025
Two County Market Area 1990 2000 2010 2020 2025
Population 60,406 175,792 285,465 366,888 374,074 8,962 5.3% 7,931 3.1% 5,907 1.8%
Households 20,786 60,938 102,018 130,534 133,090 3,209 5.4% 2,886 3.2% 2,071 1.8%
Sundown Oaks PTA
Population 10,426 19,182 29,290 38,339 43,863 955 4.2% 987 3.4% 972 2.7%
Households 3,353 6,442 10,169 13,290 15,193 338 4.4% 350 3.5% 335 2.7%
Sundown Oaks PTA
as a percent of Two County Market Area
Population 17.3% 10.9% 10.3% 10.4% 11.7% 10.7% 12.4% 16.4%
Households 16.1% 10.6% 10.0% 10.2% 11.4% 10.5% 12.1% 16.2%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and THK Associates, Inc.

Table IV-2: Population and Household Trends in the Two County Market Area and the Sundown Oaks, 2025-2035

Annual Average

2025-2030 2025-2035
Two County Market Area 2025 2030 2035 Numerical Percent Numerical Percent
Population 374,074 423,536 481,846 9,892 2.5% 10,777 2.6%
Households 133,090 151,505 173,217 3,683 2.6% 4,013 2.7%
Sundown Oaks PTA
Population 43,863 49,289 55,387 1,085 2.4% 1,152 2.4%
Households 15,193 17,106 19,259 383 2.4% 407 2.4%
Sundown Oaks PTA
as a percent of Two County Market Area
Population 11.7% 11.6% 11.5% 11.0% 10.7%
Households 11.4% 11.3% 11.1% 10.4% 10.1%
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Pcensus & THK Associates, Inc.
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Table IV-3: Two County Market Area Market Projected Residential Demand, 2025-2035

Total Ownership Units
Annual Housing Total Detached Attached
Household Unit Ownership  Single Single Rental

Year Households Growth Demand* Units Family Family Housing
2025 133,090 3,335 3,474 2,432 1,581 851 1,042
2026 136,538 3,448 3,591 2,514 1,634 880 1,077
2027 140,099 3,561 3,709 2,596 1,687 909 1,113
2028 143,778 3,678 3,832 2,682 1,743 939 1,150
2029 147,578 3,800 3,959 2,771 1,801 970 1,188
2030 151,505 3,927 4,091 2,864 1,862 1,002 1,227
2031 155,564 4,059 4,228 2,960 1,924 1,036 1,268
2032 159,759 4,195 4,370 3,059 1,988 1,071 1,311
2033 164,096 4,337 4,518 3,163 2,056 1,107 1,355
2034 168,580 4,484 4,671 3,270 2,126 1,144 1,401
2035 173,217 4,637 4,830 3,381 2,198 1,183 1,449
Average
Annual Demand
2025-2035 [ 152,164 | [ 4,116 2,881 1,873 1,008 1,235 |
% of Total 100.0% 70.0% 45.5% 24.5% 30.0%
Total Demand
2025-2035 [ 45,273 31,692 20,600 11,092 13,581 |

* Assumes 96% Occupancy in 2025 Remains Constant

Source: THK Associates, Inc.
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Table IV-4: Sundown Oaks PTA Market Projected Residential Demand, 2025-2035

Total Ownership Units
Annual Housing Total Detached Attached
Household Unit Ownership  Single Single Rental

Year Households Growth Demand* Units Family Family Housing
2025 15,193 357 372 298 187 111 74
2026 15,558 365 380 304 191 113 76
2027 15,931 373 389 311 195 116 78
2028 16,313 382 398 318 199 119 80
2029 16,705 392 408 326 204 122 82
2030 17,106 401 418 334 209 125 84
2031 17,517 411 428 342 214 128 86
2032 17,937 420 438 350 220 130 88
2033 18,367 430 448 358 225 133 90
2034 18,808 441 459 367 230 137 92
2035 19,259 451 470 376 236 140 94
Average
Annual Demand
2025-2035 [ 17,154 | [ 419 335 210 125 84 |
% of Total 100% 80% 50% 30% 20%
Total Demand
2025-2035 [ 4,608 3,684 2,310 1,374 924 |

* Assumes 96% Occupancy in 2025 Remains Constant

Source: THK Associates, Inc.
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B. Residential Purchasing Capacity, Rental Capacity and Demand by Price
Range

To better quantify the demand for new residential units in the PTA, THK breaks down the existing
households by income range and then converts those income ranges into monthly purchasing
and rental capacity. In determining housing affordability, THK estimates that households that
purchase a home will spend approximately 30% of their gross income on housing on average,
and renter households will spend approximately 30% of their gross income on housing. According
to SiteWise, the median household income within the Sundown Oaks PTA is $151,529. Based on
this median household income, residents in the Sundown Oaks PTA could afford a $700,920
home, or monthly rental payments of $3,790. Roughly 55% of households can afford a home
priced above $700,920. This is shown in Table IV-5 below.

Table IV-5: Residential Purchasing and Rental Capacity in the Sundown Oaks PTA

Estimated
Monthly
Percent of ~ Number of Home Payment Monthly
Income Range Households  Households Purchasing Capacity (P&I)* Rental Capacity* *
Under  $24,999 3% 413 Under $120,400 $620 Under $625
$25,000 - $39,999 4% 604 $120,500 - $192,700 $1,000 $625 - $999
$40,000 - $49,999 2% 301 $192,700 - $240,900 $1,250 $1,000 - $1,249
$50,000 - $59,999 3% 462 $240,900 - $289,100 $1,500 $1,250 - $1,499
$60,000 - $74,999 5% 776 $289,100 - $361,400 $1,880 $1,500 - $1,874
$75,000 - $99,999 11% 1,645 $361,400 - $481,800 $2,500 $1,875 - $2,499
$100,000 - $124,999 11% 1,708 $481,800 - $602,300 $3,130 $2,500 - $3,124
$125,000 - $149,999 10% 1,577 $602,300 $722,700 $3,750 $3,125 $3,749
$150,000 - $174,999 12% 1,813 $722,700 $843,200 $4,380 $3,750 $4,374
$175,000 - $199,999 11% 1,599 $843,200 $963,600 $5,000 $4,375 $4,999
$200,000 & Above 28% 4,295 $963,600 & Above $6,250 $5,000 & Above
Median Income* $151,529 100% 15,193 $700,920 $3,790

* Assumes 30% of income used for housing (before taxes and insurance), 20% down payment, 30 yr term, 6.75% interest rate
** Assumes 30% of income used for rental payment

Source: Sitewise and THK Associates, Inc.
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C. Home Sales in the Sundown Oaks PTA

THK inventoried lot sales and detached single family home sales, per ReColorado, in the Sundown
Oaks PTA from January 1, 2021, through June 11, 2025. The sales showed a total of 30 and 262
sales respectively.

Table IV-6A: Lot Sales by Price in the Sundown Oaks PTA, 2021-2025 YTD

Lot Sales - Sundown Oaks PTA

Under Percent of $300,000 Percent of $400,000 Percent of $500,000  Percent of $600,000  Percent of Total
Year $299,999 Total $399,999 Total $499,999 Total $599,999 Total Above Total Sales
2021 1 8.3% 3 25.0% 8 66.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 12
2022 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 66.7% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 3
2023 1 50.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 50.0% 2
2024 1 11.1% 1 11.1% 6 66.7% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 9
2025 YTD * 2 50.0% 0 0.0% 1 25.0% 1 25.0% 0 0.0% 4
[ TOTAL 5 16.7% 4 13.3% 17 56.7% 3 10.0% 1 3.3% 30

* 2025 YTD, 6/11/2025
**2-5 acre lot sales

Source: REColorado and THK Associates, Inc.

Approximately 16.7% of lot sales during the period were for units priced below $299,999, with
the $300,000 to $399,999 price range comprising a further 13.3% of sales. Lots sold in the
$400,000 to $499,999 price range comprised 56.7% of total sales, lots sold in the $500,000 to
$599,999 price range comprised 10% of total sales. Finally, lots sold in the price range of
$600,000 and above comprised 3.3% of total sales.

Table IV-6B: Detached Single Family Home Sales by Price in the Sundown Oaks PTA, 2021-2025 YTD

Detached Single Family - Oaks PTA ]
Under Percent of $750,000 Percent of $1,000,000 Percent of $1,750,000 Percent of $2,500,000 Percent of Total
Year $749,999  Total $999,999  Total $1,749,999  Total $2,499,999  Total Above Total Sales
2021 17 23% 15 20% 32 20% 7 9% 4 5% 75
2022 8 14% 13 22% 33 56% 1 2% 4 7% 59
2023 6 13% 7 15% 29 60% 3 6% 3 6% 48
2024 7 13% 6 11% 28 51% 9 16% 5 9% 55
2025 YTD 1 4% 6 24% 10 40% 5 20% 3 12% 25
[ TOTAL 39 14.9% 47 17.9% 132 50.4% 25 9.5% 19 7.3% 262

* 2025 YTD, 6/11/2025
**2-5 acre home sales

Source: REColorado and THK Associates, Inc.

Approximately 14.9% of homes sales during the period were for units priced below $749,999,
with the $750,000 to $999,999 price range comprising a further 17.9% of sales. Homes sold in
the $1,000,000 to $1,749,999 price range comprised 50.4% of total sales, whereas home sold in
the $1,750,000 to $2,499,999 price range comprised 9.5% of total sales. Finally, homes sold in
the price range of $2,500,000 and above comprised 7.3% of total sales.
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D. Representative Comparable Communities in the Sundown Oaks PTA

THK looked at representative comparable communities in the Sundown Oaks PTA. THK found
three similar communities, Arrowpoint Estates, Colorado Golf Club, and Tallman Guich.

Arrowpoint Estates

Arrowpoint Estates is a luxury large-lot residential community located in Franktown, located near
the intersection of highways 83 and 86. They offer both individual lots and detached single-family
homes. Each lot comprises approximately two acres and includes well and septic systems. There
are 19 total lots.

Between January 1, 2021, and June 11, 2025, a total of fifteen lots were sold within the
community, with prices ranging from $400,000 to over $600,000. Of these, nine lots sold within
the $400,000 to $499,000 range. The remaining six sales were evenly divided, with three lots
selling between $500,000 and $599,999, and three exceeding $600,000.

During the same five-year period, Arrowpoint Estates also recorded three home sales, each priced
between $1,750,000 and $2,499,999.
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Colorado Golf Club

The Colorado Golf Club is a luxury large-lot residential community located in Parker, near the
intersection of Parker Road and Stroh Road. The community offers both individual lots and
detached single-family homes. There are 169 total lots.

Between January 1, 2021, and June 11, 2025, a total of thirteen lots were sold within the
community, with prices ranging from $300,000 to over $600,000. Of these, one lot sold in the
$300,000 to $399,999 range, while ten lots sold between $400,000 and $499,999. The remaining
two sales were divided between the $500,000 to $599,999 range and above $600,000, with one
sale in each category.

During the same five-year period, thirteen homes were sold in the Colorado Golf Club community.
All homes sold for prices exceeding $2,500,000.
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Tallman Guich

Tallman Gulch is a luxury lot community located in Parker, near the intersection of Mainstreet and
Hilltop Road. Residential home sales in the community began in 2017. As of January 2025, a total
of 82 homes had been completed, with an additional 14 lots sold and currently under construction.

Cardel Homes has acquired the remaining lots and is constructing high-end, custom residences.
The community consists of 121 total lots, with full lot sales anticipated by the end of 2026.

In 2024, the average home sales price was just under $1,850,000. As of March 2025, 14 homes
were sold and under construction, with an average sales price of approximately $2.05 million.
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E. Projected Detached Single Family Home Demand by Price Range

The projected demand for detached single family homes, broken down by price range, is
illustrated in Table IV-7 below. Based on market trends, historic building permit activity, and
analyses of ReColorado detached home sale data in the Sundown Oaks PTA. THK projects the
following for attached homes. 7.5% of the total demand for new homes will be under $749,999,
7.5% of the total demand for new homes will be between $750,000 and $999,999, 45% for
homes between $1,000,000 and $1,749,000, 30% for homes between $1,750,000 and
$2,499,999 and the remaining 10% of the total demand will be for homes above $2,500,000.
Based off annual average demand for detached single family homes of 210 units, as previously
determined in Table IV-4, the aforementioned price ranges should have average annual demands
of 16, 16, 95, 63, and 21 units per year, respectively.

Table IV-7: Average Annual Demand by Price Range Based On Income in the Sundown Oaks PTA

Number
Price Range of Units Percentage
[Detached Single Family
9
Under - $749,999 16 7.5%
$750,000  $999,999 16 7.5%
$1,000,000  $1,749,999 95 45.0%
$1,750,000  $2,499,999 63 30.0%
$2,500,000 & Above 21 10.0%
Total Annual Average SF-Attached Demand 210 100%
10-Year Total SF-Attached Demand 2,310

Source: THK Associates, Inc.

Based on the preceding analysis of residential supply and demand in the PTA, the following
illustrates the recommendations for single family detached uses at the Sundown Oaks site.
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F. Single Family Residential Potentials for the Sundown Oaks PTA

Based on the preceding analysis of residential supply and demand in the PTA, the following
illustrates the recommendations for single family detached uses at the Sundown Oaks site.

As demonstrated in Table IV-8, the PTA is reported to have up to 4 competitive single-family
detached properties in the sole price segment.

In the $1,750,000 to $2,499,999 price segment, there are four competitive subdivisions, which
indicate a generic capture rate of 20%.

Spencer Fane’s development summary illustrates that in 2027 there will be 3 detached homes
sold, however THK’s absorption analysis indicated demand for 9 attached townhomes.

In the Sundown Oaks environs, a 20% capture rate on units priced between $1,750,000 and
$2,499,999, the proposed 37 single-family detached units at the site should be fully absorbed by
the year end 2030.

Overall, these capture rates are based on the number of competitive properties within the market
area and factor in demand generated from the subject sites’ location as well as projected
development of other supporting land use types in the region.

Table IV-8: Projected Single Family Detached Unit Demand and Absorption at Sundown Oaks, 2025-2035

Under $750,000 - $1,000,000 - $1,750,000 - $2,500,000 - Annual Cumulative
Unit Prices: $749,999 $999,999 $1,749,999 $2,499,999 Above Total Total
Percentage Demand 7.5% 7.5% 45.0% 30.0% 10.0% 100.0%
Annual Avg. Unit Demand in
the Competitive Market Area 16 16 95 63 21 189 189
Number of Competitors: 8 10 9 4 10 41 41
Generic Site Capture Rate: N/A N/A N/A 20.0% N/A
Projected Site Capture Rate: N/A N/A N/A 15.0% N/A
Annual Absorption (Units)
2025 **3%* Planning and Development *****
2026 *¥*%x* Planning and Development *****
2027 N/A N/A N/A 9 N/A 9 9
2028 N/A N/A N/A 9 N/A 9 18
2029 N/A N/A N/A 9 N/A 9 27
2030 N/A N/A N/A 10 N/A 10 37
Total N/A N/A N/A 37 N/A 37 37
Annual Average N/A N/A N/A 9 N/A 9
|Monthly Sales Average N/A N/A N/A 0.8 N/A 0.8 |

*N/A - Price Range Not Applicable to the Subject

Source: THK Associates, Inc.
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VI. Absorption and Value Summary

THK Associates, Inc. has prepared an absorption schedule based on the preceding market
analysis, as well as an estimate of market values that would result from the development of the
177-acre Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District community in Franktown, Douglas County,
Colorado. The overall Sundown Oaks property is 177-acres, with Sundown being 73-acres and
Oak BIuff being 104-acres.

The Sundown Oaks community is proposed for:
e 37 Residential Units, Including:
e 37 Single Family Detached Homes

Based on the proposed land uses detailed above, and the market supportable absorption by land
use type previously detailed in this analysis, THK was able to determine the expected build-out
year.

Table VI-1 on the following page details the absorption schedule for the proposed land use type
at the Sundown Oaks community.
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Table VI-1: Sundown Oaks Detached Single Family Residential Absorption Schedule

Single-Family Detached

Site Annual Site Cumulative Sundown Oaks
PTA Annual Market Demand Market Annual Cumulative
Year Market Demand (20%/ 25% Capture) Demand Absorption Absorption
2025 187 **** Manning and Development™***
2026 191 **** Panning and Development™***
2027 195 9 9 9 9
2028 199 9 18 9 18
2029 204 9 27 9 27
2030 209 10 37 10 37
Total 1,185 37 37 37 37
Source: THK Associates, Inc.
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With the absorption schedule for the Sundown Oaks Community, THK has estimated market
values that would result from the development of the Sundown Oaks site. These values are based
on the representative records for residential communities of Arrowpoint Estates, Tallman Guich,
and Colorado Golf Club. THK’s estimated values do not allow for personal property.

Table VI-2 below summarizes the estimated market values of each land use type within the
Metropolitan District making up the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District.

Table VI-2: Sundown Oaks Proposed Land Use by Product Type

Anticpated Year Value per Value per
Unit Type Total Homes of Completion Unit - 2025 Lot - 2025
Single Family Detached 37 2030 $2,200,000 $500,000

Total 37

Source: THK Associates, Inc.

All residential single-family detached homes are projected to be built-out by 2030. Average
supportable market values for single-family detached homes are $2,200,000 per unit. It is THK's
opinion that Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District’s values are reasonable in the marketplace.
Sundown Oaks Primary Trade Area has experienced a softened residential real estate market due
to high interest rates, therefore the PTA has seen an annual inflation rate of 2.5% in home prices
between 2021 and 2025 year-to-date. THK expects interest rates to decrease in the near future,
which will increase the home inflation rate over the years to come, therefore in our market and
assessed value calculation over the next 30 years THK utilized a 3.0% inflation rate.
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End of Report

Prepared by:

assoclates, Inc

5675 DTC Boulevard, Suite 200
Greenwood Village, Colorado 80111
(303) 770-7201 phone
info@THKassoc.com
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MEMORANDUM

To: D] Beckwith and Lauren Pulver, Douglas County Department of Community
Development
From: Michael Verdone
Re: Sundown Oaks Metro District Market Study Review
Date: June 27,2025
Findings

BBC Research & Consulting reviewed the assumptions, methodology, and findings of the
referenced Residential Market and Absorption Analysis prepared by THK Associates, as well as
the Service Plan prepared by Spencer Fane. BBC’s review analyzed the study’s conclusions
regarding market price, price appreciation, and absorption, with attention to the financial
feasibility of the proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District in Douglas County, Colorado.

m  The study assumes an average home price of approximately $2.2 million. This estimate is
based on pricing data from comparable developments in the primary trade area. While the
comparable sales lack specific detail on home characteristics, the developments provide a
reasonable market reference. BBC found the assumed pricing to be plausible, contingent
upon the builder delivering a product of comparable quality and positioning.

m  The analysis also assumes an average annual price appreciation rate of 3 percent. While
forecasting appreciation is inherently uncertain, BBC found this assumption reasonable
given current market conditions and recent U.S. Census data (as of June 2025), which
supports the expectation of continued, though moderate, home price growth.

m  Absorption projections in the study assume an average of nine homes sold per year over a
four-year buildout period. BBC found this estimate to be potentially optimistic. The study’s
absorption assumptions rely on a shift in the price distribution of future home sales:
specifically, that 30 percent of new homes sold in the trade area will be priced between
$1.75 million and $2.49 million. This contrasts with historical data showing only 9.5
percent of home sales in that price range over the past four years. BBC found no supporting
data or justification for this shift in demand, and highlighted that using historical sales
patterns would support a much lower average annual absorption rate of about 3 homes per
year. Additionally, the analysis includes an apparent contradiction between its estimates of
housing demand, citing both 210 homes and 52 homes per year as baseline figures. BBC
recommends that these discrepancies be reconciled and the assumptions supporting price
distribution shifts be more thoroughly substantiated.
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If the assumptions in the original Residential Market and Absorption Analysis were totally
accurate, the district’s ability to generate sufficient property tax and fee revenues to support the
proposed debt structure would be assured. However, in light of BBC’s findings regarding the
absorption analysis—particularly the unsupported assumption of a substantial shift in demand
toward higher-priced homes and the internal contradiction in estimated market demand—there
is reason to question whether these projections will be realized. If the actual pace of absorption
more closely reflects historical patterns, the resulting delay in home sales could impair the
district’s ability to generate the revenues necessary to service its debt on schedule.

Background

BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) has been asked to review the assumptions, methodology, and
findings of the referenced Residential Market and Absorption Analysis prepared by THK
Associates dated June 23, 2025. In addition, BBC also reviewed information in the Service Plan
for the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, prepared by Spencer Fane. The review is intended
to provide a third-party objective evaluation to inform the creation of the proposed Sundown
Oaks Metropolitan District in Douglas County, Colorado. Figures 1 and 2 provide additional
financial and geographic context.

Figure 1.
Overview of Proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District in Douglas County, Colorado

Developer: Northstar Custom Homes Inc.
Organizer: Northstar Custom Homes Inc.
Housing Product Mix: 37 large lot, detached single family lots
Average Home Value Assumptions: $2,200,000
Aggregate Home Value Assumptions: $81,400,000
Planned Public Improvements: $9,057,551

First Issuance Anticipated $3,625,000
Home Construction Start: 2026
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Figure 2.
Overview of Proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District in Douglas County, Colorado
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Scope of Review

BBC reviewed the data and assumptions used to estimate housing values and absorption rates in
the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis prepared by THK Associates as well as the
Service Plan prepared by Spencer Fane. The review centered on three primary factors that
directly influence the metro district's capacity to service its debt obligations: market price, price
appreciation, and absorption. Each of these parameters plays a distinct role in shaping the
financial feasibility and timing of revenues tied to property sales, which in turn affect the
district’s ability to meet its bond or loan payments over time.

Market price is a function of both product positioning and prevailing market conditions.
Developers can influence price to some extent through the quality, design, and features of the
units, but these factors must be evaluated within the broader competitive landscape.
Understanding where a given product sits relative to comparable offerings in the market helps
establish realistic expectations for achievable sales prices. A project may aim for premium
pricing, but if market demand or nearby alternatives constrain buyer willingness to pay, the
actual selling price may fall short of projections. This comparative analysis is critical to ensure
financial projections align with the market reality.

Price appreciation is more complex to assess because it involves forecasting future market
behavior. While historical trends and supply-demand dynamics can inform these projections,
the exercise is inherently speculative. Future home values are subject to a range of variables,
including interest rates, inflation, employment, consumer confidence, and broader
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macroeconomic shifts. Even with sound modeling, predicting appreciation is an uncertain
process, and overly optimistic assumptions can expose a district to financial strain if revenues
fall short of expectations.

Absorption, or the rate at which homes are sold over time, is similarly challenging to forecast.
While past absorption trends and current housing inventory levels provide some basis for
estimates, actual sales pace is influenced by future buyer demand, competing developments, and
overall market health. A slower-than-expected absorption rate can delay revenue realization,
which could impair the district’s ability to meet debt service schedules. For this reason, the
analysis requires cautious interpretation, balancing ambition with grounded assumptions to
ensure fiscal responsibility.

The remainder of this memorandum summarizes BBC’s review and findings.

Competitive Market Area (Primary Trade Area)

The Residential Market and Absorption Analysis defined the primary trade area (PTA) as the
area within a 15- to 20-minute drive of the subject site (Figure 3).

Figure 3.
Overview of Primary Trade Area Used in the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis of the
Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District, Douglas County, Colorado

;’ y Stepping Stone — EREAG]
\ T CANTERBERRY
N CROSSING
| NEWLIN
25} MEADOWS
p £ PINE BLUFFS \
/
¢ \ Windy Hills Spring Valley Golf Club @
King Soopers 9 Y
/ 4 e \Colorado Golf Club
| Castle Pines Infinity Properties  / s
at The Canyons / Pinecrest G
i \_Community Church
@) ~
The Pinery N
\
/
= 3 o Timbers at the Pinery |
| Castle Pines | \
Village Colorado Horse]Park 0 Lennar at Independence o \
P /
| )
‘ 8 © Gemsfone Park ® Gambel Oaks @ (
{i 254 | Equestrian Center \
field =2 \
park (86) Ponderosa
Park
THE MEADOWS
\ Rambler Ranc
TERRAIN \
\ 3 Franktown o o
Bison Park o B (86)
@ King Soopers & b
e EDGE Ziplines @)~ Castle Rock @
| & Adventures L Casey
| — fes Park
(&8 - 7
‘ - Elizabeth 4
‘ /
| TwihioA#s 0 Rhyolite Regional Park ok . - i
| <=
&

L i

Source: THK Associates

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 342 of 462




Page 5

Pricing

Unit prices. The Residential Market and Absorption Analysis compiled four years of lot and
home sales data from 2021 through the first quarter of 2025 for three developments featuring
homes similar to those proposed in the Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District: Tallman Gulch,
Arrowpoint Estates, and Colorado Golf Club. While many parts of Douglas County include large-
lot single-family subdivisions, these three developments were selected based on their recent
construction activity within the PTA.

Figure 4 summarizes the sales prices of lots and newly constructed homes in each of the three
developments, along with the average prices assumed for lots and completed homes in the
proposed Sundown Oaks project. Over the past four years, a total of 30 homes sold across these
developments, with prices ranging from a low of $1,750,000 in Arrowpoint Estates to over
$2,500,000 in the Colorado Golf Club.

Figure 4.
Lot and Home Sales from 2021 — 2025 for Comparable Developments in the Sundown Oaks
Metropolitan District Primary Trade Area

Development Name Lots Sold Lot Price Range Homes Sold Home Price Range
Sundown Oaks - $500,000 37% $2,200,000
Arrowpoint Estates 19 $400,000 - $600,000 3 $1,750,000 - $2,499,999
Colorado Golf Club 13 $300,000 - $600,000 13 $2,500,000+
Tallman Gulch 14 - 14 $2,050,000+

Source: THK Associates

Note: *Reflects the number of units that will be brought to market.

While the comparable sales data presented in Figure 4 offers helpful context for understanding
market activity in nearby luxury and semi-luxury developments, it should be interpreted with
some caution due to limited detail. The analysis does not include key information such as lot
sizes, home square footage, architectural style, interior finishes, or other product characteristics
that significantly influence home values. As a result, while the pricing data from Arrowpoint
Estates, Colorado Golf Club, and Tallman Gulch provides useful benchmarks, it does not offer a
precise indication of achievable prices at the subject site.

That said, builders typically design homes to align with specific price points and target buyer
segments. If the builder at Sundown Oaks delivers a product comparable in size, quality, and
finish level to those in the three reference developments, it is reasonable to expect that similar
price points could be attained. In this context, the comparable data serves as a meaningful
reference point to inform product planning and support pricing assumptions. Based on these
considerations, BBC finds the assumed average home price of $2,200,000 to be reasonable.

Price appreciation. In addition to average home prices, the rate of home price appreciation is
a core component of the Sundown Oaks Metro District’s financial projections. The Residential
Market and Absorption Analysis analyzed historical rates of home price appreciation and found
that detached single-family homes have appreciated at an annual rate of about 2.5 percent per
year since 2021. Based on that analysis, and the expectation of lower federal funds rates in the
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near future, the report determined that a future rate of home price appreciation of 3 percent per
year was reasonable.

It is always a difficult exercise to accurately forecast future economic conditions. However,
recent data released by the U.S. Census Bureau on June 25, 2025, supports the price appreciation
projections used in the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis. According to the U.S. Census
release on new housing sales, the average sales price of new houses sold in May 2025 was 2.2
percent above the April 2025 price and 4.6 percent above the May 2024 price, indicating that
while down from its peak in 2021, home price appreciation remains positive.!

Absorption

The Market Study assumes an average annual absorption rate of nine units over a four-year
buildout period (Figure 5). To support this estimate, the Residential Market and Absorption
Analysis calculates demand for new single-family homes in the PTA based on the existing
population and an assumed annual population growth rate of 2.4 percent. Based on these inputs,
the analysis estimates annual demand for approximately 210 new single-family homes in the
PTA.

The study then evaluates recent sales activity within the PTA from 2021 through 2025, focusing
on both the volume and price distribution of new home sales (Figure 5, below). During this
period, approximately 262 new homes were sold, averaging about 52 homes per year. Of those,
15 percent sold for less than $750,000; 18 percent for $750,000 to $999,999; 50 percent for $1
million to $1.749 million; 10 percent for $1.75 million to $2.49 million; and 7 percent for more
than $2.5 million.

Figure 5.
Table IV-6B from THK Associates’ Residential Market and Absorption Analysis Showing the
Distribution of New Home Sales by Price

Table IV-6B: Detached Single Family Home Sales by Price in the Sundown Oaks PTA, 2021-2025 YTD

Detached Single Family - Sundown Oaks PTA

Under Percent of $750,000 Percent of $1,000,000 Percent of| $1,750,000 Percent of $2,500,000 Percent of Total
Year $749,999 Total $999,999 Total $1,749,999 Total $2,499,999 Total Above Total Sales
2021 17 23% 15 20% 32 20% 7 9% 4 5% 75
2022 8 14% 13 22% 33 56% 1 2% 4 7% 59
2023 6 13% 7 15% 29 60% 3 6% 3 6% 48
2024 7 13% 6 11% 28 51% 9 16% 5 9% 55
2025 YTD 1 4% 6 24% 10 40% 5 20% 3 12% 25
| TOTAL 39 14.9% 47 17.9% 132 50.4% 25 9.5% 19 7.3% 262

* 2025 YTD, 6/11/2025
**2-5 acre home sales

Source: THK Associates and REColorado

Using historical sales data, market trends, building permit activity, and ReColorado home sales
within the Sundown Oaks PTA, the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis projects future
demand for detached single-family homes by price segment. The projection estimates that 7.5
percent of new homes will be priced below $750,000; another 7.5 percent between $750,000

L https://www.census.gov/construction/nrs/pdf/newressales.pdf
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and $999,999; 45 percent between $1 million and $1.749 million; 30 percent between $1.75
million and $2.49 million; and 10 percent above $2.5 million. While this segmentation provides a
clear framework for estimating absorption, aspects of the analysis raise questions about the
underlying assumptions and their implications for the district’s financial outlook.

For example, the analysis estimates an annual demand for approximately 210 new detached
single-family homes in the PTA, as shown in Table 1V-4 of the Residential Market and
Absorption Analysis. However, actual sales data from 2021 through 2025 (Table IV-6B of the
Residential Market and Absorption Analysis) shows that an average of only 52 new detached
single-family homes were sold per year in the PTA during that period. This discrepancy suggests
the projected demand may be overstated relative to recent market performance.

In addition, the analysis assumes a notable shift in the price distribution of future home sales,
with a significant increase in demand for higher-priced homes. Specifically, while historical data
indicates that homes priced between $1.75 million and $2.49 million comprised just 9.5 percent
of sales in recent years, the study assumes this segment will grow to 30 percent of all sales
between 2026 and 2030. No clear rationale or supporting evidence is provided for this
anticipated shift. Given that this assumption substantially affects the projected absorption rate
and, by extension, the district’s ability to service its debt, it would benefit from further
explanation or empirical support.

Figures 6 and 7 illustrate the impact of these differing assumptions, comparing estimated annual
absorption using the historical price distribution versus the distribution assumed in the
Residential Market and Absorption Analysis. The comparison highlights how sensitive the
absorption projections are to changes in the underlying assumptions about market demand.

Figure 6.
Projected Single Family Detached Unit Demand and Absorption at Sundown Oaks, 2025-2035,
Using Percentage of Demand from Historical Sales Data

Unit Prices

Annual Avg. Unit Demand in Competitive
Market Area
Project Site Capture Rate 15%

31 38 106 20 15 211

Annual Absorption
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
Total 13
Average 3

AW ww

Unit Prices Under - $749k $750k - $999.9k $1M - $1.749M $1.75M - $2.49M $2.5M + Annual Total
Percentage of Demand 14.9% 17.9% 50.4% 9.5% 7.3% 100.00%

Note: Percentage of Demand data taken from table IV-6B of the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis.

Source: THK Associates
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Figure 7.
Projected Single Family Detached Unit Demand and Absorption at Sundown Oaks, 2025-2035,
Using Percentage of Demand Assumed by the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis

Unit Prices
Unit Prices Under - $749k $750k - $999.9k $1M - $1.749M $1.75M - $2.49M $2.5M + Annual Total
Percentage of Demand 7.50% 7.50% 45% 30% 10% 100.00%
Annual Avg. Unit Demand in Competitive 16 16 95 63 21 211
Market Area
Project Site Capture Rate 15%
Annual Absorption
2025
2026
2027 9
2028 9
2029 9
2030 10
Total 37
Average 9

Note: Percentage of Demand data taken from table V-7 of the Residential Market and Absorption Analysis.

Source: THK Associates

As shown in Figures 6 and 7, the projected absorption rate is highly sensitive to the assumed
distribution of demand across price segments. If future sales follow the historical distribution
where approximately 9.5 percent of homes sold fall within the $1.75 million to $2.49 million
range, the resulting absorption rate would be closer to three homes per year. However, the
Residential Market and Absorption Analysis assumes that 30 percent of future sales will occur in
this price segment, leading to a projected absorption rate of nine homes per year.

The basis for this projected shift in demand from lower-priced to higher-priced homes is not
clearly explained in the analysis. Specifically, the assumption that a reduction in demand for
homes priced below $1 million will be offset by increased demand for homes priced at $1.75
million and above is a significant departure from recent market trends. Given the central role
this assumption plays in the study’s absorption estimates and, by extension, the district’s
projected revenue stream, additional justification and supporting evidence would strengthen
the credibility of the analysis.

Furthermore, clarifying the discrepancy in Table IV-4—which suggests annual demand of
approximately 210 homes per year—and Table IV-6B—which shows that an average of just 52
new detached single-family homes were sold annually between 2021 and 2025—would help
provide a more transparent and reliable basis for evaluating the district’s ability to meet its
financial obligations.
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Beth & Greg Baldwin
2247 Meadow Green Circle
Franktown, CO 80116
bethwslc@gmail.com

September 1, 2025
Sent VIA email to: bocc@douglas.co.us

Douglas County Board of County Commissioners

100 Third Street

Castle Rock, CO 80104

Subject: Opposition to Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (Project No. SV2025-005)

Dear Douglas County Commissioners,

We respectfully submit this letter to oppose the proposed Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District (Project
No. SV2025-005), which aims to authorize a metro district. We urge you to deny this proposal:

e We have serious concerns about the need for a Metro District based on details provided by local
groups and public comments that outline specific arguments against it. As we explored Metro
Districts on our own, we learned they were originally created as a method of fast-track
development during a time when there was a shortage of housing. We question the necessity of
fast-tracked development, given the Douglas County comprehensive plan’s vision to preserve
residents’ quality of life. It states that county officials and residents understand the need for
balance. One could argue that the residents of Franktown would like to see housing remaining
steady. As of today, there are approximately seventy houses available for sale.

e Another concern is water. The project proposes using Upper Dawson water and tapping into the
Laramie Fox Hills aquifer—which has raised red flags due to toxicity concerns. This could
jeopardize both groundwater safety and broader water supply reliability.

e Residents are now facing the reality that Commissioners approved single-family homes on 2-acre
parcels instead of five, which does not match current zoning or community character. The main
reason we bought our property was because of the open space behind us. The natural beauty of
the hillside sings in the wind, and the Deer and Elk migrate through the fields. We never imagined
a subdivision, and especially one that did not comply with the 5-acre rule, would be constructed in
our backyard. We agree the landowner has a right to develop their property, but condensing the
land was heartbreaking. Approving this area as a Metro District without justification would add
insult to injury.

e The Sundown Subdivision is literally in our back yard, and we will be directly affected by the
project in every way. Noise, foot traffic and the most concerning is water drainage. The natural
swale of water drains directly into our property. When you replace grasslands with asphalt, it is
not hard to understand that the water will run quicker downhill. We had an opportunity to meet
with Alan Westfall and the Engineer prior to Sundown’s approval. He assured us he would
compensate us for additional drainage through our property. We have reached out to Mr.
Westfall, but our calls have not been returned and we request further clarification on the status
of this issue. This is very disheartening as we were more accepting of the subdivision based on
the fact the developer was understanding our concerns related to drainage and privacy. He
previously agreed to a drainage culvert and said he would help us with relocating trees.

o  We take issue with transparency. The initial development process included the community.
However, we never received a letter about the Metro District in the second stage. Fortunately, our
Bannockburn HOA informed us, but there was little time for public input.
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For these reasons, we respectfully ask the Commissioners to:
o Deny approval as it fails to meet zoning, environmental, and community standards.
e Prioritize the preservation of community integrity, water safety, and ecological values.
e Support alternative paths for development that respect standards without imposing burdens on
existing residents.

Thank you for your attention. We trust you will act in the best interests of the residents and the land we
share.

Sincerely,

Baoth & Greg Baldwin

“Our backyard, August 2025”
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TO: Douglas County Commissioners
Dbeckwith@douglas.co.us

FROM: Joe & Gayle Vrablik
2259 Meadow Green Circle
Franktown, CO 80116
303-378-5475

RE: Sundown Development Project
$B2019-046/Sundown

Relevance: Our property borders north of the subject development. We are
situated on 6.14 acres with 842 feet of fence line on the Sundown northern

border.

Attachments:

Attach 1) Aerial photos of 2259 Meadow Green Circle

Attach 2) Aerial photos of 2259 Meadow Green Circle marked with conceptual
Sundown Development new home locations. |

Attach 3) Copy of Revision #2 Sundown Development

Attach 4) Copy of Revision #3 Sundown Development (We were not informed of
this revision).

Attach 5) Copy of Revision #2 with marked up Sundown Development home
locations and depiction of open space.

Attach 6) Copy of Revision #3 with depiction of increased lot clustering and open
space change.

Attach 7) Copy of “Courtesy Notification of Application in Process” we received in
September, 2019.

Background:

1. When the decision was made in 2019 to approve the Sundown
Development by the Douglas County Commissioners, we met with Matt
Jakubowski, AICP/Chief Planner for the County. Matt assured us, in writing,
that we would be contacted personally on any future revisions to the
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Development plan since we are a contiguous property to the Development.
Our property of 6.14 acres has an 842 foot fence line on the south side

adjacent to the Development property. (Attach 1 & 2)

The plan was changed and we were not informed. A breach of the people’s
trust at this level should not be ignored regardless of how minor it may
seem to some people. (Attach 3 & 4)

2. Douglas County changed the rules requiring five acre minimum for
residential housing with independent septic system and well to two acre
minimum with the accommodation of “open space” consisting of 37 of 71
total acres. The County Board of Commissioners removed this “density
bonus” option. However, the Sundown Subdivision Development plan was
submitted and approved just prior to the “density bonus” removal.

The five acre minimum lot size was instituted years ago to facilitate the
proper disbursement of home grey water in the terrain. It was also
established to protect the volume of water usage through individual wells.
The County Engineer estimated 1 acre foot of water per lot annual usage.
We believe this is inaccurate. We suggest the engineer did not study the
difference between high density housing communities with close proximity
homes, i.e. one acre or less vs. rural communities with larger property,
supplying their own water, i.e. five acres +.

3. The last revision of the Sundown Development plan, of which we were not
appraised, compressed the two acre lots, and the “open space” behind our
property was reduced. In fact, the westward shift of Lot#17 gained the
majority of the “open space”. With this change it appears that the two
acres of Lot#17 looks as if it is 8-10 acres. (Attach 5 & 6)

Sundown Oaks Metropolitan District New Service Plan
Project File: SV2025-005
Board of County Commissioners Staff Report Page 350 of 462



These development plan changes were made with no consideration for the
contiguous properties or the general community. We did not find out about
the revised plan until after it was approved. To us, it feels as if we are being
forced into changing our lifestyle. It’s like the old expression, “there goes
the neighborhood.

4. Our home, a sprawling ranch design on 6.14 acres may be diminished by
the 3-4 story Northstar design stuffed onto 2 acre lots. Suffice to say, these
homes will not only not fit this community but will obstruct views of
Colorado’s mountains that we have enjoyed for many years.

Additionally, the developer has indicated that the new multi-million dollar
homes will increase the value of our property. This twisted logic does not
apply to all of us. His comment is an insult to many of us. Our property
may well exceed the value of any home he will build on his 2 acre lots. In
fact, his homes will probably diminish the value of our property. Our
homes’ total square footage is approximately 8,100 sq. ft.

Summary:

1. Perthe letter from Matt Jakubowski dated 10/2/2019, no public hearings
were announced regarding any revisions to the Sundown Development
plan-Project SP2019-046. To be revised the applicant {developer) and
County Commissioners are required to address all referral and public
comments before hearing dates would be considered.

Those properties bordering the Development were to be informed in
writing to facilitate a meeting per the “Courtesy Notification of Application
in Process”. (Attach 7)

We were not, and have not been informed, yet a revised Development plan
was approved by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners.
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2. Per the site features description of the project, Ponderosa pine trees
currently existing would be used to “screen lots adjacent to the property”.
Eight or more mature trees have already been removed and infrastructure

work hasn’t even begun yet.

3. Individual septic systems will purportedly leach grey water to be captured
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