
 

 

Economic Impact letter from Maj. General John Hudachek, June 9, 1981 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

Colorado Springs Gazette Telegraph, January 13, 1981 

Gazette Telegraph, July 31, 1980 
Headline “Interior Department critical of Carson impact statement” 
 

In a letter earlier this month to Maj. Gen Louise C. Menetrey, Fort Carson 
commander, John Raybourn, regional environmental officer for the Interior Department in 
Denver, severely criticizes a preliminary environmental impact statement, prepared for the 
Army for the proposed expansion.  

 
Army officials contend the expansion will pour some $27 million into southern 

Colorado’s economy in construction and road improvements during the two to three years 
of Fort Carson’s proposed expansion project. 

 
But Raybourn’s analysis cites an “economic impact forecast system that is limited 

in scope and dated in its data base. 
 
As stated in the EIS, the numbers are not necessarily reliable but could be used 

for comparison purposes between impacts.  This does not convey the type of information 
necessary to understand the estimated economic impacts to the region.  There is no way 
to measure net benefits or net costs from this analysis. 

 
…Economic losses are underestimated because the agricultural dollar is multiplied 

to seven times in its impact on the local economy.  This constitutes a significant long-term 
loss that should be assessed.  The impact assessment should be more objective and on a 
worse case basis rather than simply rationalizing the losses.  Furthermore, the letter 
criticizes the impact statement for “giving readers the impression that there is a greater 
economic benefit under the proposed action when the loss is actually much greater.”  
Raybourn also suggests that the impact statement may have played down the negative 
effects of revegetation which would be necessary to restore disturbed land. 
 

 

 



 

 

No Live Fire, Department of the Army letter, July 30, 1980 

 



 

 
 



 

 

 

 

Related Quotes and Articles from 1980, 1981, and 1982 

Gazette Telegraph, September 26, 1980 
Headline “Carson ‘committed to honesty,’ Burley says” 
 

Lt. Col Earl Burley, public affairs officer for Fort Carson and member of the 
base’s expansion team.  “We have been committed to the truth in this issue, and we will 
continue to provide the public all the information about the expansion that we have.  All 
they need to do is ask us and we will go where we are needed to tell people about it.  
From the beginning, we have been as honest as the information would allow us, and we 
won’t lie.” 

 
Colorado Springs Gazette Telegraph, January 13, 1981 
Headline “Army confident site can be purchased” 
 

“Fort Carson officials said Monday about 85 percent of the privately owned land on 
a 243,710 acre tract in Pinon Canyon already has been offered for sale and they are 
confident the post will acquire the rest.” 

Don Safford, post land acquisition director “all of the Pinon Canyon land probably 
will be available to the Army ‘if the price is right.’  In 1976 100 percent of the land was 
offered.  But, obviously, some of the land has changed hands as it always does.”  

“about 84 percent of the construction contracts to be awarded during improvement 
of the parcel and construction of the cantonment area are expected to stay with local 
contractors and businesses.  But, he said, there will be some adverse economic impacts.  
However, they will be far out-weighed by the economic advantages (of construction 
contracts and annual upkeep costs).” 

 Major General John W. Hudachek  “I am also confident that we would train on the 
land without destroying it, and as in the case at Fort Carson today, we will be good, 
responsible neighbors.” 

 
April 24, 1981, letter from Major General John W. Hudachek, Commanding, 
Dept of Army, Headquarters Fort Carson 
 

“I would like to use this opportunity to stop a recent rumor which alleges that I said 
the Army will seek to buy 360,000 acres in addition to the Pinon Canyon parcel.  I assure 
you that I did not make such a statement; that there are absolutely no plans at Fort 
Carson, Department of the Army, or Department of Defense to suggest any acquisition of 
land for Fort Carson other than the 244,000 acres known as the Pinon Canyon parcel.” 

 



 

 

Gazette Telegraph, Jul 27, 1982 
 
Lt. Col. Earl Burley, Fort Carson land acquisition officer: 

“We are committed to maximizing the economical impact in southern Colorado and 
we are committed to being good neighbors.” 

“Mrs. Morris, who attended the ceremony said “I never intended to sell it.  But they 
(the Army) said sell it or they’d condemn it.  I don’t know what to think, really.  I didn’t want 
to sell my land, but they made us.” 

“We try and buy the land,” said Gary Blair, assistant district council for real estate 
for the Omaha District Corps of engineers.  “Congress directs us to acquire the land.  If 
not, then we condemn it.”  
 

 
Rocky Ford Daily Gazette, April 9, 1982 
 

“Crews hired by the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers are expected to begin survey 
work before the end of the week on a large southern Colorado cattle ranch scheduled to 
become an Army tank training site. 

U.S. District Judge Alfred A. Arraj Thursday approved an Army request to 
condemn the 16,500 acres at Model…for the project Fort Carson-Pinon Canyon Maneuver 
Area. 

The land has been owned by the Charles Gyurman Land and Cattle Co. Inc. and 
five members of that family who live in three homes on the acreage. 

The family and their company had fought the condemnation of their land, which 
will form part of the 241,310 acre maneuver area. .. 

According to an affidavit in the federal court file before Arraj this week, Gary D. 
Blair, attorney for the Corps of Engineers said the Gyurman land is needed immediately for 
surveying and drilling work because a cantonment or quarters for troops will be built 
there….Moreover, any delay in obtaining the Gyurman land would set back the whole 
project and the buying of other land needed for the area, the affidavit said.” 
 

 

 

 


