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PREFACE

The following report embodies the results of a study
of the impact upon land traversed by a portion of Colorado-
Interstate Highwczy Route 25, southeast of Denver.

The study consisted of two phases: changes in land
utilization and land values in the area deemed to be within
the area of influence of the highway, and the analysis of
"before and after” sales of remainders after partial takings,
for the purpose of determining the justification of damage
payments.

The report outlines the reasons for the study, and the
methodology and portrays by means of graphs, charts and

tabulations of sales data, the major findings of the study.
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Introduction

The study of the effects of highway relocation, improvement and construc-
tion on the economy, is a relatively new venture in Colorado. In 1957, the
University of Denver, under contract with the Colorado Department of High-
ways and the Bureau of Public Roads, undertook a study of part of U. S. Route
85-87, the main artery north and south through the State.

This study covered two phases, first the effects of highway relocation on
by-passed communities, and second, the effects on property values adjacent to
or within the area of influence of a relocated highway:.

While the University of Denver study was comprehensive in the light of
then existing conditions — particularly with respect to the degree of access
control along the highways studied—it was believed that certain portions of
the same routes might well be subjected to further and more intensive analysis
from more recent and specific land sale data.  The primary purpose of the pro-
posed extension of the land value phase was to develop any economic trends
which might be discoverable and, by the use of case studies of individual
parcels of remainders, to develop actual data respecting damages and/or
benefits to these remainders.

Consequently, the Colorado Department of Highways, acting through its
Staff Right of Way Section, under the general supervision of the Planning and
Research Division, began a study of that part of U. S. Route 87 between the
Colorado Boulevard Interchange in Southeast Denver, southerly to the junction
of U. S. Route 85 near Castle Rock.

This particular section of the route was chosen for the study for the reason
that it constituted a relocation of the highway on which right of way acquisition
and construction had been accomplished first under Colorado’s Freeway Law,
which provided limited access, and subsequent conversion of the highway to
Colorado-Interstate Route 25, with full access control. These influences, to-
gether with the growth characteristics of the City of Denver, were believed to
present problems of special interest, since in the interim between the first
acquisition of right of way and the present time, additional right of way was
necessary to be acquired, as well as existing rights of limited access, to bring
the highway up to Interstate Standards.

In 1902, the City of Denver—County seat of Arapahoe County and the
State Capitol—became the City and County of Denver, with a population of
about 150,000. During the next forty years, and until the beginning of the -
second world war, Denver’s growth was normal, increasing at the rate of about
5,000 annually during the first two decades and at a slightly lower rate during
the last twenty years.

-The War, however, and large defense installations set up in the Denver
area, caused a sharp annual increase in population—nearly 10,000 per year
until 1950, when the rate of increase steepened again, so that the population
in 1957, the year of the Denver University Study, Denver's population exceeded



one-half million. The 1960 census returns for Denver show a total of 556,000
and for the surrounding suburban area 266,700.

A recent studyi predicts that by 1970, Denver's population will have
grown to 585,000, reaching 611,000 by 1980. A leveling off of the trend is there-
fore indicated during the next twenty years. During the same period it is
predicted that the suburban area surrounding Denver will grow from slightly
more than a quarter million (1960 census) to well over 750,000 by 1980, thus
surpassing Denver itself.

What these statistics and predictions have to do with the subject study is
simply to point up the fact that Denver is bursting out at its seams. Population
increases require living space and any city kept within static boundaries
reaches a point of saturation where further growth requires the annexation
of ared and the extension of city boundaries.

Until about 1942 the boundaries of the City and County of Denver were
very stable. Concurrently with the growth beginning with the war years,
Denver began annexing parts of its neighboring counties until, by 1957, Arap-
ahoe County on the south had lost over 8,000 acres to Denver,* Adams County
on the north had "contributed” over 1300 acres and Jefferson County, adjoining
on the west had given up less than 100 acres.

i Denver Metropolitan Area Transportation Study—C.D.H. Planning and Research Division.
* See map on page 5 for annexations near subject Highway.
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It is noteworthy that Denver is expanding mostly by annexations of parts
of its neighbor to the south. The following sketch shows the reason for this:

Federal

%eiqhts I:Egnton
Westminster' | 7

—

Derby
Adams City

Arvada

Mountain

View
. Stapleton
Wheat Ridge Airport

Edgewater

Denver

Lakewood

Denver Federal
Center Glendale
Lowry A.F.B.

Greenwood|Village

Significant is the fact that there are only three corridors between adjacent
highly settled suburban areas which provide vacant land for residential de-
velopment. These are indicated by the arrows on the diagram and it is
apparent that the expected growth of the suburbs will pinch off these corridors
at a time nearly coincident with the predicted leveling off of Denver's growth.

The general area covered by the subject study is this Southeast Corridor.
As will be more fully explained hereafter, the problem involved consisted of
isolating and evaluating the several economic influences operating in this
area, and determining the effect, for better or for worse, of the location and
construction of Interstate Route 25 along the geographic axis of the corridor.

Scope of Study

As originally envisaged, the study undertook to determine the extent of
land value changes in remainders occurring at intersections of the highway
with county roads, especially since these intersections were later changed
from grade to either complete separations or interchanges. This was later

l
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expanded, however, to include remainders between intersections because the
picture appeared incomplete without this information.

In the period of time between the first acquisition of right of way and the
beginning date of the study, much of the area adjacent to the highway be-
tween the Colorado Boulevard Interchange and the Belleview Avenue Inter-
change—about five miles—had already undergone a complete change of
character. Originally ranging from largely substandard suburban residen-
tial, commercial and light industrial, at the northerly end, to vacant pasture
and dry land farms at the southerly end, with considerable admixture in
between. The area had become urbanized for better than half its length. Rela-
tively large areas, from forty to one hundred twenty acres in extent, were
subdivided as homesites, improved with middle to upper middle class dwell-
ings and completely occupied.

It was therefore deemed inadvisable to include this section in the study
with the exception of a few case studies, since the processes of data gathering
and analysis would have been a tremendous task. Furthermore, it was
doubted that highway influence, if any, could have been isolated from the
many other factors known to have been operating.

This report therefore includes the results of investigation pertinent to the
remainders along that portion of the route between the Belleview Avenue Inter-
change southerly to Castle Rock, with the conclusions therefrom. Appended,
will be found various case studies illustrative of changes noted in the recent
histories of particular parcels.

At the inception of the study, it was assumed that sales activity along the
study portion of Interstate Route 25 should be compared with that along a con-
ventional highway. Other things being equal, it was theorized that marked
differences in value trends along the two highways, would provide a measure
of any impact, or lack of it, of the new highway. After assembly of a large
amount of sales data along U. S. Highway No. 85, the ""control” route, it became
apparent that dogs cannot be compared with cats. Different influences were
at work on the two routes, and the control did not appear to be pertinent. Being
an “old"” route with no access control, with little vacant land remaining and
ownerships composed predominantly of small commercial and light industrial
acreages, typical purchasers were in entirely different categories.

The general area traversed by Interstate Route 25 was therefore adopted
as a control, since the whole area—right of way, severed remainders and
non-highway parcels—had a common origin in land use, of sufficiently recent
vintage to provide a point of departure.

This report, we think, fairly represents the influence of the study highway
on the area it serves.

General Results and Findings of Study

Right of way acquisition along the route of the study highway was com-
menced during the year 1949. At that time, it can be shown that land values,
in the general area traversed by the proposed highway, varied from about
3100, to something less than $400 per acre.



It is further apparent that a gradual appreciation in values had com-
menced prior to 1949, which may have been at least partly attributable to a
general post-war inflationary trend. But beginning in 1946 the area within a
half-mile on either side of the proposed route shows a sharp rise in values,
quite distinct from the general trend. There is little doubt that this sharply
tilted upward trend was very probably influenced by a general knowledge
of the highway relocation and its route.

After some years of relative stability, but before construction of the high-
way actually commenced in 1951, the value of land within a half-mile of the
highway again took a sharp upward trend, reaching a peak in 1955-56. There-
after, and until the end of the study period, values appeared to subside, nearly
as rapidly as their prior increase. At the same time the volume of sales
dropped off to the point where usable data became nearly non-existent.

The study highway was designed originally as a freeway under State
law, with intersections at many of the County Roads left as public access
points at grade, and was subsequently in 1956, revised to conform to Interstate
standards with complete access control. All intersections not completely
closed were thereupon separated by one type or another of interchange
structure.

It would have been easy to assume that the observed subsidence of
values was attributable to access restrictions and so it appeared to be. How-
ever, the suddenly decreased sales volume was a puzzling factor which indi-
cated that further research outside the records might be helpful.

Accordingly, a number of personal interviews were arranged with the
owners of property in the area, and although a very few parcels proved to be
considered less valuable by reason of changes in intersection design, most of
the sales after 1956 were of small parcels purchased at a relatively low price to
complete an assembly.

Much of the land is now being held off the market in anticipation of future
demand for homesites and other community development. Some owners have
refused to sell at any price and others are holding at prices unlikely to be
acceptable to typical purchasers. For example one entire section of 640 acres
in the south part of the County, easily accessible to the highway through an
interchange at County Line Road, was purchased in 1959 for $1000 per acre
or $640,000. The owner, an active and well known developer is asking $3000
per acre at this time. Although this land was, in former years, range land
used as pasturage or left idle, it is exceptionally well situated for homesite
development, providing slope for natural drainage and an unobstructed
mountain view, which in this area at least, permits a premium price.

All the land in this general area is, as heretofore pointed out, in a corridor
of expansion for Denver. It requires only a sure supply of water and adequate
sanitary and utility services, all of which are being supplied as the need arises.
One of the reasons for limiting the scope of the study to the area South of Belle-
~ view Avenue was the fact that much of the area north of this point was devel-
oped and fully occupied before the study was undertaken, and a considerable
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portion was annexed to Denver or was being supplied by Denver in anticipa-
tion of subsequent annexation.

In compiling sales data for the study it became quite apparent that higher
land values applied particularly to an area approximately two miles wide
located approximately a mile and a half west of the study highway. This
area includes Greenwood Village, an incorporated area composed of highly
restricted residential properties, and a portion of the City of Littleton. These
two communities are also expanding rapidly and offer amenities to a much
larger area than that included within their present perimeters.

For the most part, land holdings in the study area ranged in size from 80
acres to some including more than a section. Clark Colony, a subdivision of
several sections, straddles the study highway and extends mostly to the east.
The subdivision consists of 5 to 10 acre tracts originally laid out as garden and
orchard tracts supplied with water from Castlewood Dam. However, this dam
was destroyed by flood waters in 1933, since which time the Colony was
largely abandoned by its land owners and many of the tracts were assembled
into larger holdings and used by their new owners for dry land grain farming
and pasturage. This was the only subdivision considered in the study.

In the appendix are 16 cases of ownerships that received severance dam-
age payments at the time of first taking by the state. These cases show in a
significant way the activity at the intersections. In fact the records have gen-
erally indicated a “gold rush” spirit in the movement of these remainder par-
cels. In one case the value jumped up so sharply that the last owner paid 64
times the price paid by the State for the original right of way. And this is not
an isolated case, for in the activity of several of these ownerships, there have
been manifested increases over 2,000%. However, it must be noted that most
of the cases are found nearer Denver, North of the area of the study. Only
four of the case studies subsequently became a part of the data used in this
analysis.

The interchange at Belleview Avenue is the location of some of the most
striking examples of highway influence. Every quadrant has experienced
considerable transfer activity. The northwest quadrant is being developed
as a private Country Club which will include a golf course, swimming pool,
boating and other club facilities; in the northeast corner there is an established
motel (the owner of which unsuccessfully sued the Department for damages
due to access interference) and a fence company, which moved out of the more
congested area of Denver. On the south side, which is the northern boundary
of the study area, a petroleum research company has located. The plant and
offices are combined in a 2-story building. The company chose this location
because of relatively low cost of land, proximity to the highway, and surpris-
ingly enough, because of the view. Part of this land was sold for the construc-
tion of an education association building. The southeast quadrant is now
supporting the plant of an outdoor advertising company.



As has been inferred the impressive feature of this intersection is the fact
that it has attracted commercial development in a suburkban area. There is
no other comparable grouping within five miles.

In concluding these results, it might be noted that in 1959 a periodic traffic
count was taken on U. S. Route 87 (Interstate Route 25) which recorded 5,800
cars daily heading towards Denver out of Castle Rock. Of these, 1,064 were
out of state registrations. During the same period the traffic count on U. S.
Route 85, roughly parallel with Route 87, was 3,700 cars daily, of which 563
were out of state registrations. It is therefore apparent that nearly double the
number of tourists chose the newer route when proceeding toward Denver.

Results of Study Shown Graphically

The graphs included herewith are intended to illustrate a comparison be-
tween the area of greatest highway influence and the surrounding areas.

Map Number 4 shows the study area divided into zones, or band control
portions. It is fully realized that Zones B and D may contain some of the influ-
ence of the highway, however the important factor is that all the zones defi-
nitely show segregated trends, which in the case of Zone A is greatly affected
by the exclusive suburban development of Greenwood Village and the City
of Littleton. (See Graphs 2 and 6.)

If Graphs 2 through 5 and 6 through 9 are viewed in consecutive order it
can be readily seen that the strongest land values radiate from west to east
across the path of the highway.

tAll of the graphs were established by a 3 year moving average, with a
least squares straight line to show the trend of the sales."

All of the sales used on every graph, except the one for Douglas County,
were free from improvements. Lack of sales made it necessary to appropriate
everything usable in this County.

Highway related or affected parcels (shown on graphs 2 through 5) are
those ownerships which were directly involved in acquisitions by the state for
right of way purposes. They are all within Zone C.

Graphs 6 through 9 are set up identically to graphs 2 through 5, except all
of Zone C (See Map 4) is compared with the other zones rather than just the
parcels immediately atfected by the highway.

In every case the hichway involved parcels and the entire area of Zone C
begin their upward trend much more rapidly than the other zones, but then
drop off around the 1955 period. By 1958 there were so few highway related
sales to work with that it has undoubtedly affected the picture. Actually it
cannot be factually determined what the true average value is for the years
1958 to 1960, because of this lack of sales. However, the graphs were com-
pleted on data which was available.

In connection with the methodology it was decided to select the zone, or
band method of analyzing the material because it presented the most feasible
way of deriving definite results from the study.

+ See example page 12.
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Sales cover the years from 1944 to 1960, however in using a 3 year moving
average a year is dropped on each end of the graph.

On Map 4, Zone C expands 1/2 mile from highway centerline on each side.
Zones B & D spread out one mile each, and Zones A and E have a width of
about 2 miles each. All these cover an approximate 32 square miles, involv-
ing 175 usable sales. Zones F and H cover all the available sales on both
sides of the highway as far East as within 1/2 mile of the Parker Road and as
far West as the property line of a large estate that covers many Sections. Zone
G expands out one mile on each side. In Douglas County this broader ap-
proach was necessary to acquire sufficient material, and even then there is
much to be desired.

I See example page 12.
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EXAMPLE:

The moving average is much smoother than the actual data, since the averaging
process evens out marked irregularities.  'We have combined 3 years at a time in all
the graphs.

Aver. for
Year the Year Mov. Aver. Explanation: Figures 25, 216 and 239 are
1948 25 added together, then divided by 3 giving 160
1949 216 160 as the 3-yr. mov. aver.; then figures 216, 239
1950 039 311 and 478 are added together, divided by 3, pro-
1951 478 461 ducing a moving aver. of 311, and so on down
1952 666 the column.

The least squares method gives us a straight line trend that best fits the data. A
sample formula is as follows: The data is arranged in columnar form; columns 4
and 5 being made up from columns 2 and 3. Then all of the columns are added up.
Two equations are constructed from the total figures and solved simultaneously.

1 2 3 4 5
(Mov.
Aver.)
Year X Y XY b&
1949 0 160 0 0
1950 1 311 all 1
1951 2 461 922 4
1952 3 664 1,992 9
1953 4 976 3,904 16
1954 o 1,144 5,720 25
1955 6 1,406 8,436 35
1956 7 1,402 9,814 49
1957 8 1,275 10,200 64

Total 36 7,799 41,299 204

*(4) (4) (4) then;
7,/99= Ya+ 36b 7799 = 9 + 6048 (Plotting Point
41,299 = 36a + 204b on Graph)
or, 1751 = 9a <
or 31,196 = 36a + 144b Ye= $ 363 (for 1950)
41,299 = 36a + 204b or, a=—195 Ye= 867  (for 1953)
10,103 =
o o0 Ye=a+ bx Yc= 1539  (for 1957)

*a and b are the unknown components of Yc; Yc (calculated value of Y) is the plotting point of the trend line for each year.
9 (in 9a) is the number of years involved.
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COMPARISON OF HIGHWAY PARCELS WITH ZONES
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COMPARISON OF ZONE C WITH ZONES
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COMPREHENSIVE COMPARISON OF ALL ZONES

ARAPAHOE AND DOUGLAS COUNTIES

. 1500

MOVING AVERAGE N §<
. . I 000 / /

PRICE PAID PER ACRE

V : il /7 N — - ..'.
= == + .
= *

. ".‘.»."VOOS‘OOOUOOOC.. 00000 see°®

49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59

 YEAR OF SALE

'GRAPH 11B

ZONE & i s s 5 smass ety . ZONE (€02 2t i’y v s 5 pimimin;.  BONEL B 7 ¢ i 0 4 o 5 ¢ iviwmmiions BONE: G i v 5 3 e 4 55000 &

19




TABULATION OF SALES
DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS

ARAP. (1)

(Free from Improved Property, R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)

Distance Drive
from Distance
Zone o}’sgfe Sell.!x'r‘:tt;all’rice Acres Price Belxlnyy | DOSUEE \EV%ri
(*Fractional Interest) Per Acre sroﬁ‘:]: Inten:]::ng. Hwy.
A 1951 $ 40,000 140 $ 286 0.5 2.6 '
A 18951 6,000 40 150 2.8 4.6 W
A 1951 *1,000 2.567 390 0.2 2.3 \W
A 1952 15,000 80 188 2.9 ] W
A 1952 *13,000 40 163 2.8 8 W
A 1954 6,000 40 150 2.5 S W
A 1955 33,000 80 417 25 5 W
A 1955 205,500 320 642 3 6.2 W
A 1956 75,000 240 313 3 v W
A 1956 263,200 640 411 3.0 2.8 \%
A 1956 44,000 40 1,100 1.3 2.4 \
A 1957 74,500 60 1,242 0.7 2.8 W
A 1957 77,000 60 1,283 0.7 2.4 \W
A 1957 77,100 60 1,285 0.5 8 W
A 1957 78,200 60 1,303 0.5 2.2 \%
A 1958 18,000 10 1,800 2.0 5 W
A 1958 21,000 10 2,100 2.6 5 W
A 1958 21,000 10 2,100 2.6 B W
A 1958 18,000 10 1,800 2.6 S W
A 1959 18,000 10 1,800 2.5 5 \
A 1959 176,500 80 2,284 o S \%
A 1959 387,500 156.986| 2,468 2 32 \%
A 1959 151,300 64.910| 2,331 2 6.1 \
A 1960 40,000 20 2,000 1.8 6 %
B 1943 500 9.184 o4 0.2 \%
B 1943 500 19.316 26 1.8 N
B 1944 500 9.658 52 1.8 W
B 1946 500 9.062 99 0.8 W
B 1946 1,000 4.593 218 0.5 W
B 1947 500 9.306 o4 0.3 \%
B 1947 500 9.306 o4 0.2 \
B 1948 1,000 9.184 109 0.5 12 W
B 1949 2,500 60 42 2.0 0.8 \%
B 1950 4,000 40 100 1 1.2 \
B 1950 3,000 19.092 157 0.5 0.8 W
B 1950 2,000 9.184 218 0.4 1 W
B 1951 29,000 640 45 3 0.8 \%
B 1951 - 3,500 13.252 264 0 0.7 W

20




TABULATION OF SALES

DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS
(Free from Improved Property, R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)

ARAP.

(2)

Distance Drive

Year Total : Belf;:wtr?ew f]r);::lalt;:;. Eor

Hscle | felnaPrice | Rae IR | Soud |Intechag, Wol
B 1951 $ 2,500 48290 |$ 52 1.2 14 |W
B 1953 7,544 9.184 | 821 0.2 11| W
B 1954 4,500 4411 | 1,020 05 12 |W
B 1955 32,500 48290 | 673 1.2 14 |W
B 1955 5,000 4532 | 1,103 0.5 15 |W
B 1955 5,500 4411 | 1,247 0.3 09 |W
B 1955 13,000 19.092 | 681 0.5 18 | W
B 1955 10,000 9.184 | 1,089 06 12 |W
B 1955 7,500 4532 | 1,655 0.1 12 |Ww
B 1956 4,500 5000 | 900 1 11w
B 1956 8,000 9.546 | 838 06 18 |W
B 1956 15,500 18.730 | 828 0.8 14 |W
B 1957 1,500 2.387 | 628 0.4 16 | W
B 1957 1,500 2.387 | 628 0.5 17 | W
B 1958 8,500 3.166 | 2,685 0 15 |W
B 1958 15,000 9.184 | 1,633 06 12 |W
B 1958 *1,500 5000 | 600 1.1 12 | W
B 1959 19,200 9.184 | 2,091 0.5 12 |W
B 1959 4,000 9.647 | 415 2.5 3. |w
B 1959 6,100 2.387 | 2,556 0.5 18 |wW
B 1959 22,500 9.062 | 2,483 0.8 15 |W
B 1959 15,000 4532 | 3,310 0.5 15 |W
B 1959 48,000 80 600 2.8 08 |W
B 1959 6,100 4773 | 1,278 0.5 13 | W
B 1959 4,800 3925 | 1223 | 0 07 |W
B 1959 50,000 40 1,250 | 1.3 14 | W
B 1959 37,500 30 1,250 1.3 2 |w
B 1960 640,000 640 1,000 3 08 |W
C 1941 500 9658 | 52 1.2 1.9 |wW
C 1942 8,500 647.500 | 13 2 H
C 1944 2,636 160 16 3 H
@ 1944 225 14487 | 16 1.3 H
C 1945 500 4685 | 107 0.9 H
C 1945 3,000 70515 | 43 0 H
C 1946 3,000 8430 | 356 0.8 H
C 1946 2,500 42.301 | 59 0 H
C 1947 1,000 20 50 1 E
C 1947 1,000 4701 | 213 0.9 H
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TABULATION OF SALES

DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS

ARAP.

(Free from Improved Property, R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)

Q)

Distance Drive
from Distance
Zone on ggfe Sell?x?ct;al}‘rice Acres Price Velevtin | o mt VEvogf
(*Fractional Interest) Per Acre S:;;;:l: Intnzzl:ng. Hwy.
C 1947 $ 2,500 160 $ 16 3.9 H
C 1948 7,500 9.342 803 0.8 12 H
C 1948 500 9.397 93 1.5 0.7 i
C 1948 500 4.829 104 2.6 | E
C 1949 500 4,701 106 0 0.3 H
C 1950 1,000 4773 210 0.2 0.9 W
C 1950 1,000 4773 210 0.2 0.9 W
C 1950 3,000 14.319 210 0.3 0.5 \%
C 1950 1,000 9.397 106 1.5 0.7 E
C 1950 9,500 23.350 407 0 0.2 \%
C 1951 2,000 3.708 539 0 0 H
C 1951 4,500 16.335 279 1.8 (L5 E
C 1951 1,500 9.397 160 1.4 0.5 E
C 1951 1,500 4.556 329 0.2 0.4 \%
C 1951 1,500 4,556 329 0.5 0.5 \
C 1951 3,000 9.330 322 0.3 0.4 \%
C 1951 750 2.069 362 0.5 0.8 H
C 1951 1,000 2.881 347 0.2 0.2 H
C 1£250] 1,000 0.707 | 1414 0.1 0.3 H
C 1952 1,500 2.881 521 0.2 0.2 H
C 1952 47,700 318.159 150 3 0.2 H
C 1952 3,000 9.658 311 1.2 1.8 W
C 1962 16,000 109.557 146 2.0 0.7 H
C 1952 8,000 13.986 072 0.2 0.2 i
C 1952 13,960 13.960 | 1,000 1 0 H
C 1953 3,500 10 350 1 1.4 \
C 1953 2,500 4.829 018 1.2 1.6 \%
C 1958 2,000 4.397 213 1.4 0.5 E
C 1953 2,500 4.431 o64 1.5 0.5 H
C 1953 4,000 4.929 812 29 0.7 H
C 1953 6,000 9.284 646 1.4 0.5 H
C 1953 4,000 4431 903 1.5 0.5 H
C 1953 18,410 13.960 | 1,319 1 0 H
C 1953 2,000 19.316 104 Lasd 1.8 W
C 1954 1,000 0.500 | 2,000 1.4 0.7 H
C 1954 6,500 8.913 729 1.6 1 H
C 1954 3,000 1.343 | 2,234 0.9 0 H
C 1954 3,247 1.343 | 2,418 0.9 0 H

1 ¥ 1 1 ' 60 YL O Mo onomnon
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TABULATION OF SALES ARAP. (4)
DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS
(Free from Improved Property, R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)
Distance Drive
from Distance
Zone o;f S?glre Selllgr?;qlirice Acres Price Besl,l evtil:z v ;rom 1\11:.51' \Evoc:f
(*Fractional Interest) Per Acre l\c/,ﬁtlles nt:;lis B Hwy.
¢ 1954 $42,000 67.707 |$ 620 0 0.1 H
C 1955 3,455 4.829 718 1.6 1.4 H
C. 1955 3,500 4.829 729 1.2 1.8 W
C 1955 06,874 67.707 840 0 0.2 H
C 1955 5,000 4,700 | 1,064 W 0.5 H
C 1955 4,500 4431 | 1,016 1.5 1.2 H
C 1953 5,000 4685 | 1,067 0.9 1.6 H
C 1955 4,500 4287 | 1,050 0.5 0.8 H
C 1955 3,000 4,287 700 0.5 0.8 H
C 1955 9,000 9.658 932 1.5 1.1 H
G 1955 6,500 4706 | 1,358 2.8 0 H
C 1955 13,000 13.117 991 0.2 0.4 H
c 1955 11,500 10.158 | 1,132 1.4 1.2 H
C 1955 9,000 9.658 932 1,5 0.9 H
G 1956 5,000 4829 | 1,035 1.2 1.8 \
C 1956 7,500 4699 | 1,596 1.6 0.3 E
C 1956 11,500 10.158 | 1,132 1.4 1.2 H
C 1956 21,153 14.102 | 1,500 0 0.2 H
C 1956 21,153 14.102 | 1,500 0 0.2 H
C 1956 6,500 4829 | 1,346 1.5 1.1 H
C 1956 10,500 9.658 | 1,087 1.2 i W
C 1956 13,000 4829 | 2,692 1.5 1.1 H
C 1957 24,000 16.450 | 1,459 0.2 0 H
C 1957 14,000 11.250 | 1,244 0.8 1.6 H
C 1957 12,000 9.658 | 1,242 1.2 1.9 W
C 1957 9,276 4,700 | 1,974 0.2 0.4 H
C 1957 2,000 1.175 | 1,702 0.2 0.2 H
C 1957 24,478 13.316 | 1,838 0.2 0.4 H
C 1957 14,000 7.516 | 1,863 0.2 0.3 H
c 1957 5,000 4829 | 1,035 1.6 2.0 H
C 1957 7,500 4671 | 1,606 0.8 1.2 H
C 1958 10,500 14.357 731 1.6 0.3 £
C 1958 222,500 370.025 601 2.0 0 H
C 1959 7,500 4,829 | 1,553 1.2 1.8 A%
C 1960 372,800 370.025 | 1,000 2.0 0 H
D 1942 - 2,900 23,337 107 0 E

NOTE: The letter "H" in the column headed "East or West of highway" indicates the sales that were directly involved with
the highway remainders. Insufficient sales in Douglas County hindered a separate analysis of these highway related

parcels.
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TABULATION OF SALES ARAP. (5)
DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS
(Free from Improved Property, R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)
Distance Drive

from Distance | Miles

Zone ozlggfe Sellillx'fugrice Acres Price Ll gttt VEEI(::rf

(‘Fraction?ﬂ Interest) Per Acre s;l::l Int;;:ﬁmg. Hwy.
D 1944 $ 500 9.658 |$ 52 2.2 E
D 1946 1,000 80 13 2.9 5
D 1946 7,500 572.500 13 3 E
D 1948 500 37.579 13 2 2.9 E
D 1949 4,000 77.264 o2 2 0.5 E
D 1949 1,500 4.706 319 0 1o E
D 1949 3,000 86.922 35 2 0.5 E
D 1950 3,000 10 300 0.1 1.0 E
D 1951 500 4.645 188 0.1 1 E
D 1951 1,000 4.645 215 0.3 1.2 E
D 1954 4,000 9.669 414 0.4 1.7 E
D 1954 2,500 9.669 259 0.4 2 =
D 1955 3,000 9.669 310 0.4 2 E
D 1955 3,000 9.412 319 0 1.4 E
D 1956 59,100 156.417 378 0.7 2l E
D 1959 9,500 9.398 | 1,011 0.3 1.6 E
D 1959 13,500 9.398 | 1,436 0.4 1.7
D 1959 11,500 18.864 610 - 0.5 1.4 i
D 1959 10,000 9.691 | 1,032 0.6 2 =
D 1959 *5,800 9.432 615 0.5 1.4 E
D 1959 12,000 9.700 | 1,241 0 1.4 E
D 1960 33,000 29.046 | 1,136 0.5 1.5 E
E 1949 1,500 9.412 159 0.1 2 E
E 1950 550 4.706 117 0 17 E
E 1950 17,500 120.000 145 1 2.8 17
E 1950 1,500 4,706 319 0 1.5 E
E 1956 37,045 230 161 3.3 b E
E 1956 76,000 76 1,000 2 3.7 E
b 1959 95,000 205.304 463 1.9 1.2 E
E 1959 *50,700 179.4083 283 3 4.5 E
E 1959 *40,500 143.523 282 3 4.5 E
E 1959 *10,100 35.881 281 3 4.5 E
= 1960 66,000 110 600 2.2 2.3 E
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TABULATION OF SALES DOUG. (6)
DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS
(Free from R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)
Distance Drive
from Distance

Zone o;lggfe Selllirr? tulgrice Acres Pelgs | Do st V%%rf

(*Improveg Land) Per Acre S::I:::E Ints;.lilng. Hwy.
G 1946 *$ 4,540 420 $ 11 12.5
G 1946 32,250 1,608 20 S
G 1946 8,500 640 13 6
G 1946 13,000 630 21 5
G 1947 *39,290 3,410 12 10
G 1947 7,900 630 12 8
G 1947 1,000 40 249 6
G 1947 *8,431 490 17 4
G 1948 10,000 644 16 4
G 1948 13,000 960 23 5
G 1949 39,000 1,124 35 6
G 1951 19,971 720 28 11
G 1951 51,000 1,124 45 6
G 1953 1,000 3 194 4
G 1953 2,000 10 200 4
G 1958 13,000 o4 240 4
G 1953 7,500 25 304 4
G 1955 17,273 20 851 4
G 1956 50,000 193 259 4
G 1956 150,000 600 250 6
G 1956 54,500 226 241 10
G 1957 23,000 400 250 10
G 1957 78,685 401 196 9
G 1957 *351,801 1,245 283 8
G 1959 18,500 60 308 10
G 1959 20,000 o0 400 16
G 1959 108,000 480 225 8
F 1956 77,000 384 200 o
F 1956 36,000 160 W 4
F 1956 69,500 462 150 4
& 1957 33,374 154 217 4
P 1958 12,454 160 78 15
F 1960 80,000 100 800 4
H 1949 30,930 1,723 18 15
H 1949 25,000 Joe 47 9
H 1954 9,500 720 13 14
H 1965 91,500 640 70 9
H 1956 58,401 640 g1 3

25



TABULATION OF SALES DOUG. (7)

DATA USED IN GRAPHICAL ANALYSIS
(Free from R.O.W. Acquisitions and Affiliated Sales)

Distance Drive
from Distance
Zone ofggfe Sell'ir: tCtl;:'ice Acres Frlgq |Pelewow | drom Mok V%cgf
('Improvged Land) Per Acre S;::? Int;:lilng. HWY.

H 1956 $35,171 65 $ 537 7

H 1956 80,000 480 167 5

H 1956 45,454 320 142 4

H 1956 500 16 | 6

H 1956 4,227 40 106 6

H 1956 4,272 40 106 6

H 1956 32,000 304 105 6

H 1956 10,411 240 43 6

H 1958 24,299 632 38 7

H 1959 90,000 320 281 6

H 1959 25,179 240 105 6

H 1939 14,000 56 250 4

H 1959 14,000 56 250 4

H 1959 7,000 28 250 4

H 1959 35,000 140 250 4

H 1959 78,423 640 115 5

H 1959 34,000 120 283 6
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Methodology

Inasmuch as this study had most strictly to do with land values, the method
chosen involved the gathering of sales data from the county records. Insofar
as the "highway-affected” parcels were concerned, title data in Department
tiles were used as a beginning point and titles were extended during the period
covered by the study. Since deeds of conveyance rarely state the full amount
of consideration, it was, of course, necessary to rely to a certain extent upon the
showing of documentary stamps. This information was supplemented by
verifying with the purchaser, or seller, or both, in any case where it appeared
to be necessary. The information was entered on forms developed for the
purpose, during the field work, and tabulated in the office for analysis. (See
sample forms in back of appendix.)

In 1957, the Colorado Legislature passed a bill requiring all deeds of con-
veyance to be accompanied by a sworn statement when filed for record. The
statement, executed by the purchaser, disclosed the exact amount of consider-
ation for any sale of real property; and its purpose was to supply data for
studies authorized to be made of the ratio between assessed valuation and
market value, for taxation purposes.

This statute furnishes invaluable information for future studies of this kind
in providing accurate and reliable sales price data. However, as a source
of information the certificates were ineffectual for the current study except on
the latest sales.

With respect to sales in the control areq, title searches were undertaken,
using listings in the Assessor’'s Office for a beginning. Information was tabu-
lated and analyzed in the same manner as with the so-called "highway af-
fected” parcels.

Many of the parcels studied were improved properties, and while it is
possible, by approved appraisal methods, to allocate the parts of the selling
price to land and improvements respectively, this procedure was deemed to be
too specialized and rather too technical for this study. :

An effort was made to discover a building-land ratio from the assessment
rolls and apply this ratio to sales for the purpose of allocation; but this tech-
nique was considered to be unadvisable in this assessment area, so all im-
proved properties were cast out of the study and only those sales known to
be of vacant land were used.

In Douglas County, however, the scarcity of data warranted the use of
improved land, which was adjusted for the value per acre by the above
mentioned ratio.

Land value is closely coupled with land use. The general area of the
study was, until construction of the highway, and for a considerable time after-
ward predominantly agricultural. However, subdivisional development is
now beginning and can be expected to increase from necessity.



Personal Interviews—Numerous interviews were conducted throughout the
study to verify the transfers or to help shed light on some difficult problems.
An effort was made to clarify such questions as how much money is involved;
whether there was an affiliation between Buyer and Seller; were improve-
ments involved and the value if known; whether a mortgage balance was
deducted from the full purchase price for the purpose of computing; do the
revenue stamps indicate the true value of sale, and other questions which
could not be answered without a personal contact with the affected parties.
(See appended form.) As an example, consider a case where an outstanding
mortgage is excepted from the covenants in the warranty deed; it has been
found risky to assume that the amount of the balance was deducted from the
revenue stamps as it may be, for in some cases this is not done.

Personal opinion interviews were conducted along Santa Fe Drive (U. S. 85)
in August of 1960, to determine if any important factors were overlooked. Busi-
nessmen were interviewed who had an important part in the development
and establishment of Santa Fe Drive, who not only operated businesses but
also bought and sold land extensively along Santa Fe Drive. This is one of
the most difficult areas to analyze—the records have revealed it, the interviews
have borne it out, and an actual survey of the area discloses the great mixture
of businesses and the conditions which so greatly complicate its study. In
back of the appendix is a form set of questions used in this survey.

In connection with these questions, a few of those interviewed thought
the flucuating pattern in values were due to the run down areas of Santa Fe.
All of the interviewed stated that the Martin Plant was one of the biggest eco-
nomic boosts to the area. The owner of one large new motel chose its location
particularly to secure business from Martin Company executives. The new
Centennial Race Track is credited as an aid to business; but its seasonal limi-
tations do not promote stability. It also seems desirable that light industry
should, in time, take over the blighted areas. This, to some extent, has already
begun. Most of those interviewed thought that the direct route along Santa
Fe Drive into Denver’s central business district is a factor in the growth of the
area; however, they did believe that the new highway (U. S. 87) was hurting
business, principally those catering to tourist needs. Many of the motels on
Santa Fe are suffering this loss, and as a result are lapsing into a blighted
condition. It has been thought by some that unreasonable rates have driven
away the trade to other sources of accommodation and also the trend toward
"camping’ was taking its toll. On the other hand, the first class motels, it was
stated, have no difficulty filling up.

On Question No. 7 one of the most outstanding men whose name appears
often on the Arapahoe County real estate records, stated that if good zoning
had been in effect years ago they might have avoided these many mixtures
on Santa Fe. Some were inclined to think Santa Fe Drive may yet experience
more economic growth in view of the development of the Rio Grande industrial
park at Blakeland, which is now underway.
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This Santa Fe survey disclosed little in the way of conclusive findings,
save for the fact that it proved its unapplicableness as a control area, and
especially in connection with the new route 87.

In the beginning of the work on Santa Fe over 200 ownerships were an-
alyzed from Denver's city limits to Blakeland near Douglas County line. A
considerable amount of activity was disclosed and there was a great deal of
fluctuation in values within some years, as was mentioned previously.

Zoning—Refer to Map No. 5. In the course of the study, it was thought
to be pertinent to devote some consideration to county zoning changes espe-
cially those which affected remainders after the first right of way acquisitions
by state. Zoning revisions — and requests for the same — indicate activity
which might not be apparent from other records.

Many of the owners never carried out the purpose for which they sought
and acquired revised zoning; but it seems important that they made a "first
step”’ toward developing these remainders, for a higher and better use. Map
No. 5 affirms that most of the activity is, obviously, at the intersections. Be-
tween the Highway Department’s first acquisition in 1949-50, and the subse-
quent acquisitions made necessary by the Interstate standards, in 1956, the
Department had adequate opportunity to observe—and pay for—valuations
increased by zoning changes. (See Case 15, in Case Studies of Damage
Payments.) Freeway zoning is a complex problem and by no means peculiar
to Colorado. Dr. Levin of the Bureau of Public Roads states:

1"If it were possible somehow to strengthen or eliminate the weak-

nesses in the zoning mechanism, it might be considered seriously
as a possible solution to the interchange land use problem. It might
be possible to contrive a new type of zone called an ‘interchange
zone' and to devise special regulations applicable to it alone cal-
culated to reconcile more nearly private land use development and
public facilities at the point of interchange.”

The activity in Douglas County is not shown because of the transitional
period the County is experiencing. Only recently has the County adopted
comprehensive zoning. In one of their earlier actions, the Zoning Commission
granted a change from agriculture to residential in a large area adjacent to
the Douglas-Arapahoe county line which included 7Y sections. Involved in
this change is a strip along the highway which was designated partly com-
mercial and partly what is termed “transitional zoning,” i.e. a zone allowing
anything from roadside enterprises to light industries. There are now three
subdivisions along the highway and others proposed, which are of course,
replacing the old agriculture zoning, to some extent.

The Zoning Commission of Arapahoe County holds weekly meetings to
consider petitions for proposed changes. The rapid suburban expansion in
that county has made necessary the services of a full time planner to advise
and counsel the Commission in its deliberations and to record and ¢orrelate
its decisions.

% "Land Use Development and the Highway Interchange’ Eng. Bulletin of Purdue University—proceedings of the 46th

Annual Road School April 18-21, 1960.



Denver has had a considerable problem with its zoning because of new
areas brought in through annexation and other changes within the city. In
1955 the whole city was completely rezoned and many new classifications
added.

During the course of this study, it was apparent that several changes took
place near but not on "highway affected land.” To avoid making any as-
sumptions with regard to their relation with the highway these changes have
not been considered in this work. The only ones used in this study are those
involving remainders left from partial takings.

About 33 changes occurred along the subject portion of the highway, all
within the study period. Thirteen of these were commercial; two were indus-
trial; ten were for multi-unit residence; seven were for single family residence,
and one was to allow use of a tract for development which was otherwise
non-conforming by reason of size.

Carl H. H. Bradley states:

1"zoning, or lack of zoning, also has a great deal to do with property.

values in our modern age. Good zoning may increase or stabilize
values, while weak or poor zoning can depreciate values, even
though a few property owners may benefit because of weak zoning.
Poor over-all planning has an adverse effect on property values,
and good over-all planning has a favorable effect.”

i Director Division of Right of Way, Kentucky Dept. of Highways; “The Effects of New Roads on Values” Right of Way
publication Feb. 1961 Volume 8 #1.

[ 1] - [ =1} e

R R R R

R e e

T FrOEr O Fr P OF O O F OFl PR PR ER 4R h @



o = —
Vo] = 9 L
< a : 1 .W 1S ILIW3SOA 'S
5 1S 31LIWISOA S w2
0, = Z o
o w0z
a z m w) LS Hsvavm 'S i
M & 3 2 w) >
woow ow > =) H . 2
x 2 N . . :
w ] < i & 5 -
W cSesws - z 2 :
= < 15 ¥31sn s E . N
w - = -
S % < 3 2
= o = : ;
| A > & s u : —~
z ¥ “ z : >
AN ¢ z 1s ® L
3 ° = : —
= /> w 1S NATSOY¥ 'S 3 —~
2 = Wz ; B
2 4
““““““ K ] > < 15 H383n0 S T wi sy .A
w s 9 5 = " o 0
i i 2 3 ! o ¥ [
53 3l 2 2 s 3 el
E &3 2 & o el g 5 i)
i © = z i Y
K %8 us vano s ui W & ] s 0e B *
o E -y H w® o e
K | ¥ Mt 2| n g o
@ E s S s 2 B 7 O
> o < < S| % oy 180dMIN s =)
T T < 2 2\%, 0 e B o =) N
w & x 9 @ st - = =
= > > ot o 3 %51S YITONOYW 'S H = n
= S &9 8 3 = < =2 -
ar—2 = - - i2 M —
T £ @ a < % wl & W 1sjoov B w oIz o 0 ~ <>
— ~||l« > - - = T c iz =
o z S Ts 15n301) S wi = o f < E
Sl 2] = S 2 R 1 1
wn O = I T o7 15 N3ax IS\l 3 o e 88
i & S ENYE » 3 =5 <
R T s o K/ & LS yTIWYHN Sp— 3 z g vax''s{ - A
S | msve w [I5 AaNavan s/ 15 AANY Shabd et} m = B4 =5 s
[ S, aNIWSVT S ES) FETTEAEAP BT © “ b H = TT
E (<] 1S a3suar s O CRE TRy — O o | H Z =
= s VR AT S o 2 wl :
b i ” AS AA 'S %o \e (IVE v | LS FOHNVAT ] “ H < Ed ]
©e o = e 5 on sl [0 ) (&)
] [g[1s Nosanw s\x 3= EE = ° @ i it A L 5/ s/ @ — —
T is w, £ HE M 1 'k BTN
E[T5 3dvaay QN O £ HE o | ) RS/ w2 n
= 3 5[ 7
HEETERES N ke I I > E o) 45| | :
i 2 3 S WA 30083 aLs i’ .
F < (74 S 153803 ° jueia _oswwna 15 5 N o 53004 e > : Tl\ 5
H A B 4;9 TS 153903 S a VT (¥ 1s 305837 £ .»m NOSANH ‘s N
o @ 15 Xvaulyd S Q oS = 2 ! 3 1S 3dvH9 s .
C R u P S OLAE R B g el = 1s W13 s ) 15 3008319 'S -
o uf b = 2 = k -
D w|$]= Worigy) LS, vE0ana s i =¥E[Sel S sl £} 8 vuog u 13 WAars . L
S 5 HYa S 4 ] iy 7S sh e ui “IS VITHVa § .
2z 2| fu T - T 3 wi i Ia ) ZF3\>2 :
G N 38 13 [ts ¥3naals o = 075 Ts w3ix3 X~/ E )= 1S ¥31X30 S, .
z8 H . 3 o % 3 8 g=| e "
S| & H LS ANNIHD S | o g 2 15 AN¥IHD 'S :
_A E 1S A¥MIHD S| T < L2 m.»m_.lpzo:zw‘_u bt = K £ \ »»m Ady3 8 50 AHIHD .mﬁrw = S b .
“N - i L2 | | g S L EEVAREE 3] -
=] T IS HO¥IE S [Souivd KHU a9 . SLENT] o 0 o BB B i 23 :
] A VST IS 3uiviiae ’ s 3Eivajas E S O T AR - " a E.
o A e P - ¢
N T Zeru 1S HSY : [1sypsv s & ;0 5 D 15[ & al _ &
G 535 }1s Nor@w s 1t B . o > E v o MRy ¥ s Wolew s o . 1 o
O N [7p] ... "GATd 0GVH0109, S = | S NOSIHNVH 'S CIRURCCIETREERCA | - ¢ 5
— ! 2 = = = g .
Z [ s_:§. e TS NOSIN¥YH 'S b L £ 0 gl o 2 H = = 2 . =
N %m\lﬁll w 15 NOSYOVT 'S 1% S & W/ INVIOvAVAYL N . i |
I S a T - s H H EIECTERON AN iy S (O) [ . - £y
AI H S £ 15 a73138vo M o = IS o o o UB )t = W1 133msm0GVIM .
HE RS 1S J0MNOW 'S % ) al d 2 i § :
SElI z _— 1 o o c ol = $3a A A : < O
T ale avW 9 [ o 1S NOSIOVHW 'S < 3 /m > % - S ) = —_
25575 ] =L z. S S aqy ¥ .
/O _ i ) W x o 15 %002 22sE ’ 3 oo
b b & 1s xo.uu_m ° =z S, o d =) 533 < — —_ .
: T o 3 5 W’ o L v M
g ISswie’ & 1 swvay,’s wi wl [l W SAvay S|EEE < = I - TR : - Q)
S— + 2 o EH E i il 3NV MOOVIW % s
R w2 Tis 31331s, s S R e ‘18 Invd 1sf's > . .A
B =3 “LS INvd ‘1S 'S o pimea G OR g ag IS IDINVMUKWE'S o £ 3 5
<[ Z["Is aminvmTin S x Heyd LS ADINVMIIN 'S “1s 3¥owTudf's = o |w : -
—zb = —_ Z5] 18 110813’ I 2 : .
o S 2 1s awowmia s 1 "1S 38OWTIId 5 W g 2 2 4 :
= = , I 3 Gl = x 2
et zl3 S NOLAVID § 7 LS NOLAVID 'S w | m 3 : .
wi| W] LS Hizavziia s 5 — =g 3 & . S
1S INIBNNT0D S X 3 = R 2 .
7 A Aas ] al )& : :
M /\ “IS 3NIH43SOr S w ;a S 5 .
A18 ALISYIAIND 'S 1 [ ‘O‘ i) i AT [ALISHIAINND ST, ¢~ -.GAT8 ALISHIA . -
u At ) . .
M R 1S 3404 'S “IS WHOA|'S . 1 E 15 %404[S w £ g st . 3
wf  owl Y - —1 z 3 R s 3
< 2 2 T 1SaEoave s w . € E 5 FQHOTAYS S1T 3 ] : -
m Elnlul TCINATS 2 " ( > Eux_fmm m " 15 3NIA mltvm INIA wm m : i :
= 1 Ts3ovE s 3 Y I BETEED) R 1 S5 o z_1s 3w s I — T
o o [ =z 1S HOIH 5 & 5 w 1S HOIH S = S E IS HOIH 5 1S HIH 5 ﬂ ==l
) ) ) IS SAVITIM S 2 K/ ) IS sAviTim 58 T 1% =I5 swvinrum|- CI ¢
lw wl sl e 1S NIdTI9]'S wi ¥, ™ LS NS SE[S 8 — 5 15 Nidof" i —
i F3
14|l k7 — =¥ ;1S NIINVHE S - % o <EESE oy LS NITINVY 1S NITONYY4 S [ R
2) A — 7 e ]
Auva o) | T ALs 1qn0emnn s] 2] w w.': Z o | (&0 2[5 |15 taroannn 5| = =
3 2307 =< ST [T s Hil 5 N wn
NOLONIHSYM 777 20T /4 / [4S 311344V s = ] mTA > % js il oY B ;1S ILLTAVAV g 1S 3113AV4V] S
/ | 1snowvw s 2z el el = k R HEEAELETE s M =
. a - [ A v
i3 ) | 1s oNinmoa s| <[ 3 lw.lm z B G 2 3 T Z 1s oninmoa s HE ‘LS ONINMOG 'S O )
I ii i ) | 1s vNO¥OD ST wil Wil wil W] w HEEER| 1 2 1swNowos's Nef %
& - il %
1 v/ e wdmasl 1 ] ST it e R O, e ®) =




ZONING CHANGES
TO REMAINING LAND AFTER FIRST TAKEN

BY THE STATE FROM 1949 TO 1960

Map 5
Continued
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Controlled Access

One of the greatest and most difficult problems faced by highway depart-
ments generally is the control of access on a freeway facility. Access control
—the acquisition or condemnation of access rights or the construction of service
roads—is indispensable to the proper and adequate movement of high speed
traffic. This problem has not been a light one—nor inexpensive—in connec-
tion with the subject highway. As mentioned heretofore, the new highway
was assimilated into the interstate system at a date subsequent to its partial
construction as a "limited access” freeway. Interstate standards necessitated
the closing of openings provided for owners along the right of way, and the
construction of grade separations at public access points. It is, of course,
quite probable that access control has, to a greater or lesser extent, reduced
the desirability of some parcels along the highway during the last few years—
especially in Douglas County. Future studies may prove or disprove any
present assumptions.

The editor of Highway Magazine in an article succinctly states the matter
as follows: "The biggest problem, and the one having the greatest impact on
municipalities, is the theory of so called limited access on the Interstate System.
Instead of "limited access,” it should be termed ""planned access,” which by
definition also includes the use of city bypasses. The purpose of this provision
in the highway bill is threefold. First of all, it preserves the traffic capacity
of the highway. If you permit entrance to a highway at numerous indis-
criminate points, then, to insure that the cross traffic can get across, you pro-
vide traffic lights, and you very materially cut down the capacity of the high-
way. Secondly, planned access very materially increases the safety of the
highway. Records indicate that accidents can be cut at least in half by con-
trolling the access. Lastly, and this applies primarily to bypasses, it provides
a means for through travel to avoid the urban areas and thereby reduces
congestion on business streets.”

Colorado Boulevard Interchange

The Valley Highway Interchange at Colorado Boulevard is the nucleus
of intensive highway related activity. Three examples of this are considered
in the "case studies of damage payments.” (Cases Numbered 1, 2 and 3 in
the appendix.)

The following four aerial photos reveal land use changes over a period
of about 10 years. The 1951 photo was taken when the new facility was in its
preliminary stage. Only two lanes were open for traffic and no interchange
had been constructed.

In 1955 a local enterprise bought all the available land in the Northeast
quadrant of the interchange and began construction of a highway hotel,
shown on the 1958 photo. Building permits totaling over one million dollars
were issued for this construction, and construction is currently under way on
another million dollar annex, which should be ready for occupancy by the
end of 1961. Success of the enterprise seems assured. The southwest quad-



rant of the Interchange is owned by the University of Denver and is not for
sale in spite of many firm offers. The University proposes to build an apart-
ment development to alleviate the student accommodation problem. The
Northwest quadrant has been purchased by a group who plan an office build-
ing complex, a part of which will house regional offices of a national retail
grocery chain.

Part of the activity in the Southeast quadrant is described to some extent
in Case Study No. 3 (appendix).
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CASE 1

L

E. COLORADO AVE.

UTAH PL.

BAILS PL.

i
w
w
o©
<
-l
-
[T}
m
"3

—JEWELL_AVE|

Colorado Department of Highways U.S. 87 at S. Colorado Blvd.

in Denver

Parcel No.2 FI1002-2(7)

Land was operated as a chicken farm prior to proposed route but apparently
became dormant before time of highway acquisition. Entire property ap-
praised as one ownership with several dwellings involved. Two of the sub-
ject houses had been deeded to owner's two sons. Land also had a small
3-unit apartment building renting for $65 a unit, plus other buildings relative
to the chicken farm, all in good condition.

1949 Area Before — 10 Acres = @ $1,500 Per Acres......ccooveveee... $15,000.00
Improvements.... 42,500.00

TOTAL.... $57,500.00
1949 Area Taken — 7.108 Acres @ $1,899 Per Acre....cooovoneee... $13,500.00

Improvements.... 42,500.00

SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 500.00
TOTAL.... $56,500.00
1949 Area After — 2.892 Acres — After Value. ..o $ 1,000.00
Owner soon purchased property (B) containing approximately 1.245 acres @
$2,442 Per Acre, and along with remainder (A) formed a subdivision. They
subsequently constructed a 6-unit bungalow apartment, and a building for a

boat sales business. (Photo above). A local enterprise tried several times to

acquire this property but without success. Frontage road offers only point of
access to parcel.

1957 Sale by owner 4.137 Acres (A+B, entire ownership).......... $42,000.00
This sale included the improvements valued at approximately $34,312.00

Before installation of highway, this property was about 30 to 40 minutes driving
time from the CBD of Denver. It is now approximately 15 minutes.
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CASE 2
HIGHWAY HOTEL

L

E. COLORADO AVE

N

UTAH PL.

ey

BAILS PL.

S. COLORADO BLVD.

NN

Colorado Department of Highways . 1S 87 at 8. Colorado Blyd.
Land Economic Studies ‘ in Denver
Phase 1: Value Changes
in Abutting Land
Part 2: Damage Payments

Parcel No.3 FI002-2(7)

This land was used as a private residence, except that owner rented out a
small 400 sq. ft. building at $46.00 per month. The Highway acquisition took
most of the land and improvements, but the owners retained the chicken
house, moved it back to the remainder, and remodeled it for their living

quarters.
1949 Area Before — 4.232* Acres @ $1,004 Per Acre................ $ 4,250.00
Improvements.... 12,000.00
TOTAL.... $16,250.00
1949 Area Taken — 1.430 Acres @ $1,014 Per Acre.................. $ 1,450.00

Improvements.... 12,000.00
(Irregular Shaped Frontage) SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 800.00

TOTAL. . $14,250.00
1949* Area After — 2.802* Acres — After Value ..o $ 2,250.00
1949 Sale by Owner (A on Plat) 1.245* ac. @ $2,442 per ac.....$ 3,000.00
1953 Sale by Owner** (B on Plat) 1.753* acres....ooooooooe. 25,000.00

TOTAL. ... $28,000.00

* This sale was actually a trade reflecting this high value upon the land. A local enterprise tried for some time and finally suc-
ceeded in obtaining all the existing remainder in exchange for a new house, valued at $19,000.00 (but the deal wasn't closed
until they completely finished the basement, built a double garage, added a chain link fence, completely landscaped yard,
also installed wall to wall carpeting and appliances).

This land was still undeveloped by 1960, but the building was removed and new owners installed an electric sign. (Photo
above).

** There is a discrepancy of about 0.196 acres between the "area after” and the two sales by ownsr, which cannot be accounted
for.
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CASE 3
'RETAIL STORE

N\ JEWELL AVE,

AN

REsEw

T ]

Colorado Department of Highways ‘ . U.S. 87 at S. Colorado Blvd.
Land Economic Studies . in Denver
Phase l: Value Changes '
in Abutting Land
Part 2: Damage Payments

Parcel No.5 FI002-2(7)

A Construction Company, an International Corp., had an equipment yard in
Denver located on this property. After highway acquisition, they were able
to continue operating in this location by acquiring additional property. (Shown

on Plat as B.)
1949 Area Before —3.581 Acres(48Lots)..oooooooo $ 20,000.00
1949 Area Taken — 1.829 Acres @ $4,893 Per Acre......c.......... $ 8,950.00

(Reduced frontage & Irregular Shape of Lots)
SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 1,050.00

TOTAL.... $ 10,000.00
1949 Area After — 1.752 ACTES oo $10,000.00
In November of 1949 the Construction
Company purchased B (Shown on Plat)
1.545 Acres @ $6,472.00 Per Acre............. -$10,000.00
TOTAL.... $ 20,000.00
1954 Sale by Owner — 0.116 Acres @ $47,414 Per Acre............ $ 5,500.00
(Additional ROW acquired by City of Denver to
widen Colorado Blvd.)
1959 Sale by Owner (A+B) 3.181% Acres @ $56,586 Per Acre.. $180,000.00

In this 1959 sale The Construction Company sold entire area to a National Dry
Goods firm and moved the yard out in Arapahoe County on E. Evans Ave.
The new owners have now constructed a retail store and warehouse (Photo
above) at an approximate cost of $488,590.00.

Land abutting Colorado Blvd. in this area was selling for around 90¢ a sq. ft.
(or $39,000 per acre) in 1952.

15




CASE 4
SUBDIVISION

S. DAHLIA ST.

E. HAMPDEN AVE.

Colorado Department of Highways
Land Economic Studies in Denver
Phase 1: Value Changes

in Abutting Land
Part 2: Damage Payments

Parcel No. 37 A Rev. FI1002-2(7)

This ownership involved most of the EY2 of Sec. 31, T. 4 S., R. 67 W.
1949 Area Before — 263.972* Acres @ $700 Per Acre.............. $184,780.00
1949 (Sept.) Area Taken 19.065 Acres @ $700 Per Acre.......... $13,350.00

(Reduced Value of Remainder) SEVERANCE DAMAGE.. 2,800.00

TOTAL.... $ 16,150.00

1949 Area After — 252.071 Acres (A on Plat) @ $639 Per Acre 161,073.00
11.901 Acres (B on Plat) @ $639 Per Acre 7,605.00

1950* (July) Scd/e by 2nd Owner 11.901% Acres (All of B) $1,000 Per Acre...... 12,000.00
1951* Sale by 2nd Owner 4.408+ Acres (Part of A) @ $5,104 Per Acre.......... 22,000.00
1953 Sale by 3rd Owner 8.490% Acres (Part of B) @ $2,000 Per Acre.......... 17,000.00

1956 Second Taking by State 0.210 Acres (Part of B) @ $16,190 Per Acre  3,400.00
(Additional R.O.W. for Yale Ave. Interchange)
Both remainders A and B, with the exception of a few sites, are covered with

houses ranging in value from $11,000 to $14,700.00. A is part of University
Hills, and the Southern portion of B is Ralph's Subdivision.

* Entire remaining property was sold off by original owner. A few of these sales are not shown because of affiliation between
Buyers and Seller.
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. CREES
~ SUBDIVISION

E. DARTMOUTH AVE.

I

———4E. HAMPDEN AVE.

' US 89 G E Hampden Ave.
' in Denver

Parcels Nos. 39 Rev., 43 Rev. and 43-A FI1002-2(7)

1949
1949

1949
1950

Prior to 1949 most of the land Southeast of Colorado Blvd. was undeveloped.
The parcels under analysis were used for dry land farming and pasture—but
by June of 1960, we see a well established better residential area known as
"Belmont Heights" (C) and part of "University Hills No. 3" (A).

Area Before — 40 Acres* @ $484 Per Acre.....ooooooeeeeeo.. $19,360.00

(July) Area Taken 8.268 Acres @ $484 Per Acre.................. $4,000.00
(Irreg. shaped remainders and denial of access)

SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 2,125.00

TOTAL.... $ 6,125.00
Area After — 31.732 Acres* @ $417 Per Acre....coooooceeee.. 13,235.00
(Dec.) Sale by Owner — 29.369 Acres @ $562 Per Acre........ 16,500.00

The above photo reveals subsequent development, principally of the area of
last sale which was transacted in 1957, shown as C on plat. This was dis-
counted from the sales due to an affiliation between buyer and seller.

Severed Portion B still appears to remain dormant, showing no real estate
activity.
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CASE 7

SERVICE STATION

C. &S Ry,
Ry

S. CHERRY ST.

Colorado Department of Highways
Land Economic Studies

Phase 1: Value Changes

in Abutting Land

Part 2;: Damage Payments

Parcel No. 17 Rev. FI002-2(7)

Like many other properties before 1949, South of Denver, this property also
was composed of a family residence with several other out buildings.

1949

1949

1949

1951*

U.S. 87 at E. Evans Ave.
in Arapahoe Co.

.-.-52,250.00
... 9,000.00

.. 800.00
250.00
.. 400.00

....$1,050.00
... 9,250.00

-...$2,535.00
... 9,965.00

Area Before — 12 Lots @ $188 Per Lot
Improvements
TOTAL..
Area Taken — 5.33 Lots @ $150 Per Lot...oeecieiecnanannns
Improvements....
(Irregular shape of remainder) SEVERANCE DAMAGE..
TOTAL..
Area After — 6.67 Lots @ $157 Per Lot
Improvements
TOTAL..
Sale by Owner — 6.67 Lots @ $380 Per Lot
Improvements
TOTAL....

$7,750.00

$1,450.00

$6,300.00

$8,500.00

Two years after highway acquisition the remainder sold for double its original

value.

In 1957 the purchasers sold the remaining improvements for $250.00 in order

to clear the site for a new service station shown in above photo.

The oil com-

pany has a 15-year lease from owner, with payments of $465 per month.

* This is approximately 12c a sq. ft. In 1951 a tract of land on Jewell Ave. near subject property sold for 5c a sq. ft. Also a
parcel of land, including a house sold for around 6¢ a sq. ft. in 1952 near this same location.
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. ICASE S
~ SERVICE STATION

AN

E. EVANS AVE.

STANDARD..

S. CLERMONT ST.

S. CHERRY ST.

. WARREN AVE.

_ in Abutling Land

Part 2: Damage Payments

Parcel Nos. 15& 18 FI002-2(7)

1949

1949

1949
1855

For many years this property was a livery stable maintaining about 35 horses
which rented at $1.25 per hour. The zoning regulations at that time would
not allow re-establishment in this area, but owner has continued for several
years in a non-conforming use.

Area Before — 67,870 Sq. Ft. @ 5¢ sq. oo $3,300.00
Improvements.... 9,200.00

TOTAL.... $12,500.00
Area Taken — 29,838 Sq. Ft. @ 6¢ sq. ft. ... $1,800.00

Improvements.... 8,750.00
(Irregular Shape Remainder) SEVERANCE DAMAGE...... 450.00

TOTAL.... $11,000.00
Area After — 38,032 Sar. Ft. @ 4¢ s fterroooooeoooooo 1,500.00
Sale by Owner — 11,564 Sq. Ft. @ $1.82sq. ftoooooo 21,000.00

An Oil Company was willing to pay this high amount in order to have station
at this strategic location (photo) which is on service road to the S. bound ramp.
It is noteworthy that the station is obscure to the vision of motorists on highway.

Unimproved land sales just to the East of subject property ranged from 10 to
33 cents a sq. ft. for 1955.
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E. VASSAR AVE.

E. YALE AVE.

Parcel No.35Rev. FI002-2(7)

1949
1950

1950
1954

Highway acquisition involved only a small portion of the suburban tract, not

disturbing the principal improvements. Owner still resides on northerly por-
tion of remainder.

Area Before — 4.748 Acres @ $1,493 Per Acre..ooooooooeooee . $ 7,019.00
Area Taken — 0.469 Acres @ $1,493 Per Acre...ooooooooeeeeee. $700.00
*(Reduced Frontage and Irregular Shape Remainder)

SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 800.00

TOTAL.... $ 1,500.00
Area After — 4.279 Acres @ $1,290 Per Acre After Value.... $ 5,519.00
Sale by Owner — 2.870 Acres (B+C) @ $6,272 Per Acre........ $18,000.00

In 1956 the Buyer leased part of the SE Corner of remainder (C) and a Service
Station (constructed by the Buyer at estimated cost of $22,000) to a national oil
company for approximately $400 per month, which would show a land residual
value of about $1.45 per sq. ft.

* The ownership originally fronted on E. Vassar Ave.
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CASE 10
'UNDEVELOPED

Phas

Colorado Department of Highways
Land Economic Studies

E. VASSAR AVE.

E. YALE AVE.
V/__'—

U.S. 87 at E. Yale Ave.
in Arapahoe Co.

Parcel No. 37 Rev. FI002-2(7)

1949
1950

1950
1951
1956
1956

Area. Before — Approx. 5 Acres @ $900 Per Acre..........._... $ 4,500.00
Area Taken — 0.953 Acres @ $944 Per Acre...ooooooeeeoo $900.00
(Irreg. Shape Remainder) SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 300.00

TOTAL.... $ 1,200.00

Area After — 4.047 Acres — After Value ... $ 3,300.00

Sale by Owner — 1.284 Acres, All of B@ $11,682 Per Acre..... $15,000.00

Second Taking by State 0.209 Acres (37 B on plat) @ $19,139 Acre....$ 4,000.00
Second Taking by State 0.669 Acres (37 C on plat) @ $19,170 Acre....$12,825.00

These last two sales were additional R.O.W. for a frontage road. This land,
prior to highway installation, was an undeveloped tract with R-1 zoning, but
in 1954, four years after purchase of R.O.W. the remainder received a zone
change to Residential 3 (Mult. Unit) which no doubt added much to the higher
value of land.

B remainder is still undeveloped because it did not meet the requirements for
mult. unit construction as did the property to the East adjoining it.
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E. VASSAR AVE.

E. YALE AVE.

US 51 atE Yele Ave,

Colorado Department of Highways
‘ in Arapahoe Co.

: Value Changes
in Abutting Land
Part 2: Damage Payments

Parcel No. 37D FI002-2 (37)

This ownership became involved with the highway at the time of a second
acquisition for right of way. The land lay undeveloped prior to this.

1956 Area Taken — 19,235 Sq. Ft. @ 44¢. . ... $8,500.00
DAMAGES.... 6,000.00
TOTAL.... $14,500.00

Damages accrued because it was believed that the remainder would be re-
duced in value from R-3 (Mult. Unit) to R-1 (single family residence).

However, in 1959 work began on a project consisting of three mult. unit brick
apartment buildings at an approximate total cost of $108,000.00. Work was in
the final stages at time of above photo.
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CASE 13A
COUNTRY CLUB

S. QUEBEC ST.
B
Q

'\

POINT OF ACCESS 70~ “*\
_REMAINDER A & C

Colomdo Department of quhways .

U S 87 at Bellevue Rd.

Land Economic Studies - 7 in Arapahoe Co.
Phase l: Value Changes -

Part 2: Damage Payments

in Abutting Land

Parcel No. 65-A FI002-2 (7)

This property was used specifically as a wheat farm in the "before’ situation.
The taking separated land leaving improvements on remainder A.

1949 Area Before — 10 Acres* @ $200 Per Acre....ooovooeeeeeeeen. $ 2,000.00
1949 Area Taken — 3.777 Acres @ $225 Per Acre...oooooooeeeeee . $850.00
SEVERANCE DAMAGE....$150.00
TOTAL.... $ 1,000.00
1949 Area After (A and C) 5.512 Acres* @ $161 Per Acre.............. $886.00
*(B)0.711 Acres* @ $161 Per Acre............. $114.00
TOTAL.... $ 1,000.00
1952 Sale by Owner (C) 2.730 Acres @ $5,495 Per Acre.....ocooeeo.... $15,000.00
1955 Sale by 2nd Owner (C) 2.730 Acres @ $10,623 Per Acre........ $29,000.00
1956* *Second Taking (B-14) 0.324 Acres @ $3,500 Per Acre................ $ 1,150.00
1956* *Second Taking (B-15) 0.703 Acres @ $14,225 Per Acre............ $10,000.00
1959 Sale by Orig. Owner (A) Approx. 1.808 Acres
with run down house. ... $30,000.00
1960 Sale by 3rd Owner (C) Approx. 2.030 Ac. @ $14,778 Per Ac. $30,000.00

B-15 had a payment of $20,000 damage for denial of access and reduction of
value to remainder (C). However, the new owner paid $60,000 to acquire this
land, (A+C) and is now developing a private country club. Swimming pool
was under construction at time of photo. Average price of land per acre in

this area was $366 for 1951;: and $1,278 for 1957.

* See Case (13 B) for activity on this remainder.
** Purchased by State for an Interchange.
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CASE 13B |
 FENCE COMPANY

S. QUEBEC ST.

c
_ BIS

.

—_— - -
—-—

/ E. BELLEVIEW AVE,
\—L

POINT OF ACCESS IO - \
REMAINDER A & C~ ™\

Colorado Department of Highways U.S. 87 at Bellevue Rd.
Land Economic Studies in Arapahoe Co.
Phase 1: Value Changes

in Abutting Land

 Part 2: Damage payments

Parcel No.65 A FI002-2 (7)

This property was a wheat farm. The taking separated (B) from the main
improved land. (B) remainder only, will be considered below.

1949  Area Before — 10 Acres* @ $200 Per Acre....oooooooeoeoe $2,000.00
1949  Area Taken — 3.777 Acres @ $225 Per Acre...oooooooeee . $850
SEVERANCE DAMAGE....$150

TOTAL.... $1,000.00
1949  Area After *(A and C) 5.512 Acres*= @ $161 peracre........o....... $886
(Band D) 0.711 Acres* @ $161 peracre.................. $114

TOTAL.... $1,000.00

1952  Sale by Owner (B) 0.711 Acres @ $1,407 Per Acre...oooooooeeeee. $1,000.00

1954** Sale by 3rd Owner (B+ other land) 1.651 Acres with building.... $8,000.00

1958***Sale by 4th Owner (B+ other land) 1.651 Acres with building.... $7,000.00

This little remainder land has had quite a stormy history. The 2nd owner
put up a building and began a wood working business. The enterprise soon
folded up and was acquired by a 3rd owner under a Treasurer's Deed. This
3rd owner subsequently sold entire holding to irrigation company. The
Irrigation Company for some reason was not able to make a go of it and sold
out for a price so low that the new owner did not want to verify it. Land is
now occupied by a fence company.

* See Case (13 A) for activity on this remainder.
** 2nd Owner lost property (B plus other land) through Tax Sale.

*** Present owner states sale was under pressure, that 4th owner had to sell out.
The third owner still has (D) in his possession.
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CASE 14
UNDEVELOPED

S. ULSTER ST.

Colorado Department of Highways U.S. 87 at Orchard Rd.
Land Economic Studies ' in Arapahoe Co.

e Changes .

n Abutting Land

: Damage payments

Parcel No. 78 FI 002-2(7)

Above photo reveals the present state of subject land.

1949 Area Before — 3 Acres @ $150 Per Acre. oo $ 450.00
1949 Area Taken — 1.623 Acres @ $150 Per Acre..oooooooooeeeo . $225.00
(Reduced value of remainder) SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 175.00

TOTAL.... $ 400.00

1949 Area After — 1.377 Acres @ $36 Per Acre After Value............ $ 50.00

1954 (Mar.) Sale by Owner 1.343 Acres* @ $2,234 Per Acre............ $3,000.00

1954 (Apr.) Sale by 2nd Owner 1.343 Acres* @ $2,418 Per Acre.... $3,247.00

The sales above took place while access was available to the highway via
Orchard Road. However, the completion of a grade separation in 1958, in

which the access to highway was closed, may seriously affect use of re-
mainder.

Land sales in this area for 1954 ranged from $150 to $300 per acre.
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ORCHARD RD.

—
g
i

S. ULSTER

Parcel No.80 A FI002-2(7)

1949

1949

1949

1952
1953
1957
1957

Owner lived on this dry land farm before and after highway installation and
was able to continue there until a second acquisition removed the major im-
provements, all of which were on B.

Area Before — 15 Acres @ $150 Per Acre....ooooooooeee . $2,250.00
Improvements.... 5,000.00

TOTAL.... $ 7,250.00
Area Taken — 2.453 Acres @ $150 Per Acre...oooooooooooo $ 400.00

(Improvements left on small remainder)
SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 800.00

TOTAL.... $ 1,200.00
Area After — 10.009 Acres @ $84 Per Acre (A & C)........_. $ 838.00
2.538 Acres @ $84 Per Acre (B)............ 212.00
Improvements.... 5,000.00
TOTAL.... $ 6,050.00
Sale by Owner* 13.960 Acres (A, C & D) @ $1,000 Per Acre $13,960.00
Sale by 2nd Owner 13.960 Ac. (A, C & D) @ $1,319 Per Ac. $18,410.00

Second Taking — 3.058 Acres (C) @ $6,797 Per Acre.......... $20,750.00
Second Taking — 2.538 Acres (B) @ $1,458 Per Acre.......... $3,700.00
Improvements.... 9,155.00

TOTAL.... $12,855.00

The State acquired the land shown in the two 1957 transactions for a grade
separation. Parcel C had a commercial zoning on it thereby bringing the
high cost per acres, also $8,450 in damage accrued for denial of access.

This case is a good example of what can happen when a tract of land receives
a zone change. It enhanced the value by about 400%. The land has had no
physical change in over 10 years.

D came into the picture as being in the possession of owner’s spouse which accounts for additional acreage.
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CASE 17
UNDEVELOPED

I\

S. YOSEMITE ST
/
/

Colorado Department of Highwq?é U.S. 87 at Arapahoe Rd.
Land Economic Studies

in Arapahoe Co.

Phase 1: Value Changes

_ Part 2: Dam

in Abut{tinq Land

Parcel No. 90 FI 002-2 (7)

1949

1949

1949

1955
1956*
1957*

This well improved property was a wheat farm with Agr. [II zoning, which

required 20 acres to the family. Improvements were left on larger remainder
after taking.

Area Before — 28.5 Acres* @ $175Per Acre...ooooooooo . $ 5,000.00
Improvements.... 20,000.00
TOTAL.... $25,000.00
Area Taken — 6.057 Acres @ $200 Per Acre....ooovooeo . $ 1,200.00
DENIAL OF ACCESS & SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 2,800.00
TOTAL.... $ 4,000.00
Area After — 22.443* Acres @ $45 Per Acre.....ooooooooee. $ 1,000.00
Improvemenﬂs.... 20,000.00
TOTAL. .. $21,000.00
Sale by Owner — 4.786+ Acres (C+D) @ $1,358 Per Acre $ 6,500.00
Second Taking — 1.232 Acres (B) @ $1,197 Per Acre........ 1,475.00
Second Taking — 1.392 Acres (D) @ $1,200 Per Acre........ 1,670.00

Prior to second State acquisition, Area C and D received an R-4 zoning which
allowed Mult. Unit construction.

* Second State acquisition for construction of interchanges, with payment of $4,730 damage in the taking of Parcel D. Reasons

being: Complete denial of access. However, a way of access was opened up which connected Arapahoe Road with Yosemite
Street, Yosemite being a dedicated street. See X on plat.
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CASE 20
RANCH LAND

JUNCTION U.S. 85-87

A
CASTLE ROCK
Colorado Department of Highways U.S. 87 at Junction of U.S. 85
Land Economic Studies . - in Douglas Co.

Phase 1: Value Changes
in Abutting Land
Part 2: Damqg’e payments

Parcels Nos. 14 Rev. & 15 FI1002-2(11)

This ownership covers a large area of land just south and also to the East of

present junction where U. S. 85 and U. S. 87 join. Land is still used for grazing
and some farming.

1951 Area Before — 1,696.590 Acres* @ Approx. $83 Per Acre $140,817.00
1951 Area Taken — 41.972 Acres @ $83 Per Acre...oooooooveee. $3,500.00
DENIAL OF ACCESS AND SEVERANCE DAMAGE.... 4,100.00
TOTAL.... $ 7,600.00
1951 Area After —1,655.618* Acres @ Approx. $80 Per Acre
After Value.... $133,217.00
1957* Second ‘I'aking — 8.491 Acres @ $813 Per Acre................$6,900.00
DAMAGE....$3,100.00
TOTAL.... $ 10,000.00
1959 Sale by Owner — 50 Acres (Part of A) @ $400 Per Acre $ 20,000.00

The last sale was for a school site purchased by Doug. Co.
Land values in Douglas County for 1959 ranged from $105 to $283 an acre.

* This sale was a second acquisition by highway for the installment of a Junction overpass. Reasons of Damage being: Denial of
Access to Highway No. 87; median opening closed; reduction of highest and best use of remaining land.
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TYPICAL VIEW OF DEVELOPMENT

ALONG
INTERSTATE 25 (U.S. 87)

IN
DENVER, EAST OF COLORADO BLVD.
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TYPICAL VIEW OF DEVELOPMENT

ALONG
INTERSTATE 25 (U.S. 87)

IN

-
=
-
ARAPAHOE COUNTY &
-
=
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TYPICAL VIEW OF DEVELOPMENT
ALONG

INTERSTATE 25 (U.S. 87)

IN
DOUGLAS COUNTY
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Owner at time of acquisition

ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY

Location of property.

Date of acquisition
Nearest Urban Community

BEFORE
Project No
Designation
County.
Parcel No
19 Deed Book Page
Miles Distance Population Year

Degree of Access to and from Property

Property use at time of taking

Zoning regulation at time of taking

Type of new facility.

Date completed

Degree of access control

AREA OF TOTAL OWNERSHIP BEFORE TAKING, AND VALUE OF OWNERSHIP:

Land at$ per unit, or $

Improvements: 3

Total value, land and improvements )
Assessed value: Land Improvements Year
AREA TAKEN:

Land at $ per unit, or $

$

Improvements: $

*Damage: $

Less specific benefits $

Net damage paid: $

Total compensation paid $

(Amount of high appraisal) $
How acquired: Negotiated_~ Condemned ___ Settled Out of Court

VALUE OF REMAINDER AFTER THE TAKING:

(A) Primary area:
(B) Severed area:

at $
at $

per unit, or $
per unit, or $

Improvements:
Total value:

$
$

*Reasons for damage payment:
Remarks:

Investigator:

34

Date of Investigation




ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY

AFTER
Project No
Designation
County
Parcel No
This sale is: all part of primary "A"____ of severed "B"
Grantor: Instrument
Recep. No
Grantee: Book Page
Date:
Recorded:
Consideration:
Description: I.R.S

Indicated consideration $

Verified consideration $

by interview with seller

by interview with buyer.

by conveyance certificate

Deed of trust stated on W.D Book Page

Terms Balance due $

Deed of trust accompanying W.D. for $ Book Page

Terms

Area of land at$ per unit, or $
Improvements I
Total value $

Assessedvalue19_ = Tand $ Imp. $ Total $

Zone change: To Date of Change

Land use at date of sale:

Land use on date of investigation:

Improvements constructed subsequent to date of sale:

Description: Estimated value $

Conclusions and remarks:

Investigator: -Date of Investigation
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COMPARABLE

GRANTOR:

GRANTEE:

DESCRIPTION:

'DEED OF TRUST STATED ON W.D
TERMS

NO
LOCATION
COUNTY.
SECTION T R

INSTRUMENT:
RECEP. NO
BOOK PAGE
DATED:
RECORDED:
CONSIDERATION:
ILR.S
INDICATED CONSIDERATION

BOOK PAGE

AREA OF LAND

UNIT VALUE (BY LR.S)

ASSESSED 19 LAND §$ X = & LAND VALUE
IMP. § X = 9 IMP. VALUE
TOTAL $ X = 9 TOTAL VALUE
ZONE:
REMARKS:

DATE: BY
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PERSONAL INTERVIEW FORM

Land Economic Studies
Colorado Department of Highways

GRANTOR TO GRANTEE
Address Address
Phone Phone
DateofSale. Instrument Book
Rev. Stamps Indicating

1. PRINCIPAL QUESTION:

2. Do Rev. Stamps reflect true value of sale?

3. Was balance of mortgage deducted from Rev. Stamps?

4. Were there Improvements on land at time of sale?

5. Vdalue of Improvements?

6. Was there an affiliation between Buyer and Seller?

REMARKS:

Date By
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OPINIONATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

Relative to Santa Fe Drive
U. S. 85
Lond Economic Studies
for
Colorado Department of Highways

|\ U , Interviewed

1. Records show a fluctuating pattern of increases and decreases in land value on
Santa Fe Drive.  What in your opinion is happening out in this area?

2. What are the influencing factors, if any, of the
Martin Plant?

Ramo-Wooldridge?
Centennial Race Track?
(Other)

3. Has the geographical location in relation to Denver any effect on Santa Fe Drive?

4. Is the new Valley Highway, U. S. 87, in your estimation, the largest contributing
factor to the slump in the motel and other tourist related business?

5. How is the Valley Highway affecting other business on Santa Fe?

6. Have the high rates, plus the trend toward “camping” affected the motel business
along Santa Fe?

7. Has zoning restrictions hampered the prosperity of Santa Fe Drive?

8. Do the two railways and the planned industrial park at Blakeland appear to
affect the economy of Santa Fe Drive?

9. (Any other factors?)
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Case Study: Severance Damage

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS — LAND ECONOMIC IMPACT STUDY — C.D.H. FORM NO. 248 7-60

b. City

A. GENERAL INFORMATION
A-1 Physical Location of Parcel
a. Sireet Address

c. County

d. State

e. Project No.

{. Parcel No

b, FPopulation

A-2 Nearest Urban Place (Community of 2500 or larger}
a. Name of Place

c, 1960 d. 1950

e, Other

B-1 Highway Dales

OoOooaooooooao

panroa

a. Date Highway Completed, Month
b. Date of this investigation, Monih

B2 Highway Identification
a. U. S. Route No
b, Siate Route No
c. Inferstale Route No.
d. Oiher {Specify Typel
e. Name of Highway, if any.

O Arterial e.
[0 Expressway—Full Conirol f.
] Expressway—FPartial Control a.
[0 Circumfereniial or By-Pass h,

B, HIGHWAY DESCRIPTION

Yaar.

Year.

B-3 Type of Highway Sysiem (Check as Applicable)
Interstate—Rural
Interstate—Urban
Other F.A.P.—Rural
Other F.A.P—Urban
F.A.S.—Rural
F.A.S—Urban

Other Stale

Local Rural

Local Urban
Non-classified Federal
Toll Facility

B-4 Type of Highway Facility—By Access Control
Type of Faocility

Service Roads

ONE-WAY TWO-WAY

aoooao

L

-
ooao

C-1 Daile of Acquisition by Siate:

C. DESCRIPTION OF ENTIRE OWNERSHIP. PART TAKEN AND
SEVERED REMAINDERS

MONTH DAY YEAR
C-2 Size of Parcels
AREA
PARCEL IDENTITY FEET FRONT| ACRES | SQUARE FEET
Entire Ownership a. o a”
Parcel Taken b. I "
Remaining Tract C. g g”
Subsequeni Sale of Remainder:
Part d-1 h-1’ h-1"
All d-2 h-2’ h2"

Area as Perceniage of Entire Tract:

F. ACCESS CONTROL — BEFORE AND AFTER TAKING
F-1 Access Control — Befere Taking (Princlpal Highway)

Degree of Control DIRECTION DIRECTIGNS
Unrestricled a g. 3
Full Conirol — No Access k.3 h, E3
Direct Access Restricted to Designated

Point, c. 1 , or Polnts, d. [ e.[ i. I3
Direct Access ta Road Other Than
Principal Highway . O i. 3

Travel Distance 1o Nearest Town or
Trading Center—io nearest ¥2 mile, k 1

F2 Access Control—After Taking {New Highway Improvement)

Degres of Control DIRECTION DIRECTIONS
Unrestricted a 3 g.
Full Control — No Access b. [ h. [
Direct Access Restricted to Designated

Point, e. C3 , or Points, &, T3 e. [J i. 1
Direct Access io Frontage Road  f. [(J . O
Travel Dislance to Maln Highway Entrance

On-Ramp, k. £ , Ofi Ramp, 1. O3 , Interchange, m. [J

to Nearest One-lenth of a Mile, n.
Travel Distance to Nearest Town or

Trading Center—to Nearest ¥4 Mile—

In One Direction, o

F-3 Other Access
Direct Access to Road Other Than Prnclpal Highway  a,
Intersecting New Highway
Not Intersecling New Highway
‘Travel Distance to Nearest Town or Trading Center—
o Nearest Y2 Mile — in One Direcilon, d

000

G. ELEVATION. VISIBILITY AND DESCRIPTION OF REMAINDER
G-1 Elevation of Remainder at Highway

BEFORE Relative Elevation AFTER
a [ Al Grade d O
b Feet Above Grade e
G e Feel Below Grade f
G-2 Viaibility of Highway from Remainder
BEFORE Degres of Visibility AFTER
a 3 Fully Visible d. O3
b. O Partially Visible e, [
c, I Not Visible { O
G-3 Deacription of Remainder (Check as Applicable}
a. Separated T3 ¢. Lond-Locked -
b. Isolated = d. OnDead End O3

q. Belore Taking.

Describe vand Use Briefly

i, (ltem { -+ Item e} %
f.  (ltem g =+ liem e} %
k. (llem h - Hem g) %
1.  Number of Sales of Entire Remainder.
m. Number of Sales of Paris of Remainder.
D. ZONING STATUS — BEFORE AND AFTER THE TAKING
URBAN RURAL
ZONE BEFORE AFTER ZONE BEFORE AFTER
Residential Farm
Occupied af{] hQ Occupied e w.[
Vacant b 10O Vacant pO v.[O
Commercial Non-Farm
Cccupied cfJ id Residential g0 wO
Vacant d kO Commoercial +Od =0
Indusirial Indusirial .0 v.[d
Light e 1O Vacant O =0
Heavy 0 mO Other (Explain)
Vacant a0 nOd
ac[] ab(d
E. LAND.USE STATUS — BEFORE AND AFTER THE TAKING
BEFORE LAND USE AFTER
a. O Voacani i. O
b. O———___Agriculture — Forestry — Fishing. . O
c. O——— Manulacturing — Construction — Mining. k. O
d. [O-Transporiation — Communication — Eleciric Power, elc_ 1. [J
e Wholesale and Retail Trade. m. [
f. [J——Services (Service Slalions, Motels, etel________n, []
g O Government e. O
h. O Residential p- O

H, COMPENSATION PAID AT TAKING

H-1 How Determined Total Amount Menth - Year
Negotiated Settlement a f .
Administrative Setilement b g =
Condemnation
¢. Jury [, d. Commission [] e h

H-2 Analysis of Compensation Paid

Land Taken: o acres, or b. square feet
Unit Price: a' § b3 c. Total ¥
Improvements G —
Total — Land and Improvements e, 5
Amount Pald for Damage f.
Less Benefits — Gensral
Special q. ,

Net TOTAL Paid, llem e +ltem {—Item g} h. &
Analysis of Damage — Elemenis Considered
i. Prozimity = 1. Restriclion of Access [
j. Reduction in Size {1 m. Separated Remainders £JJ
k. Shape of Remoindes n. Other (Specify Below) [

H-3 Appraised Values and Paymenis for Damages

Before Taking —-

a. Laond Value 5

b. Improvements -
c. TOTAL 5
Parcel Token —

d. Land Value od

e, Improvemenis
. TOTAL b o
Damage {o Remalnder —

g. To Land

h. Toimprovements
i. TOTAL $
j. {TOTAL {ltem {+Item i} ]

Value of Remainder —

k. Land,Hema{ltemdtilemq) >

l. Improvements, ltemb-{lieme+i{emh) ,
m TOTAL, Item c- Item j 3

Remarks:

r. After Taking.




PROJECT NC.
DESIGNATION
PARCEL NO.
ST. HWY. NO. U. S. HWY, NO. COUNTY
I. SUBSEQUENT SALES OF REMAINING PARCEL OR PARCELS
SALE| DATE OF SALE( oz PRmr| AREA - ACRES|AREA - SQ. FEET| UNIT VALUE | SALE PRICE - LAND| op SARERBICE o | saTQTAL . | LANDUSE

elaja|join

NN W N~

ADDITIONAL SALES, IF ANY, MAY BE LISTED IN SECTION X

Code Land Use, Required Above, As Follows:
. Vacant

. Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing

. Manufacturing, Construction, Mining
. Transportation, Communication, Electric Power, elc.
. Wholesale and Retail Trade

. Sarvices {Service Stations, Motels, eic.)
. Government

. Resldential

Describe Land Use Briefly:

J-1  Sketch Map of Property—Before Taking

]2 Skeich Map of Properly—Alfter Taking

1-3 Photograph of Property—Belore Taking

J-4 Pholograph of Property—After Taking

K. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND REMARKS

List here any additional information, and further details or supplementary facts pertaining to the ftems shown above. If Data listed here
supplements one or more of the Items hereinabove set forth, indicate in the blocks, the letter and number of the Hem so intended to be

supplemented.
= =
3 — —
= O
: — )
: Further Remarks—Background Information
: Date Reported Reporied by

Title.







