To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 2019
250 NORTH 5™ STREET
5:15 PM — PRE-MEETING — ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM
6:00 PM - REGULAR MEETING - CITY HALL AUDITORIUM

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025

Call to Order, Pledge of Allegiance, Moment of Silence

Proclamations

Proclaiming October 6 - 12, 2019 as Fire Prevention Week in the City of Grand
Junction

Proclaiming October 2019 as Arts and Humanities Month in the City of Grand Junction

Certificates of Appointment

To the Ridges Architectural Control Committee
To One Riverfront

Presentations

Letter of Appreciation Presented by Grand Junction Police Department
2018 Auditor's Report to City Council - Ty Holman, Haynie & Company

Citizen Comments

Individuals may comment regarding items scheduled on the Consent Agenda and items not
specifically scheduled on the agenda. This time may be used to address City Council about items
that were discussed at a previous City Council Workshop.

City Manager Report

Council Reports
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City Council October 2, 2019

CONSENT AGENDA

The Consent Agenda includes items that are considered routine and will be approved by a single
motion. Items on the Consent Agenda will not be discussed by City Council, unless an item is
removed for individual consideration.

1. Approval of Minutes
a. Summary of the September 16, 2019 Workshop
b. Minutes of the September 18, 2019 Regular Meeting
c. Minutes of the September 18, 2019 Special Session

2. Set Public Hearings

All ordinances require two readings. The first reading is the introduction of an ordinance and
generally not discussed by City Council. Those are listed in Section 2 of the agenda. The second
reading of the ordinance is a Public Hearing where public comment is taken. Those are listed
below.

a. Legislative

i.  Consider a Group of Actions Including 1) Introduce an Ordinance to
Amend Multiple Sections of the Zoning and Development Code to
Update the Transportation Capacity Payment and the Parks and
Recreation Impact Fee and to Adopt New Impact Fees for Police,
Fire and Municipal Facilities; and 2) Introduce an Ordinance
Amending Ordinance No. 3641 Regarding the Growth and
Development Related Streets Policy and Set Public Hearings for
October 16, 2019

3. Contracts

a. Change Order for 2019 Monument Road Bicycle Path (Lunch Loop
Connector) Trail

b. 2019 Community Development Block Grant Subrecipient Agreements
between the Western Slope Center for Children and HomewardBound of
the Grand Valley and the City of Grand Junction

4, Resolutions



City Council October 2, 2019

a. Resolution Adopting the Strategic Plan

b. Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to
Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) for a Local Park and Outdoor
Recreation Grant for Land Acquisition of Approximately 21 Acres along
Monument Road on Behalf of the Mesa County Land Conservancy, Inc.
with the Trade Name of Colorado West Land Trust

c. A Resolution Assigning City Councilmembers to Various Boards,
Commissions, and Authorities

REGULAR AGENDA

If any item is removed from the Consent Agenda by City Council, it will be considered here.
5. Public Hearings
a. Quasi-judicial

i.  An Ordinance to Vacate a Portion of the East-West Alley Right-of-
Way on the South Side of the Property Located at 845 Orchard
Avenue

6. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors
This is the opportunity for individuals to speak to City Council about items on tonight's agenda and

time may be used to address City Council about items that were discussed at a previous City
Council Workshop.

7. Other Business

g

Adjournment
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Bhereas,

City of Grand Junction, State of Colorado

Proclamation

the City of Grand Junction is committed to ensuting the safety and security of all
those living in and visiting Grand Junction; and

fire is a serious public safety concern both locally and nationally, and homes are the
locations where people ate at greatest tisk from fire; and

home fires killed 2,630 people in the United States in 2017, and fire departments in
the United States responded to 357,000 home fires; and

the majority of U.S. fire deaths (4 out of 5) occur at home each year; and

Grand Junction residents who have planned and practiced a home fite escape plan
are more prepared and will therefore be more likely to survive a fire; and

Grand Junction residents should practice using different ways out; and in a real
emergency should get low and go under the smoke to get out quickly, and stay out,
never going back inside the home for people, pets, or things; and

the 2019 Fire Prevention Week theme, “Not Every Hero Wears a Cape. Plan and
Practice Your Escape!” effectively serves to remind us that we need to take personal
steps to increase our safety from fire.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Rick Taggart, by the power vested in me as Mayor of the City of Grand
Junction, do hereby proclaim October 6 - 12, 2019 as

“¥ire PPrevention Week”

in the City of Grand Junction and urge all citizens to find out how they can support "Fire
Prevention Week" and develop a home fire escape plan at FPW.org.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand and caused to be affixed the official Seal of the
City of Grand Junction this 2™ day of October, 2019.

Mayor
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City of Grand Junction, State of Colorado

Proclamation

the nation’s 95,000 nonprofit and 4,500 arts organizations, the arts and humanities
councils in 50 states and six U.S. jutisdictions, the National Endowment for the
Arts, and the National Endowment for the Humanities have regulatly issued official
proclamations designating October as National Arts and Humanities Month; and

the arts and humanities embody much of the accumulated wisdom, intellect, and
imagination of humankind while enhancing and enriching American lives by playing
a unique role to our families, communities and country; and

cities and states — through their local and state arts agencies and representing
thousands of cultural organizations — have celebrated the value and importance of
culture in the lives of Americans and the health of thriving communities during
National Arts and Humanities Month for several years; and

the humanities help diverse communities across the United States explore their
history and culture with the support and partnership of the National Endowment
for the Humanities, the 55 state and territorial humanities councils, and local
educational and cultural institutions; and

the arts and culture industry annually generates $166.3 billion in total economic
activity, $26 billion in government revenue, and suppotts 5 million full-time jobs;
and

the creative economy dtives tourism and commerce, supports American workers,
and makes up 4.3% of the annual GDP, proposed federal legislation titled The
CREATE Act (S. 650 and H.R. 1519) would suppotrt economic development of the
creative economy.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Rick Taggart, by the power vested in me as Mayor of the City of Grand
Junction, do hereby proclaim October 2019 as

“Rational Qrts and Bumanities Honth”

in the City of Grand Junction and call upon our citizens to celebrate and promote arts and culture

and encourage greater participation for the arts and humanities in Grand Junction.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, I have hereunto set my
hand and caused to be affixed the official Seal of the
City of Grand Junction this 2™ day of October, 2019.

Mayor




CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk

Department:  City Clerk
Submitted By: Wanda Winkelmann

Information
SUBJECT:
To the Ridges Architectural Control Committee

RECOMMENDATION:

Present the new volunteer with their Certificate of Appointment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

There is one new member to the Ridges Architectural Control Committee.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Robert M. Stubbs was appointed by City Council at their September 18, 2019 Regular
Meeting.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

N/A

Attachments

None



CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk

Department:  City Clerk
Submitted By: Wanda Winkelmann

Information
SUBJECT:
To One Riverfront
RECOMMENDATION:

Present the newly appointed members with their Certificates of Appointment.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

There are two reappointed members and two new members to One Riverfront.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Elaine Heath and Catherine Ventling were reappointed, and Dave Bastian was
appointed by City Council at their August 7, 2019 Regular meeting. Lewis Patterson
was appointed by City Council at their September 3, 2019 Regular Meeting.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

N/A

Attachments

None



CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Doug Shoemaker, Chief of Police

Department: Police
Submitted By: Doug Shoemaker

Information
SUBJECT:
Letter of Appreciation Presented by Grand Junction Police Department

RECOMMENDATION:

Presentation of letter.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Grand Junction Police Department will present a "Letter of Appreciation" to civilian
Marcus Alexander.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

On July 2, while on his way to work, citizen Marcus Alexander stopped and helped a
juvenile in distress. Because of the positive interaction between the two, the juvenile
climbed down from the top of a bridge onto a walkway and joined Mr. Alexander. Mr.
Alexander very well may have saved her life and the Grand Junction Police Department
would like to formally recognize Mr. Alexander's actions and willingness to assist.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

No motion is required for this item.

Attachments




1. Letter of Appreciation



CITY ©

Grand lunctlon
e

COLORADDO

POLICE

‘October 2,2019

Mzr. Marcus Alcxander
529 Colorado Avenue
Grand Junction, CO 81501

On July 2, 2019 at approximately 4:17 p.m., officers with the Grand Junction Police Depaltment
requested the Mesa County Sheriff’s Office Co-Responder Unit to respond to the area of the
Riverside Parkway pedestrian bridge. This request was made in regard to a possible suicidal
subject who was standing on top of the bridge structure.

Upon arrival in the area, officers could not immediately locate anyone on or below the pedestrian
bridge. After searching the area under the Hwy 340 bridge an officer located a subject sitting on
top of the pedestrian bridge directly over Crosby Avenue. The subject had climbed onto the
bridge and it was obvious that the subject was in emotional distress.

As officers continued to assess the situation, they noticed a person riding his bicycle southbound
on Crosby Avenue. This person stopped and left his bicycle near the pedestrian bridge, ascended
the stairs and was in verbal communication with the juvenile subject on the bridge. The
juvenile’s emotional demeanor did not appear to be exacerbated by the presence of the
bystander. Because of the positive interaction between the two, officers decided to monitor the
contact. After approximately 12 minutes, the juvenile chmbed down onto the walkway and
Jomed the bystandel

Once the 31tuat10n had been resolved and the juvenile was cared for, officers determined that

you, Marcus Alexander, were the person who chose to stop and help someone who, that prior to

that day, didn’t even know. You recognized the juvenile was in distress, and although on your

way to work, you stopped and made a difference. Whatever you said to this peison on the
- afternoon of July 2nd may have very well saved her life.

In recognition of your support and courage, I am honored to present you with this Letter of.

- Appreciation. I commend you for your quick action and willingness to assist. Your efforts to
keep our community safe speaks volumes about your character and were critical to the successful
outcome of this situation. '

Sincerely

‘Doug Shoemaker
Chief of Police

555 UTE AVENUE, GRAND JUNCTION, CO 81501 P (970) 549 5100 F (970) 549 5101
www.gjeity.org



CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Greg Caton, City Manager

Department: Finance

Submitted By: Jodi Romero, Finance Director

Information
SUBJECT:
2018 Auditor's Report to City Council - Ty Holman, Haynie & Company
RECOMMENDATION:

This is a presentation to City Council.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Haynie & Company is the City Council's independent auditor. Each year the City's
financial statements are audited in connection with the issuance of the Comprehensive
Annual Financial Report.

The auditor works directly for the City Council. Ty Holman, Partner at Haynie &
Company conducts the City's audit and he will report the audit results to the City
Council. This report will include that the City again received a "clean" opinion which
means the financial statements present fairly, in all material respects, the financial
position of the City.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City of Grand Junction 2018 CAFR is available on-line.
FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (accept/not accept) the Auditors Report and Financial Statements for the City



of Grand Junction, Colorado for the year ended December 31, 2018.

Attachments

None



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY
September 16, 2019
Meeting Convened: 5:30 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium
Meeting Adjourned: 6:54 p.m.

City Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris, Phil Pe’a, Duke
Wortmann, and Mayor Rick Taggart.

Staff present: City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, Finance Director Jodi Romero, Public Works
Director Trent Prall, Sr. Assistant to the City Manager Greg LeBlanc, and City Clerk Wanda Winkelmann.

Agenda Topic 1. Discussion Topics

a. Xcel Energy Update

Mr. Caton introduced Kelly Flenniken, Area Manager with Xcel Energy. Ms. Flenniken provided updates on:
1. Colorado Energy Plan
2. December 2018 Carbon Announcement
3. 2019 Electric Rate Cast
4. Electric Vehicles

Ms. Flenniken shared Xcel’'s Community Report, which describes carbon emissions, street light conversions to
LEDs, and the energy supply. Street light outages are generally fixed within five days.

As a way to give back to the community, Xcel Energy participates in Day of Service, United Way, and Corporate
Giving. Xcel also helped relocate a transmission line in the Dos Rios development.

Discussion ensued about the number of crews working on the 7% Street project; the demand for linemen
service; residential installs occurring only weekly; the perception of Xcel’s mission; and possible LED conversion
of ball park lights. Ms. Flenniken was complimentary of the Public Works department.

b. Broadband Update

Mr. Caton introduced the topic.

Mr. John Lee with Charter Communications reviewed the current status of the offering of Broadband providers.
Over $32 billion was invested nationwide for the Broadband infrastructure; $456 million in 2018 in Colorado in
infrastructure upgrades. Upgrades were done with minimal disruption to infrastructure.

Steve Fullerton with Unite Private Networks noted they started with upgrades for District 51 and it is now a 10-
gig network. Additionally they have added 30 new cell sites and 9000 miles of fiber in the valley and serve 7000
customers. Unite continues to work with existing companies to upgrade their services.

Rock Johansen with Emery Telcom stated a large partner is putting in new fiber between Salt Lake City and
Denver along Interstate 70 with a completion date May 2021.



Workshop Summary
Page 2

Discussion ensued about service in Montrose as a rural area; the State Broadband map; Federal policy to provide
incentives to rural areas; and other municipalities who provide Broadband to their citizens.

Diane Swenke, Chamber of Commerce Executive Director, said the business community is being served very well
in this area and the available Broadband is not a barrier for business expansion.

Agenda Topic 2. Next Workshop Topics
Mr. Caton reported the September 30 workshop (which starts at 4:00 p.m.) is a presentation of the City
Manager’s recommended budget.

3. Other Business

Discussion ensued about future revenues and growth and the impact on the 2020 budget. Mr. Caton stated that
the budget Council will be presented is modest.

Mayor Taggart reviewed a recent concern expressed by a citizen about possible mill tailings at the high school.
A radon test of the property will be conducted and, if any concerns are found, the soils will be removed and the
property remediated accordingly.

Adjournment

The workshop adjourned at 6:54 p.m.



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

September 18,2019

Call to Order, Pledge of Allegiance. Moment of Silence

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 18t day of
September, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck
McDaniel, Phyllis Norris, Phillip Pe'a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann and Council President Rick
Taggart.

Also present were City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, City Clerk Wanda
Winkelmann and Deputy City Clerk Janet Harrell.

Council President Taggart called the meeting to order. Councilmember Andrews led the
Pledge of Allegiance which was followed by a moment of silence.

Council President Taggart announced Direct Support Professional Week and R.E.D. Friday
Hero Day.

Appointments
To the Ridges Architectural Control Committee

Councilmember Wortmann moved to appoint Robert Stubbs to the Ridges Architectural
Control Committee. Councilmember Norris seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous
voice vote.

Citizen Comments
Richard Swingle spoke about broadband.
City Manager Report

City Manager Caton said Forensic Science Week is September 15 - 21, 2019 and recognized
those in the Grand Junction Police Department who perform these roles. He also announced
the Las Colonias River Park Ground Breaking Ceremony will be held on September 24, 2019.

Council Reports

Councilmember Stout spoke against the vandalism at the Islamic Center of Grand Junction -
Two Rivers Mosque.

Councilmember McDaniel said the Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority Board authorized
the Administration building to be razed, which was the most cost effective option.



City Council

Wednesday, September 18, 2019

Councilmember Wortmann attended the Community Hospital Gala and received encouraging
feedback from new City residents.

Council President Taggart attended the Community Hospital Gala, the Hispanic Heritage
Month Kick-Off Celebration and a fundraiser for the Colorado National Monument

Amphitheater.

CONSENT AGENDA

Councilmember Andrews moved to adopt Consent Agenda items #1 - #3. Councilmember
Wortmann seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

1. Approval of Minutes

a. Minutes of the September 4, 2019 Regular Meeting

2. Set Public Hearings

a. Legislative

Introducing an Ordinance Amending Industrial Pretreatment
Regulations Title 13 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code Section
13.04.370 Regarding Limits for Metals in Industrial Wastewater
Discharge and Set aPublic Hearing for November 6, 2019

b. Quasi-judicial

A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for the
Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting
a Hearing on Such Annexation, Exercising Land Use Control, and
Introducing Proposed Annexation Ordinance for the Adams Il
Annexation of 1.999-Acres, Located at 216 27 2 Road and Set a
Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

Introduction of an Ordinance to Vacate a Portion of the East-West
Alley Right-of-Way on the South Side of the Property Located at 845
Orchard Avenue and Set a Public Hearing for October 2, 2019

A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for the Annexation
of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hearing on
Such Annexation, Exercising Land Use Control, and Introducing
Proposed Annexation Ordinance for Zona’s Annexation of 2.0 Acres,
Located at 408 29 Road and Set a Public Hearing for November 6,
2019

2|Page



City Council Wednesday, September 18, 2019

3. Contracts

a. 2019 CDBG Subrecipient Agreements between the Counseling and
Education Center, Riverside Educational Center, Mesa Youth Services dba
Mesa County Partners, Marillac Clinic, and STRIVE and the City of Grand
Junction

REGULAR AGENDA

A Resolution Supporting District 51 Board of Education Ballot Issue 4A

The purpose of this item is to declare support for District 51 Board of Education ballot issue
4A.

The citizen comment period opened at 6:17 p.m.
Scott Beilfuss and Rick Peterson spoke in favor of the issue.
The citizen comment period closed at 6:20 p.m.

Council discussion included school safety, the transparency and accountability of the District's
current Administration and Board, the District's capital needs, the economic development
potential of a well-educated and skilled work force and that any mill tailing issues would be
addressed.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt Resolution No. 61-19, a resolution supporting
District 51 Board of Education Ballot Issue 4A. Councilmember Norris seconded the motion.
Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.

An Ordinance to Rezone the Community Pod 5 from Mixed Use to Planned Development

and Approve an Outline Development Plan for Approximately 39.25 Acres at 2372 G
Road

The applicant Club Deal 127 Merk Grand Junction, LP requested approval of a rezone of 39.25
acres located at 2372 G Road to Planned Development (PD) with a default zone of Business
Park and approval of an Outline Development Plan to be known as The Community Pod 5.
The property is currently zoned Mixed Use.

This rezone request to PD is complementary to the “The Community”, a Mixed Use Planned
Development that received Council approval for four development pods on May 15, 2019. Pod
5 is proposed to allow single-family, multi-family, business and commercial land uses in a
mixed use development.

Principal Planner Dave Thornton presented this item.
The public hearing opened at 6:42 p.m.
Joseph Coleman, represented owners of Pods 1 - 4, spoke in favor of this item.

3|Page



City Council Wednesday, September 18, 2019

The public hearing closed at 6:43 p.m.

Discussion included the definition of accessory dwellings and the type of allowed units for
properties with a proposed width of 20 feet.

Councilmember Andrews moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4875, an ordinance zoning the Club
Deal 127 Merk Grand Junction, LP Development to a PD (Planned Development) Zone, by
approving an Outline Development Plan for POD 5, with a default zone of BP (Business Park
Mixed Use), located at 2372 G Road on final passage and ordered final publication in
pamphlet form. Councilmember Wortmann seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous
roll call vote.

An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 4861 to Change the Name of the Grand Junction
Dos Rios General Improvement District to the City of Grand Junction Dos Rios General
Improvement District

The purpose of this item is to amend Ordinance No. 4861 regarding the name of the Dos Rios
General Improvement District.

City Attorney John Shaver presented this item.
The public hearing opened at 6:47 p.m.

There were no public comments.

The public hearing closed at 6:48 p.m.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4876, an ordinance of the City of

Grand Junction, Colorado, amending a portion of Ordinance No. 4861 to change the name of
the Grand Junction Dos Rios General Improvement District to the City of Grand Junction Dos
Rios General Improvement District on final passage and ordered final publication in pamphlet
form. Councilmember Norris seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

There were none.

Other Business

There was none.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 6:49 p.m.

Wanda Winkelmann, MMC
City Clerk

4|Page



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
SPECIAL SESSION MINUTES
September 18, 2019

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met in Special Session on
Wednesday, September 18, 2019 at 5:00 p.m. in the Administration Conference Room,
2" Floor, City Hall, 250 North 5" Street. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig
Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris, Phillip Pe’a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann
(arrived at 5:06 p.m.), and Mayor Rick Taggart.

Staff present for the Executive Session were City Manager Greg Caton and City
Attorney John Shaver.

Councilmember McDaniel moved to go into Executive Session:

TO DISCUSS UNDER C.R.S. 24-4-402(4)(b) OF THE COLORADO OPEN MEETINGS
LAW TO CONFER WITH AND RECEIVE LEGAL ADVICE FROM THE CITY
ATTORNEY REGARDING THE CITY'S POSITION AND STRATEGY(IES) RELATIVE
TO THE AUGUST 29, 2019 NOTICE OF CLAIM FROM BRUNO, COLIN & LOWE
REGARDING RETIREE HEALTH INSURANCE

Councilmember Norris seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.

The City Council convened into Executive Session at 5:04 p.m.

Councilmember Stout moved to adjourn. Councilmember Andrews seconded. Motion
carried unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 5:37 p.m.

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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SUBJECT:

Consider a Group of Actions Including 1) Introduce an Ordinance to Amend Multiple
Sections of the Zoning and Development Code to Update the Transportation Capacity
Payment and the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee and to Adopt New Impact Fees for
Police, Fire and Municipal Facilities; and 2) Introduce an Ordinance Amending
Ordinance No. 3641 Regarding the Growth and Development Related Streets Policy
and Set Public Hearings for October 16, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this at their September 24, 2019 meeting and
recommended to not approve the full staff recommendation. However, many Planning
Commissioners expressed support for the full implementation of impact fees for
transportation and parks and recreation.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

In July 2018, City Council provided direction to staff to conduct a study for the impact
fees related to a variety of city capital facilities. In the Fall of 2018, the City contracted
with TischlerBise a consultancy that conducts impact fee studies across the country.
TischlerBise has provided a study for the maximum fee potential new impact fees
related to police, fire and municipal facilities. Included in their study is an update for
Parks Impact Fees, fees that have not been updated for more than 35 years.

Prior to the work with TischlerBise, the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization (GVMPO) had contracted with Duncan Associates to update the
Transportation Impact Fees within the Grand Valley, including Mesa County, the City of



Grand Junction, the City of Fruita and the Town of Palisade. An impact fee study was
last conducted for transportation in 2002 and were, at that time, adopted at 52 percent
of the recommended rate.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

PURPOSE OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are one-time payments for new development’s proportionate share of the
capital cost of infrastructure. TischlerBise, on behalf of the City, has drafted an impact
fee study for fire, police, municipal facilities and parks and recreation pursuant to the
State enabling legislation and consistent with Colorado Revised Statutes regarding the
purpose and methodology related to calculation of impact fees. The study specifically
addresses the City of Grand Junction’s Municipal Facilities, Fire, Police, and Parks and
Recreation facilities.

Impact fees have limitations and should not be regarded as the total solution for
infrastructure funding. Rather, they are one component of a comprehensive funding
strategy to ensure provision of adequate public facilities. Impact fees may only be used
for capital improvements or debt service for growth-related infrastructure. They may not
be used for operations, maintenance, replacement of infrastructure, or correcting
existing deficiencies.

IMPACT FEE STUDIES

The regional Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization (GVMPQO) completed an
update to their 2002 Transportation Impact Fee study in Fall of 2018. The report was
authored by Duncan Associates and recommended a significant increase in
transportation impact fees, known as Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP).

In July 2018, the City Council directed staff to engage a separate consultant to conduct
a nexus study for development impact fees for Fire, Police, Municipal Facilities and
Parks. The City engaged the consultant TischlerBise in this effort and a report was
completed in April 2019. The report found that a substantial fee could be assigned to
growth’s share of maintaining capacity at today’s level of service in the capital facilities
related to Fire, Police and Municipal Facilities. The report also recommended a
significant increase in the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee.

Originally, the TCP was proposed to be adopted first, followed by discussion regarding
the other impact fees, however concern was expressed during the Planning
Commission’s March 26, 2019 hearing that all the fees (TCP, Fire, Police, Municipal
Facilities and Parks) be heard together. As a result, the TCP fees were withdrawn from
hearing at the City Council’s May 1, 2019 meeting.

OUTREACH
Since May 2018, staff has been working with a variety of stakeholders including



representatives from the Chamber of Commerce, Western Colorado Contractor’s
Association, Homebuilders of Western Colorado (HBA), Associated Members of
Growth and Development (AMGD), and Grand Junction Area Realtors Association
(GJARA) to identify an implementation program for the fees that would be mutually
agreeable between all stakeholders. The group has met five times since May to discuss
this topic.

Staff met with stakeholders multiple times between May and the end of July to discuss
and negotiate the fee structure, keeping in mind that any fee would need to be
defensible and its methodology aligned with a fee study. Based on these discussions
and work sessions, negotiations resulted in several deviations from the original fee
studies, based on the direct input from stakeholders. These changes were founded on
additional work and analysis provided by either TischlerBise or Duncan Associates to
ensure the methodology for the fee was legally defensible. The changes included:

§ Creating a fee for single-family that was stratified by size. This resulted in a
decreased fee for smaller units to address issues expressed about
affordability/attainability of homes based on price.

§ Reducing the Multi-family TCP to be consistent with the smallest single-family
residential category to ensure parody between use types.

§ Compressing TCP fees for commercial into six categories. This resulted in a
significant decrease in the collection of commercial TCP for specific uses such as
medical offices.

§ Also, as a result of the passage of 2B, costs for vehicles for police were removed
from the capital needs calculation.

The discussions with the industry stakeholders and workshop input resulted in the
recommendations herein proposed by staff regarding fees and implementation
schedule.

In advance of the August 5 workshop, the industry stakeholder group submitted a letter
acknowledging that fees need to be updated but requesting fees for transportation and
parks and recreation be updated at a rate of 50% of the proposed increase. They also
requested that no fees be adopted for Fire, Police and Municipal Facilities.

The updated TCP study was presented to City Council and Planning Commission at a
December 3, 2018 workshop and at a work with both City Council and Planning
Commission held on March 4, 2019. Subsequent workshops have been held on impact
fees in June, August and September, 2019.



EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY PROGRAM

In 2004, the City adopted Ordinance No. 3641 that provided the approach for
calculation and collection of the City’s Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) fee. The
TCP was modeled so that the City would pay for improvements to the street system
that either provided capacity to the system or added safety improvements. The streets
identified for the use of the TCP funds were only those streets shown on the adopted
Grand Valley Circulation Plan functional classification map and that were considered
part of the City’s Major Street System. Though the Streets Policy required the City to
pay for safety improvements (such as turn lanes or traffic signals) those costs were not
included in the calculation of the TCP fee. The TCP fees and methodology were based
on a fee study conducted by Duncan and Associates in 2002. The fees were originally
adopted at a rate of 52% of what was recommended by the study. The fee was to be
adopted annually by resolution of the Council and be adjusted annually for inflation in
the Consumer Price Index. This has not happened regularly. Since adoption in 2004,
the City adjusted the fee for residential development (based on the CPI) from $1,500 to
$1,589 between 2004 and 2007 then to its current fee of $2,554 in 2008 but which
have not been adjusted since. The TCP fee for Commercial development was originally
adopted at a rate of $2,461 per 1,000 square feet (e.g. Shopping Center) and was
adjusted upwards in 2008 to $2,607 and then in 2013, 2014 and 2015 to a rate of
$4,189 per 1,000 square feet (e.g. Shopping Center) that is being collected today.

REDEVELOPMENT AREA INCENTIVE (TCP)

In 2013 the City Council adopted Resolution 15-13, which provided for infill and
redevelopment incentives. Within the defined redevelopment area TCP fees were
reduced. The boundary included Downtown, the river district area as well as the North
Avenue corridor between State Highway 6 & 50 and I-70 Business Loop. It was
intended to encourage development of infill parcels and redevelopment of underutilized
land within certain areas of the City. The Redevelopment Area provides for significant
incentive for redeveloping these area, especially if building more than one story. For
example, a four-story hotel of 96 rooms outside of the redevelopment area today would
pay a fee of $231,072, while if it is constructed inside of the redevelopment area the
fee would equate to $28,884 (the formula = # of rooms x $2,407 / 2 divided by # of
stories). Staff is recommending maintaining the Redevelopment Area incentive as
currently adopted.

GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREETS POLICY

At the same time the City adopted updated TCP fees in 2004, the City adopted a
Growth and Development Related Streets Policy. At that time the City determined that
there were three key components to a meaningful growth and development related
street/traffic policy. These included: 1. Collection of a realistic TCP fees for all new
development projects, 2. A clear articulation of what minimum requirements (in addition
to TCP fees) each development must construct; and, 3. City funding and/or other
means of participation in construction of street improvements. The 2004 policy replaced



the previous policy that required developers to pay for the improvement of the half of
the street(s) that was directly abutting their project ("half street improvements") and
eliminated the need for the developer to build any safety improvements (e.g., turn lanes
into their development) as well as eliminated any need for the developer to pay for any
off-site improvements (e.g., intersection improvements and traffic signals). As the
Policy and Fees are today, there are significant implications for how the City funds
street capacity and safety improvements. Those include:

1) The City pays for all safety improvements, even those related to a specific
development and benefiting only a specific development(s).

2) The obligation to improve that street (Collector designation or higher) is carried in full
by the City — even if the improvements are necessary for access to a specific
development. Only if the street is considered a "local or unclassified" street is the
developer required to construct it.

The net effect has been two-fold, whereas:

1) The City carries the full cost of improving/constructing all streets (classified higher
than local) and

2) The City finds itself moving capital dollars towards certain street projects to serve
specific development, but that may not be of the greatest overall community benefit or
need.

In a survey of other jurisdictions, staff found that cities almost always require the
developer to pay for the adjacent street to be developed to a local street standard (or
that are adequate to serve the development) including curb, gutter and sidewalk and
then the city pays the portion of the cost required to "upsize" the street to a higher
classification (e.g., collector or arterial, etc.). In addition, other cities require all safety
improvements such as acceleration and deceleration lanes to be constructed as part of
a development. Both on-site safety improvements (eg. Turn lanes to/from development)
and off-site safety improvements (eg. signalized intersection a few blocks away) are
generally required. Staff is recommending repealing the previous Growth and
Development Related Streets Policy and modifying the language within the Zoning and
Development Code to require developments to construct safety improvements related
to the specific development. As discussed with industry stakeholder’s this requirement
would be implemented beginning January 1, 2021 to allow for the industry to prepare
for this change.

EXISTING PARKS IMPACT FEE
The City currently has a Parks impact fee of $225 that is collected per residential unit.
This fee has been in place for more than 35 years and has not been updated since



initial adoption. The TischlerBise study found that a significant increase in this fee is
warranted in order for park and recreation capital improvements to maintain the existing
level of service for the City related to parks and recreation. Since residents utilize
parks, a Parks and Recreation fee is only charged to residential uses. Staff is
recommending implementation of the full Parks and Recreation fee over three years in
equal annual increases starting January 1, 2020.

NEW IMPACT FEES (FIRE, POLICE, MUNICIPAL FACILITIES)

As directed by City Council in July 2018, an impact fee study included an analysis for
the capital needs of Police, Fire and Municipal Facilities related to the impacts of
growth on capital needs of these facilities. The study found that fees could be charged
to growth to maintain the existing level of service for these facilities. Staff is
recommending implementation of the full Fire, Police and Municipal Facilities fees over
three years in equal annual increases starting January 1, 2020.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff recommends adopting the fee schedules as attached as well as the following
implementation schedule:

Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP)

a. Fee increases for TCP will begin January 1, 2020
b. The City will implement the full fees over 3 years in equal biannual increases.

c. After full implementation the fee will increase by a 10-year rolling average of CDOT’s
Construction Cost Index.

d. For Single-Family (detached and attached) dwelling units, full fees will be collected
at time of Planning Clearance.

e. For Multi-Family dwelling units, excluding those intended to be separate fee simple
ownership (eg. Duplex, Townhomes, Condominiums), implement the full fee. The fee
would be established at time of complete application submittal and would be valid so
long the project commenced construction within two years from the date of application
submittal.

g. Payment of fees will no longer be considered for deferral. Parks is currently the only
City impact fee that cannot be deferred.

h. The City will retain its Redevelopment Area boundary that provides for significant
reductions in TCP fees for development in this area where street infrastructure is in
place.



Fire, Police, Municipal Facilities, and Parks

a. Fee increases for Parks and Recreation and new fees for Fire, Police, Municipal
Facilities will begin January 1, 2020

b. The City will implement the full fees over 3 years in equal increases.

c. After full fee implementation, the fee will increase annually by the Construction Cost
Index published by Engineering News Record.

d. For Single-Family (detached and attached) dwelling units, full fees will be collected
at time of Planning Clearance.

e. For Multi-Family dwelling units, excluding those intended to be separate fee simple
ownership (eg. Duplex, Townhomes, Condominiums), implement the full fee. The fee
would be established at time of complete application submittal and would be valid so
long the project commenced construction within two years from the date of application
submittal.

g. Payment of fees will no longer be considered for deferral. Parks is currently the only
City impact fee that cannot be deferred.

Safety Improvements

a. Commencing January 1, 2021, development such as a subdivision in which traffic
warrants safety improvements (eg. Turn lane and deceleration lanes) for a
development (as determined by a traffic study or similar methodology) will be required
to make necessary safety improvements.

b. Should the improvements benefit future adjacent development, a cost
reimbursement agreement may be executed on behalf of the developer for a period up
to 10 years.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
Notice was completed as required by Section 21.02.080(g). Notice of the public hearing
was published on September 14, 2019, in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

ANALYSIS

In accordance with Section 21.02.140(c), a proposed text amendment shall address in
writing the reasons for the proposed amendment. There are no criteria for review
because a code amendment is a legislative act within the discretion of the City Council.
Reasons for the proposed amendments are provided in the Background section of this
report.



STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

In accordance with Section 21.02.140(c) of the Zoning and Development Code, the
reasons for the amendment have been adequately addressed and include but are not
limited to the amendments being necessary for growth to pay a proportionate share of
the cost of capital facilities to maintain adequate level of service for Fire, Police,
Municipal Facilities, Parks and Recreation and Transportation and to provide
mechanisms which will allow for the construction of safety improvements concurrent
with development. Staff therefore recommends approval of the proposed amendments
to the Zoning and Development Code.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The fiscal impact of impact fees is driven by growth which results in needed
improvements and expansion of facilities. The needs and the related impact fee
revenue are only generated if growth occurs. Following is a comparison of the revenue
and costs generated from growth. In each case the revenues from impact fees only pay
a portion of the cost.

Currently the City receives on average $1.5 million per year in Transportation Impact
Fees (aka Transportation Capacity Payments). At full implementation, the anticipated
revenue is estimated at approximately $3.5 million per year. With a three-year
implementation schedule, $2 million in TCP revenues will be lost. Over a 10-year
period based on growth assumptions, the revenue generated from impact fees will
cover approximately one-third of the cost of expansion improvements as a result of
growth.

The City currently collects an average of $350,000 per year in Parks impact fees. At full
implementation, the anticipated revenue is estimated at approximately $569,000 per
year. With a three-year implementation schedule, $487,000 in Parks and Recreation
impact fee revenues will be lost. Over a 10-year period based on growth assumptions,
the revenue generated from impact fees will cover approximately 50% of the cost of a
park development which will be needed as a result of growth.

The City does not currently collect Police impact fees. At full implementation, the
anticipated revenue is estimated at approximately $129,000 per year. With a three-year
implementation schedule, $129,000 in Police impact fee revenues will be lost. Over a
10-year period based on growth assumptions, the revenue generated from impact fees
will cover approximately 40% of the cost of a police facility expansion which will be
needed as a result of growth.

The City does not currently collect Fire impact fees. At full implementation, the
anticipated revenue is estimated at approximately $302,000 per year. With a three-year
implementation schedule, $302,000 in Fire impact fee revenues will be lost. Over a 10-



year period based on growth assumptions, the revenue generated from impact fees will
cover approximately one-half of the cost of an additional fire station (fire station
#9) needed as a result of growth.

The City does not currently collect Municipal Facilities impact fees. At full
implementation, the anticipated revenue is estimated at approximately $362,000 per
year. With a three-year implementation schedule, $362,000 in Municipal Facilities
impact fee revenues will be lost. Over a 10-year period based on growth assumptions,
the revenue generated from impact fees will cover approximately two-thirds of
municipal facilities (such as fleet maintenance building expansion) which will be
needed as a result of growth.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt,

1) Ordinance , amending Section 21.06 of the Grand Junction Zoning and
Development Code Concerning the updating of and adoption of new Development
Impact Fees; and

2) Ordinance , amending Ordinance No. 3641 concerning growth and
development related Street Policy.

Attachments

Grand Junction CO Dev Transportation Impact Fee Study 2019_FINAL
Grand Junction CO Dev Fire Police Facilities Parks Impact Fee Study 4.10.19
City Council Presentation for 8-19-19 Workshop - Tischler Bise

Police Fire MF Parks Implementation Schedule

TIF Implementation Schedule

Comparison Table Industry to Staff Proposed

Stakeholder Position letter on impact fees

Fee Comparison GJARA_MetroStudy

Fee Comparison - TischlerBise

10. Annual Sales Tax Increase per Annual Housing Unit Increase

11. Draft Ordinance Amending Ordinance No 3641

12. Ordinance No. 3641 - 2004

13. Ordinance Impact Fees Draft v2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a slightly revised version of the November 28, 2018 study, which adds some alternative
residential land use categories. Specifically, it (1) adds the option of single-family detached fees for
four unit size categories, (2) breaks down the multi-family category into three potential subcategories
(multi-family low-rise, multi-family mid-rise, and townhome), and (3) adds two senior adult housing
categories (detached and attached). The changes modify Tables 7 and 17, and add a new Appendix
E. In all other respects, the study is unchanged.

The purpose of this project is to assist Mesa County and participating municipalities (Grand Junction,
Palisade and Fruita) by updating the county-wide transportation impact fees study. The previous study
was prepared in 2002. The fees calculated in that study and the fees currently being charged by the
participating jurisdictions are summarized in Table 1, and are illustrated in Figure 1 on the following
page for five major land use categories. All jurisdictions originally adopted the fees at a lower rate
than calculated in the 2002 study, and some have adjusted the fees periodically for inflation. Except
for Fruita’s residential fees, the current fees being charged are lower than the fees calculated 16 years
ago.

Table 1. Current Transportation Impact Fees

Mesa Grand

County Junction Palisade Fruita
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $2,854 $1,902 $2,554 $2,554 $3,200
Multi-Family Dwelling $1,979 $1,317 $1,769 $1,769 $2,208
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad $1,435 $958 $1,284 $1,284 $795
Hotel/Motel Room $2,687 $1,795 $2,407 $2,407 $1,494
Shopping Center (0 to <100k sf) 1,000 sf $4,646 $3,124 $4,189 $4,190 $2,606
Shopping Center (100k to <249k sf) 1,000 sf $4,393 $2,935 $3,933 $3,935 $2,447
Shopping Center (250k to <500k sf) 1,000 sf $4,267 $2,843 $3,805 $3,815 $2,368
Shopping Center (500k sf or more) 1,000 sf $3,942 $2,627 $3,525 $3,521 $2,193
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf $4,232 $2,824 $3,780 $3,785 $2,352
Bank 1,000 sf $7,117 $4,744 $6,359 $6,365 $3,957
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 sf $10,191 $6,818 $9,143 $9,149 $5,689
Golf Course Hole $6,578 $4,439 $5,951 $5,954 $3,702
Health Club 1,000 sf $3,813 $2,542 $3,422 $3,410 $2,129
Movie Theater 1,000 sf $11,834 $7,889 $10,574 $10,584 $6,578
Restaurant, Sit Down 1,000 sf $5,757 $3,838 $5,159 $5,150 $3,210
Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sf $12,846 $8,596 $11,544 $11,532 $7,182
Office, General (0 to <99k sf) 1,000 sf $3,494 $2,342 $3,141 $3,142 $1,954
Office, General (100 sf or more) 1,000 sf $2,973 $1,997 $2,682 $2,675 $1,668
Office, Medical 1,000 sf $9,807 $6,607 $8,862 $8,865 $5,514
Hospital 1,000 sf $4,554 $3,069 $4,112 $4,117 $2,558
Nursing Home 1,000 sf $1,276 $860 $1,149 $1,153 $715
Church 1,000 sf $2,184 $1,462 $1,967 $1,961 $1,224
Day Care Center 1,000 sf $4,553 $3,052 $4,086 $4,094 $2,542
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000 sf $713 $478 $639 $641 $397
Industrial Park 1,000 sf $2,073 $1,385 $1,864 $1,857 $1,160
Warehouse 1,000 sf $1,477 $987 $1,328 $1,324 $826
Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sf $512 $344 $460 $463 $286

Source: 2002 study fees from Duncan Associates, Transportation Impact Fee Study for Mesa County, Colorado, September
2002; Mesa County fees from resolution adjusting the fees for inflation adopted January 8, 2018; Palisade fees from Town of
Palisade, February 5, 2018; Fruita fees from 2018 fee schedule from City of Fruita, February 5, 2018.
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Executive Summary

Figure 1. Existing Transportation Impact Fees, Mesa County
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Update Overview

This study retains the general methodology used in the 2002 study (see discussion of methodology in
Appendix D). The original study calculated regional and non-regional fees, under the expectation that
the participating jurisdictions would pool the regional fees and use them to improve regional roadways.
Instead, the jurisdictions are spending the fees they collect to improve roads within their jurisdiction,
regardless of the regional/non-regional road distinction. This update does not calculate separate fees
for the two categories.

Participating jurisdictions can adopt the updated fees at any level up to 100% of the amounts calculated
in this study. The adoption percentage should be the same for all land uses to retain the
proportionality of the fees to the impact on the major roadway system. If disproportionate reductions
are made in fees assessed on selected types of development, the shortfall should be made up with
general fund revenue, and a revenue credit should be calculated to avoid non-favored development
paying more than its fair share (see Proportionality section in Appendix C).

This study calculates fees that exclude right-of-way (ROW) costs, both to keep the fees from increasing
so much and to give jurisdictions the option not to provide developer credits for ROW exactions.
However, if a jurisdiction opts to not give developers credit against the fees for required ROW
dedications, that jurisdiction should consider restricting the funds collected from being spent on ROW
(see Developer Credit section of Appendix C).
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The inputs into the fee calculations are updated in this study based on the most current available data.
Trip rates have been updated based on the September 2017 edition of the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual. Updated average trip lengths are from the U.S. Department
of Transportation’s 2017 National Household Travel Survey. An updated inventory of the county-wide
major roadway system is used to calibrate the travel demand factors and ensure that they are consistent
with existing travel on the major roadway system in Mesa County.

Several modifications to the fee schedule land use categories are made in this update to better reflect
current available data and/or simplify the process of fee determination and collection. A discussion
of the reasons for individual changes can be found in the summary section of the Travel Demand
chapter. Recommended definitions for the land use categories are provided in Appendix B.

Updated Fees

The updated fees are compared with the fees calculated in the 2002 study in Table 2 on the following
page. Not surprisingly, the fees are considerably higher than those calculated 16 years ago for most
land uses. Construction costs have increased considerably over this time. The Colorado Department
of Transporations Construction Cost Index is 2.46 times what it was in 2002. Compared to inflation-
adjusted 2002 study fees, the updated fees are lower for the majority of land uses, including the major
categoties of single-family, multi-family, retail/commercial, general office, and industrial/warehouse
uses, as illustrated in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Comparison of Current and Updated Transportation Impact Fees
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The wide variation in percentage changes between land use categories reflects changes in travel
demand factors, including trip generation rates (1997 versus 2017 ITE manual), percent new trips
(also from ITE manual), and average trip lengths (1995 versus 2017 national travel survey).
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Table 2. Comparison of Current and Updated Transportation Impact Fees

2002 Study Updated % Change from
Land Use Type Unit Original Inflated Fees Original Inflated
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $2,854 $7,021 $6,763 137% -4%
Multi-Family Dwelling $1,979 $4,868 $4,570 131% -6%
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad $1,435 $3,530 $3,5683 150% 1%
Hotel/Motel Room $2,687 $6,610 $4,183 56% -37%
Shopping Center/Commercial 1,000 sf $4,393 $10,807 $8,240 88% -24%
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf $4,267 $10,497 $9,258 117% -12%
Bank, Drive-In 1,000 sf $7,117 $17,508 $18,365 158% 5%
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 sf $10,191 $25,070 $26,395 159% 5%
Golf Course Hole $6,578 $16,182 $12,850 95% -21%
Movie Theater 1,000 sf $11,834 $29,112 $33,028 179% 13%
Restaurant, Standard 1,000 sf $5,757 $14,162 $14,975 160% 6%
Restaurant, Drive-Through 1,000 sf $12,846 $31,601 $33,203 158% 5%
Office, General 1,000 sf $2,973 $7,314 $6,685 125% -9%
Office, Medical 1,000 sf $9,807 $24,125 $25,665 162% 6%
Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic 1,000 sf n/a n/a $15,858 n/a n/a
Hospital 1,000 sf $4,554 $11,203 $7,905 74% -29%
Nursing Home 1,000 sf $1,276 $3,139 $3,120 145% -1%
Place of Worship 1,000 sf $2,184 $5,373 $2,725 25% -49%
Day Care Center 1,000 sf $4,553 $11,200 $4,485 -1% -60%
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000 sf $713 $1,754 $1,688 137% -4%
Public/Institutional 1,000 sf n/a n/a $3,813 n/a n/a
Industrial 1,000 sf $2,073 $5,100 $2,078 0% -59%
Warehouse 1,000 sf $1,477 $3,633 $1,248 -16% -66%
Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sf $512 $1,260 $1,075 110% -15%

Source: Original 2002 study fees from Duncan Associates, Transportation Impact Fee Study for Mesa County, Colorado,
September 2002 (sum of regional road fees without major structure costs and nonregional road fees); inflated 2002 fees are
2.46 times the original fee, based on the increase in the Colorado Department of Transportation Construction Cost Index from
2" quarter 2012 to 2" quarter 2018; updated fees from Table 17.

Comparative Jurisdictions

Communities in the process of updating impact fees are naturally interested in knowing what other
nearby or comparable jurisdictions are charging. However, concerns about “competitiveness” with
other jurisdictions are not necessarily well-founded. Studies have found that reducing or eliminating
fees did not have any perceptible effect on the rate of development that subsequently occurred. This
is not surprising, given the myriad other market and regulatory factors that differ between jurisdictions
besides transportation impact fees.

The fees from the 2002 study and this update are compared to transportation impact fees currently
charged by 12 other Colorado jurisdictions in Table 3. Note that while only transportation fees are
compared, two-thirds of the comparison jurisdictions also charge other types of impact fees.
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Table 3. Transportation Impact Fees in Colorado

Study/ Single- Multi- Retail Office Industrial

Adoption 211111} Family (per 1,000 (per 1,000 (per 1,000
Jurisdiction Year (per unit) (per unit) sq. ft.) sq. ft.) sq. ft.)
Boulder (1) 2017 $3,734 $2,702 $3,020 $2,700 $2,620
Durango n/a $2,169 $1,298 $3,810 $2,823 $1,963
El Paso County 2017 $3,5632 $2,220 $4,572 $2,933 $3,366
Fort Collins 2017 $5,150 $3,392 $6,721 $4,951 $1,598
Garfield County (2) 2017 $1,992 $1,230 $3,145 $1,361 $472
Greeley 2015 $3,973 $2,565 $5,428 $4,650 $1,609
Jefferson County (3) n/a $2,911 $2,051 $5,360 $3,590 $1,550
Larimer County 2018 $4,168 $2,955 $5,461 $3,213 $1,296
Loveland n/a $2,578 $1,801 $7,910 $3,550 $1,890
Mesa Co (2002) 2002 $2,854 $1,979 $4,393 $2,973 $2,073
Mesa Co (updated) 2018 $6,763 $4,570 $8,240 $6,685 $2,078
Montrose County 2007 $3,480 $2,440 $7,790 $4,000 $2,530
Weld County 2011 $2,488 $1,630 $3,450 $2,275 $2,251
Windsor 2017 $3,838 $2,436 $5,076 $4,674 $2,016

Notes: (1)includes transportation excise tax; (2) average of two areas; (3) single-family fee is average of fees
for up-to-two-car garages and three-or-more-car garages

Source: Duncan Associates internet survey, October 5, 2018 (where fees vary by size, assumes 2,000 sq. ft.
single-family unit, 1,000 sq. ft. multi-family unit, and 1 million square foot retail center or office building).

Single-family and retail transportation fees charged by Mesa County and the other 12 Colorado
jurisdictions are illustrated in the two charts below. The 2002 study fees for Mesa County are well
below the median of the other jurisdictions for both single-family and retail. The updated fees are at
the high end of what the other 12 jurisdictions currently charge. Multi-family and office fee
comparisons are not shown, but are similar. Industrial fees are not going up much in this update.

Figure 3. Comparative Transportation Fees, Colorado Jurisdictions
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SERVICE AREAS

There are two kinds of geographic areas in impact fee systems: service areas and benefit districts. A
service area is an assessment area that is served by a defined group of capital facilities and subject to a
uniform impact fee schedule. A benefit district is an area within which fees collected are earmarked
to be spent.

Generally, transportation impact fees tend to have a single service area and a uniform fee schedule,
whether at the municipal level or the regional, county-wide level. That is because the arterial road
system is designed to move traffic from one part of a community to another, and improvements to
this system are generally of community-wide benefit. In some communities, major collectors may
function as part of the arterial system as well.

The transportation impact fees apply only in the most rapidly developing area of the County. The
boundaries of the Grand Valley Airshed as defined by the Colorado Department of Health for the
purposes of monitoring air pollution is used as the transportation impact fee service area. Based on
the 6,000-foot elevation line on the valley walls, the Airshed defines the developing area in and around
the municipalities of Grand Junction, Palisade and Fruita. This transportation impact fee service area
is about one-quarter of the area of the entire county, including roughly twice as much privately-owned
land area as the area used in regional transportation planning. This area continues to be appropriate
as the boundary of the service area for the transportation impact fees (see Figure 4).

Figure 4. Transportation Impact Fee Service Area
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MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM

A transportation impact fee system should include a clear definition of the major roadway system that
is to be funded with the impact fees. The major roadway system consists of all state and federal
highways (excluding I-70), principal arterials (e.g., 24 Road, Patterson Road), minor arterials, and major
collector roads within the transportation impact fee service area (illustrated in Figure 5). Other roads
will not be funded with transportation impact fees, nor will developer improvements to roads not
included in the major roadway system be eligible for credits against the transportation impact fees. A
detailed listing of the current road segments included in the major roadway system is provided in Table
18 in Appendix A.

Figure 5. Major Roadway System
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TRAVEL DEMAND

The travel demand generated by specific land use types in Mesa County is a product of three factors:
1) trip generation, 2) percent new trips, and 3) average trip length. The first two factors are well
documented in the professional literature — the average trip generation characteristics identified in
studies of communities around the nation should be reasonably representative of trip generation
characteristics in Mesa County. In contrast, trip lengths are much more likely to vary between
communities, depending on the geographic size and shape of the community and its major roadway
system.

Trip Generation

Trip generation rates are based on information published in the most recent edition of the Institute
of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual. Trip generation rates represent trip
ends, or driveway crossings at the site of a land use. Thus, a single trip from home to work counts as
one trip end for the residence and one trip end for the work place, for a total of two trip ends. To
avoid over counting, all trip rates are divided by two. This allocates travel equally between the origin
and destination of the trip and avoids double charging. This update utilizes the most current edition
of the ITE manual (the 10" edition published in 2017).

New Trip Factor

Trip rates must also be adjusted by a “new trip factor” to exclude pass by and diverted-linked trips.
This adjustment is intended to reduce the possibility of over-counting by only including primary trips
generated by the development. Pass by trips are those trips that are already on a particular route for
a different purpose and simply stop at a development on that route. For example, a stop at a
convenience store on the way home from the office is a pass by trip for the convenience store. A pass
by trip does not create an additional burden on the street system and therefore should not be counted
in the assessment of impact fees. A diverted-linked trip is similar to a pass by trip, but a diversion is
made from the regular route to make an interim stop. The reduction for pass by and diverted-linked
trips is drawn from I'TE manual and other published information.

Average Trip Length

In the context of a transportation impact fee based on a consumption-based methodology, it is
important to determine the average length of a trip on the major roadway system within Mesa County.
The average trip length can be determined by dividing the total vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) on the
major roadway system by the total number of trips generated by existing development in the service
area. Total VMT on the major roadway system is estimated by multiplying the length of each road
segment by the current traffic volume on that segment and summing for the entire system. Total trips
can be estimated by multiplying existing land uses by the appropriate trip generation rates (adjusted
for new trip factors and divided by two) and summing for all existing development in the service area.
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Existing land use information was compiled for all jurisdictions within the transportation impact fee
service area to determine an average trip length. Existing land uses in each of the general categories
are multiplied by average daily trip generation rates and summed to determine a reasonable estimate
of total daily trips within the service area. As shown in Table 4, existing land uses within the
transportation impact fee service area generate approximately 428,000 average daily trips.

Table 4. Existing Average Daily Trips
Existing Trips/ Daily

Land Use Type Units Unit Trips
Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 44,535 4.72 210,205
Multi-Family 220/221 Dwelling 11,383 3.19 36,312
Subtotal, Residential 55,918 246,517
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Rooms 3,806 2.92 11,114
Commercial 820 1,000 Sq. Ft. 13,754 8.30 114,158
Office 710 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3,028 4.87 14,746
Industrial 130 1,000 Sq. Ft. 3,655 1.68 6,140
Warehousing 150 1,000 Sq. Ft. 6,130 0.87 5,333
Public/Institutional 620 1,000 Sq. Ft. 8,999 3.32 29,877
Subtotal, Nonresidential 35,566 181,368
Total 427,885
Source: Existing development in service area from Mesa County GIS, March 12, 2018; trips per unit from
Table 7.

A reasonable estimate of Mesa County’s average trip length can be derived by dividing total daily VMT
on the major roadway system by the total number of daily trips generated by existing development
within the service area. This calculation, presented in Table 5, indicates that the average trip length
on the major roadway system is about 5.5 miles.

Table 5. Average Trip Length

Daily VMT on Major Roads 2,347,636
+ Daily Trips in Service Area 427,885
Average Trip Length (miles) 5.49

Source: VMT from Table 18; trips from Table 4.

Average trip lengths by trip purpose for the western region are available from the U.S. Department of
Transportation’s 2017 National Household Travel Survey. In addition, a residential trip length is
determined, using a weighting of 20 percent work trips and 80 percent average trips. The average trip
length on the major roadway system is 62.6% of the regional average trip length. Using this ratio,
reasonable trip lengths were derived for specific trip purposes, including home-to-work trips,
shopping, school/church and other personal trips, as shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Average Trip Lengths by Trip Purpose

Regional Local

Trip Length Local Trip Lengt
Trip Purpose (miles) Ratio (miles)
To or from work 10.77 0.626 6.74
Residential 9.16 0.626 5.73
Doctor/Dentist 9.42 0.626 5.90
School/Church 5.01 0.626 3.14
Family/Personal 6.00 0.626 3.76
Shopping 6.34 0.626 3.97
Average of All Trip Purposes* 8.76 0.626 5.49

* weighted (not simple average of trip purposes shown)

Source: Regional average trip lengths for the western Census region from US.
Department of Transportation, National Household Travel Survey, 2017, regional
residential trip length estimated based on weighting of 20% work trips and 80%
average trips (20% work trip factor based on 2016 5-year U.S. Census sample
data for Mesa County showing the average dwelling unit has 0.91 workers, and
0.91 work trips per unit is 20% of average trips per unit, derived from Table 4);
average local trip length from Table 5; ratio is average local to regional trip length;
local trip length by purpose is product of regional trip length and local ratio.

Travel Demand Summary

The result of combining trip generation rates, new trip factors, average trip lengths and the local
adjustment factor is the travel demand schedule. The travel demand schedule establishes the average
daily vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) generated by various land use types per unit of development in the
service area. The updated demand schedule reflects updated trip generation rates from the Institute
of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Mannal, 10" edition, 2017. Average trip lengths are
updated with the 2017 National Household Travel Survey. The adjustment factor ensures that the VMT
generated by existing land uses does not exceed current observed VMT on the major roadway system.
The updated travel demand schedule is presented in Table 7. For each land use, daily VMT is a factor
of trip rate, trip length, new trip factor, and the local adjustment factor.

Some modifications to the land use categories are made in this update to better reflect available data
and to simplify the process of fee determination and collection. Recommended definitions of all the
categorties are provided in Appendix B.

° The current four shopping center size categoties are combined into a single retail/commercial
category. It is based on average trip characteristics for shopping centers, which tend to include a
relatively broad mix of commercial uses. While trip generation rates are available for shopping centers
by size, data on new trip factors and average trip lengths by size are harder to come by. Trip generation
rates tend to go down by shopping center size, but this is counterbalanced by fewer pass by trips and
longer trip lengths. The average shopping center rate is the appropriate default for a wide range of
retail and commercial uses not specifically identified in the fee schedule. Health club is merged into
the new “Shopping Center/Commercial” category because the I'TE manual does not have a daily trip
generation rate, and the PM peak hour rate is similar to shopping center.
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o The current two office categories by building size are combined into a single general office
category, for the same reasons of data availability and counterbalancing applicable to shopping centers.

L Two new categories have been added: animal hospital/vet clinic and public/institutional. The
new ITE manual now has an average daily trip rate for animal hospital. The public/institutional
categoty, based on trip data for junior/community college, is intended to provide a default category
for other public/institutional uses not specifically listed in the fee schedule.

L The sit-down and fast food restaurant categories have been renamed “standard” and “drive-
through,” and are defined by whether they have drive-through/drive-in facilities. This provides an
administratively simple way to distinguish between them and is consistent with the ITE category from
which the fast food trip rate is derived.

° Church has been renamed “Place of Worship” to better reflect its nondenominational
character. Industrial park has been renamed “Industrial” to reflect its broader applicability.

° Finally, several additional residential subcategories are provided as alternatives to adopting the

broader single-family detached and multi-family categories. In addition, two categories are added for
senior adult housing,.

The updated travel demand schedule is presented in Table 7 on the following page.
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Table 7. Travel Demand Schedule

Land Use Type ITE Code Unit Trips % New Miles VMT
Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 4.72 100% 5.73 27.05

<1,250 sq. ft. of living area 210 Dwelling 2.27 100% 5.73 13.01

1,250 - 1,649 sq. ft. of living area 210 Dwelling 3.79 100% 5.73 21.72

1,650 - 2,299 sq. ft. of living area 210 Dwelling 4.41 100% 5.73 25.27

2,300 or more sq. ft. of living area 210 Dwelling 5.96 100% 5.73 34.15
Multi-Family (including townhome) 220/221 Dwelling 3.19 100% 5.73 18.28

Multi-Family, Low-Rise (1-2 stories) 220 Dwelling 3.66 100% 5.73 20.97

Multi-Family, Mid-Rise (3-10 stories) 221 Dwelling 2.72 100% 5.73 15.59

Townhouse 230 Dwelling 2.90 100% 5.73 16.62
Senior Adult Housing - Detached 251 Dwelling 2.13 100% 5.73 12.20
Senior Adult Housing - Attached 252 Dwelling 1.85 100% 5.73 10.60
Mobile Home/RV Park 240 Pad 2.50 100% 5.73 14.33
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Room 2.92 100% 5.73 16.73
Shopping Center/Commercial 820 1,000 sf 18.87 44% 3.97 32.96
Auto Sales/Service 840 1,000 sf 13.92 67% 3.97 37.03
Bank, Drive-In 912 1,000 sf 50.01 37% 3.97 73.46
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 853 1,000 sf 312.10 17% 1.99 105.58
Golf Course 430 Hole 15.19 90% 3.76 51.40
Movie Theater 444 1,000 sf 39.04 90% 3.76 132.11
Restaurant, Standard 931 1,000 sf 41.92 38% 3.76 59.90
Restaurant, Drive-Through 934 1,000 sf 235.47 30% 1.88 132.81
Office, General 710 1,000 sf 4.87 100% 5.49 26.74
Office, Medical 720 1,000 sf 17.40 100% 5.90 102.66
Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic 650 1,000 sf 10.75 100% 5.90 63.43
Hospital 610 1,000 sf 5.36 100% 5.90 31.62
Nursing Home 620 1,000 sf 3.32 100% 3.76 12.48
Place of Worship 560 1,000 sf 3.47 100% 3.14 10.90
Day Care Center 565 1,000 sf 23.81 24% 3.14 17.94
Elementary/Secondary School 520/522/530 1,000 sf 8.96 24% 3.14 6.75
Public/Institutional 540 1,000 sf 10.12 48% 3.14 15.25
Industrial 130 1,000 sf 1.45 100% 5.73 8.31
Warehouse 150 1,000 sf 0.87 100% 5.73 4.99
Mini-Warehouse 151 1,000 sf 0.75 100% 5.73 4.30

Source: 1-way trips are 2 of trip ends from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), 7rip Generation Manual, 10th Edition,
2017 (single-family by unit size from Table 23 in Appendix E); new trip percentages for retail/commercial uses from ITE, 7rip
Generation Handbook, 3™ Edition, 2017; new trip percentage for day care and schools based on Preston Hitchens, “Trip
Generation of Day Care Centers,” 7990 /TE Compendium; average trip lengths from Table 6 (convenience store is one half
retail, drive-through restaurant is one-half standard restaurant); VMT is product of trip rate, percent new trips, and trip length.

Comparisons of existing and updated travel demand factors are shown in Table 8. Travel demand per
unit of development by land use type is lower for most land uses in this update. The change in travel
demand per unit by land use exhibits considerable variation, ranging from a decline of 68% for
warehouse to an increase of 7% for movie theater.
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Table 8. Travel Demand Comparison

Land Use Type

Single-Family Detached

Multi-Family

Mobile Home/RV Park

Hotel/Motel

Shopping Center/Commercial

Auto Sales/Service
Bank, Drive-In

Convenience Store w/Gas Sales

Golf Course
Movie Theater

Restaurant, Standard
Restaurant, Drive-Through

Office, General
Office, Medical
Hospital

Nursing Home
Place of Worship
Day Care Center

Elementary/Secondary School

Industrial
Warehouse
Mini-Warehouse

Unit

Dwelling
Dwelling

Pad
Room
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
Hole
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf
1,000 sf

2002
29.70
20.59
14.94
27.96
44.91
43.97
73.94

106.28
69.15
122.94
59.82
133.96
33.80
103.00
47.83
13.40
22.80
47.55
7.45
21.57
15.37
5.38

VMT per Unit
Updated

27.05
18.28
14.33
16.73
32.96
37.03
73.46
105.58
51.40
132.11
59.90
132.81
26.74
102.66
31.62
12.48
10.90
17.94
6.75
8.31
4.99
4.30

Percent
Change

-9%
-11%
-4%
-40%
-27%
-16%
-1%
-1%
-26%
7%
0%
-1%
-21%
0%
-34%
-7%
-62%
-62%
-9%
-61%
-68%
-20%

Source: 2002 VMT from Duncan Associates, Transportation Impact Fee Study, September 2002;

updated VMT from Table 7.
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COST PER SERVICE UNIT

There are two components to determining the average cost to add a unit of capacity to the major
roadway system: the cost of a set of improvements, and the capacity added by those improvements.
This section describes both components used to calculate the average cost per service unit.

This update excludes right-of-way (ROW) costs from the fee calculation. The exclusion of ROW
eliminates the most variable component of project costs, keeps the fees lower, and allows jurisdictions
the option of not providing developer credit for ROW dedication.

Average Cost per Lane-Mile

The first step is to determine the cost to add an additional lane-mile of roadway. While transportation
impact fees can be used to pay for a variety of types of improvements that expand the capacity of the
major roadway system without adding lanes, such as intersection improvements and signalization, it
is difficult to quantify the vehicle-miles of capacity (VMC) added by these types of improvements.
The cost per lane-mile can be calculated based on a representative list of historical or planned
improvements. The average cost per lane-mile developed for this study uses a weighted average of
urban and rural road improvements. Right-of-way costs have been excluded in this update.

Costs for improving urban road sections are drawn from cost data provided by the City of Grand
Junction. The estimated costs of the City’s planned improvements over the next ten years are
summarized in Table 9. Mesa County engineers confirm these costs are reasonably representative of
urban road capacity expansion in other parts of the county. None of the projects include major
structures, such as overpasses, elevated ramps or bridges. As shown, the weighted average cost of
urban road expansions is about $3.3 million per lane-mile.

Table 9. Urban Average Cost per Lane-Mile
Lanes New Project Cost per
Miles Ex. Fut. Ln-Mi. Cost Lane-Mile

24 Road Patterson  1-70 1.20 3 5 240 $8,100,000 $3,375,000
25 Road I-70B F1/4 075 3 5 1.50 $7,290,000 $4,860,000
25 Road F 1/4 Road G Road 0.75 2 3 0.75 $3,060,000 $4,080,000
26 Road Patterson H Road 2.00 2 3 2.00 $6,480,000 $3,240,000
26 1/2 Road Horizon Summerhill 220 2 3 220 $8,019,000 $3,645,000
28 1/4 Road Patterson Hawthorne 038 O 2 0.76 $390,000 $513,158
28 3/4 Road North Ave Orchard Ave 050 2 3 0.50 $4,500,000 $9,000,000
29 Rd Pkwy F Road I-70 1.00 2 5 3.00 $9,000,000 $3,000,000
Crosby Ave 25 1/2Rd Main St 0.63 2 3 0.63 $4,025,700 $6,390,000
D 1/2 Road 29 Road 30 Road 1.00 2 3 1.00 $4,500,000 $4,500,000
F 1/2 Pkwy |-70B F 1/4 Rd 1.70 0 3 5.10 $9,720,000 $1,905,882
G Road 24 Road 27 Road 3.00 2 3 3.00 $10,700,000 $3,566,667
Total 15.11 22.84  $75,784,700 $3,318,069

Source: Planned projects descriptions and costs in 2018 dollars from Trent Prall, Public Works Director, City
of Grand Junction, September 19, 2018; cost per lane-mile is project cost divided by new lane-miles.
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Cost per Service Unit

The cost of recent County rural road projects constructed or estimated in engineering studies are
summarized in Table 10. All these projects or studies are from about three years ago and have been
adjusted to current dollars. The costs do not include any bridge work, which the County often does
as part of such projects. The list does not include any urban projects, or projects in the high country,
which tend to cost quite a bit more. Many of these projects do not actually add new travel lanes, but
rather the equivalent amount of pavement provided by new shoulders. The resulting average rural
road cost is about $1.68 million per lane-mile in current dollars.

Table 10. Rural Average Cost per Lane-Mile

Project Lanes New Project Cost/

Description Miles Ex. Fut. Ln-Mi. Cost Lane-Mile
22 Road Ranchman's Ditch H Road Added 3rd lane w/shldrs ~ 0.27 2 3 0.27 $948,300  $3,512,222
22 Road H Road H 1/2 Road Added 3rd lane w/shldrs  0.41 2 3 04 $1,046,400 $2,552,195
22 Road H 1/2 Road | Road Added 6' shoulders 0.59 2 3 0.59 $997,350  $1,690,424
22 Road |Road GVIC Canal Added 6' shoulders 0.66 2 3 0.66 $1,008,250 $1,527,652
22 Road GVIC Canal J 1/2 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.70 2 3 0.70 $1,057,300 $1,510,429
22 Road J 1/2 Road K Road Added 6' shoulders 0.58 2 3 0.58 $784,800 $1,353,103
KRoad 19 Road 19 1/2 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.61 2 3  0.61 $833,8560 $1,366,967
KRoad 19 1/2 Road 20.2 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.70 2 3 0.70 $1,286,200 $1,837,429
K Road Adobe 20.8 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.63 2 3 0.63 $693,240  $1,100,381
Total 5.15 5.15 $8,655,690 $1,680,717

Source: Mesa County Engineering, October 5, 2018; original costs inflated by the change in the CDOT Construction Cost Index over the last three
years; cost per lane-mile is project cost divided by new lane-miles.

Average urban and rural costs per lane-mile identified above are converted to a weighted average cost
per lane-mile in Table 11 based on the distribution of existing lane-miles. The weighted average is
about $2.8 million per lane-mile.

Table 11. Weighted Average Cost per Lane-Mile

Urban Rural Total
Average Cost per Lane-Mile $3,318,069  $1,680,717 n/a
x Percent of Lane-Miles 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%

Weighted Average Cost per Lane-Mile $2,196,562 $568,082 $2,764,644

Source: Average cost per lane-mile from Table 9 (urban) and Table 10; distribution of urban and
rural major roadway lane-miles within the service area from Mesa County GIS, September 28, 2018.

Cost per Service Unit Summary

Dividing the weighted average cost per lane-mile by the average daily capacity per lane yields an
average cost of per vehicle-mile of capacity or VMC. Under the modified consumption-based
methodology, the cost pet VMC needs to be multiplied by the VMC/VMT ratio (see discussion in
Appendix D: Methodology) to determine the cost per vehicle-mile of travel or VMT. As shown in
Table 12, the cost per service unit to accommodate the traffic generated by new development is $353
per VMT. Note that this updated cost per service unit excludes ROW costs.
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Cost per Service Unit

Table 12. Transportation Cost per Service Unit

Weighted Average Cost per Lane-Mile $2,764,644
+ Average Daily Capacity per Lane 7,827
Average Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $353
x VMC/VMT Ratio 1.00
Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel (VMT) $353

Source: Weighted average cost per lane-mile from Table 11; average capacity
per lane derived from Table 18 (total VMC =+ total lane-miles); VMC/NMT ratio
is recommended ratio from Table 19.
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NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT

As discussed in Appendix C: Legal Framework, revenue credits may be warranted for existing
deficiencies, outstanding debt, the availability of State/Federal funding, and the historical use of local
funding for major roadway expansion. There are no existing deficiencies from the perspective of the
transportation impact fees because the fees are based on a level of service that is lower than what is
currently provided to existing development.

The City of Grand Junction is the only one of the four jurisdictions that has any outstanding debt on
existing major roadways. The City has about $25 million in outstanding debt for the Riverside Parkway
widening. However, Riverside Parkway accounts for only about 4% of the total excess capacity in the
major roadway system that is available for new development. The fees that Grand Junction collects
could be used to retire this debt, although that is not the City’s current practice. Consequently, no
revenue credit is required for the outstanding debt.

While not necessarily required, as discussed in the Revenue Credits section of Appendix C, revenue
credits will be calculated for direct state and federal funding for road improvements, and for local
government’s historical use of funding for capacity-expanding improvements.

Direct funding of road improvements with State and Federal funds is programmed through the
Transportation Improvement Program (T1P) prepared by the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning
Organization. The current TIP includes $2.7 million in annual funding over next four years for
improvements that are capacity-expanding. These improvements are summarized in Table 13.

Table 13. Average Annual State/Federal Road Capacity Funding, FY 2019-2022

Facility Location Description Amount

I-70B 24 Rd-15th St Widening $2,000,000
USe6 Clifton-Palisade Preliminary Engineering $7,200,000
US 6 Fruita-1-70B Highway & Intersection Improvements $1,650,000
Total State/Federal Funding $10,850,000
+ Number of Years 4
Average Annual Funding $2,712,500

Source: Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization, 7ransportation Improvement Program,
State FY 2019 to 2022, amended October 22, 2018.

In addition to direct state and federal funding for road improvements, other state highway revenues,
primarily highway user taxes and motor vehicle registration fees, are allocated to local jurisdictions and
earmarked for transportation-related expenditures. Other major local sources of revenue for road
expenditures include Mesa County’s sales tax and Grand Junction’s general fund. The consultant
analyzed the four jurisdictions’ annual reports for the last five years to determine how much is spent
on right-of-way, new roads, and roadway capacity improvements. As can be seen from Table 14, local
governments in Mesa County are spending about $10 million annually on capacity improvements.
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Net Cost per Service Unit

Table 14. Average Annual Local Road Capacity Expenditures

Jurisdiction 5-Yr. Avg.
Mesa County $7,184,091
City of Grand Junction $2,431,028
City of Fruita $441,301
Town of Palisade 30
Total $10,056,420

Source: Local Highway Finance Reports, 2012-2016 for Mesa
County and Grand Junction, 2013-2017 for Fruita and Palisade.

The amount of the revenue credit is determined by first dividing the total annual funding available for
road capacity improvements by total VMT on the major roadway system, then multiplying by a present
value factor. This results in a credit per service unit that is the current equivalent of the future 30-year
stream of funding that will be available to help defray the growth-related costs of improving the major
roadway system.

Table 15. Transportation Funding Credit

Annual State/Federal Capital Funding $2,712,500
Annual Local Capital Expenditures $10,056,420
Total Annual Capital Funding $12,768,920
+ Daily VMT on Major Road System 2,347,636
Annual Funding per Daily VMT $5.44
x Present Value Factor (30 Years) 18.86
Funding Credit per Daily VMT $103

Source: State/Federal funding from Table 13; local expenditures
from Table 14; existing VMT from Table 18; present value factor is
based on a discount rate of 3.30%, which is the national average
yield on AAA 30-year municipal bonds from fmsbonds.com on
November 27, 2018.

The net cost per service unit is the cost per VMT less the revenue credit for non-impact fee funding.
As shown in Table 16, the net cost per service unit is $250 per VMT.

Table 16. Transportation Net Cost per Service Unit

Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel $353
— Credit per Vehicle-Mile of Travel -$103
Net Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel $250

Source: Cost per VMT from Table 12; credit from Table 15.
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NET COST SCHEDULE

The updated transportation impact fees for the various land use categories are shown in Table 17.
Fees shown exclude ROW costs. The impact fee calculation for each land use category is the product
of daily VMT per development unit on the major roadway system and the net cost per VMT, which
takes into account the average cost to add roadway capacity as well as future revenue that will be
generated by new development to help offset those costs. The comparison of the updated fees with

current fees is presented in the Executive Summary.

VMT/

Table 17. Updated Transportation Impact Fees

Net Cost/ Net Cost/

Land Use Type Unit Unit VMT Unit
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 27.05 $250 $6,763
<1,250 sq. ft. of living area Dwelling 13.01 $250 $3,253
1,250 - 1,649 sq. ft. of living area  Dwelling 21.72 $250 $5,430
1,650 - 2,299 sq. ft. of living area  Dwelling 25.27 $250 $6,318
2,300 or more sq. ft. of living area Dwelling 34.15 $250 $8,538
Multi-Family (including townhom¢ Dwelling 18.28 $250 $4,570
Multi-Family, Low-Rise (1-2 storie Dwelling 20.97 $250 $5,243
Multi-Family, Mid-Rise (3-10 stori¢ Dwelling 15.59 $250 $3,898
Townhouse Dwelling 16.62 $250 $4,155
Senior Adult Housing - Detached Dwelling 12.20 $250 $3,050
Senior Adult Housing - Attached Dwelling 10.60 $250 $2,650
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad 14.33 $250 $3,583
Hotel/Motel Room 16.73 $250 $4,183
Shopping Center/Commercial 1,000 sf 32.96 $250 $8,240
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf 37.03 $250 $9,258
Bank, Drive-In 1,000 sf 73.46 $250 $18,365
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 sf 105.58 $250 $26,395
Golf Course Hole 51.40 $250 $12,850
Movie Theater 1,000 sf 132.11 $250 $33,028
Restaurant, Standard 1,000 sf 59.90 $250 $14,975
Restaurant, Drive-Through 1,000 sf 132.81 $250 $33,203
Office, General 1,000 sf 26.74 $250 $6,685
Office, Medical 1,000 sf 102.66 $250 $25,665
Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic 1,000 sf 63.43 $250 $15,858
Hospital 1,000 sf 31.62 $250 $7,905
Nursing Home 1,000 sf 12.48 $250 $3,120
Place of Worship 1,000 sf 10.90 $250 $2,725
Day Care Center 1,000 sf 17.94 $250 $4,485
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000 sf 6.75 $250 $1,688
Public/Institutional 1,000 sf 15.25 $250 $3,813
Industrial 1,000 sf 8.31 $250 $2,078
Warehouse 1,000 sf 4.99 $250 $1,248
Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sf 4.30 $250 $1,075

Source: VMT per unit from Table 17; net cost per VMT from Table 16.
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APPENDIX A: MAJOR ROAD INVENTORY

Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory

Street From To Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT VMC VMT
19/10 Rd Highline Canal Rd 1-70 CcoL 0.588 2 12,000 97 7,056 57
4th Ave S of S 7th St S 9th 9th St CcoL 0.558 2 12,000 228 6,696 127
14 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Node CcoL 0.340 2 12,000 193 4,080 66
15 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 L Rd CcoL 0.114 2 12,000 151 1,368 17
15th St North Ave Patterson Rd COL 0.998 2 12,000 838 11,976 836
16 Rd Hwy 6 nd 50 QRd CcoL 5770 2 12,000 638 69,240 3,681
17 1/2Rd Applewood Dr N 3/10 Rd CoL 2.827 2 12,000 1,502 33,924 4,246
17 Rd K Rd ORd CcoL 3.996 2 12,000 562 47,952 2,246
18 1/2 Rd K Rd N 3/10 Rd COoL 3.669 2 12,000 2,382 44,028 8,740
18 Rd K 6/10 Rd Node COoL 3.142 2 12,000 75 37,704 236
19 Rd Hwy 6 and 50 Node CcoL 6.690 2 12,000 3,349 80,280 22,405
20 1/2Rd Spoon Ct E 3/4 Rd COoL 0.849 2 12,000 286 10,188 243
20 Rd E 3/4Rd N Rd CcoL 5.663 2 12,000 1,612 67,956 9,129
211/2Rd Hwy 6 & 50 I Rd CoL 0.979 2 12,000 536 11,748 525
21Rd Node Node CoL 8.129 2 12,000 1,423 97,548 11,568
22 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Node COoL 5.128 2 12,000 146 61,536 749
23 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Orchard Ave CoL 5.600 2 12,000 2,928 67,200 16,397
24 1/2Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Patterson Rd MA 0.301 4 40,000 11,141 12,040 3,353
24 1/2 Rd Patterson Rd F 3/8 Rd CoL 0.368 2 18,000 9,238 6,624 3,400
24 1/2Rd F 3/8 Rd H Rd CoL 1.629 2 12,000 4,691 19,548 7,642
24 Rd Node Node PA 0.466 2 18,000 5,041 8,388 2,349
24 Rd Patterson Rd I-70 Ramp PA 1.290 2 26,000 14,869 33,540 19,181
24 Rd [-70 Ramp I-70 Ramp CoL 0.079 4 24,000 8,730 1,896 690
24 Rd [-70 Ramp K Rd CoL 3.438 2 12,000 6,335 41,256 21,780
251/2Rd Independent Ave  Patterson Rd CoL 0.753 2 18,000 4,696 13,5654 3,536
25 1/2Rd Patterson Rd Fall Valley Ave CoL 0.267 2 12,000 2,672 3,204 713
251/2 Rd Fall Valley Ave Moonridge Dr CcoL 0.544 2 18,000 1,795 9,792 976
25 1/2Rd Moonridge Dr G Rd CoL 0.201 2 12,000 1,309 2,412 263
25 Rd Hwy 6 And 50 Riverside Pkwy PA 0.332 4 44,000 17,671 14,608 5,867
25 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Patterson Rd MA 0.610 2 24,000 18,733 14,640 11,427
25 Rd Patterson Rd Foresight Cir MA 0.169 2 16,000 9,182 2,704 1,552
25 Rd Foresight Cir F 1/2 Rd PA 0.326 2 18,000 9,066 5,868 2,956
25 Rd F 1/2Rd Hayes Dr MA 0.248 2 16,000 8,493 3,968 2,106
25 Rd Hayes Dr G Rd MA 0.254 2 24,000 7,228 6,096 1,836
25 Rd GRd Node CoL 4.344 2 12,000 2,728 52,128 11,850
26 1/2 Rd Horizon Dr H Rd MA 1.740 2 16,000 254 27,840 442
26 1/2Rd H Rd I Rd CoL 0.998 2 12,000 254 11,976 253
26 Rd Patterson Rd G 1/2Rd MA 1.453 2 16,000 6,526 23,248 9,482
26 Rd G 1/2 Rd Node MA 0.110 2 24,000 4,332 2,640 a77
26 Rd Node H Rd MA 0.435 2 16,000 4,332 6,960 1,884
26 Rd H Rd I Rd CoL 0999 2 12,000 1,113 11,988 1,112
27 1/2Rd Patterson Rd Horizon Dr CcoL 1.020 2 18,000 9,077 18,360 9,259
27 1/4Rd H Rd Node CcoL 0926 2 12,000 52 11,112 48
27 Rd B Rd CRd CcoL 0.902 2 12,000 2,829 10,824 2,652
27 Rd G Rd H Rd MA 0.999 2 16,000 3,138 15,984 3,135
28 1/2Rd Hwy 50 Orchard Ave CoL 1.944 2 12,000 6,159 23,328 11,973
28 1/4 Rd North Ave Orchard Ave COL 0.504 2 18,000 2,666 9,072 1,344
continued on next page
Transportation Impact Fee Study duncan|associates
Mesa County, Colorado 20 February 27, 2019



Appendix A: Major Roadway Inventory

Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From

28 1/4Rd Orchard Ave
28 1/4Rd Patterson Rd
28 Rd B 1/2Rd

28 Rd I-70B

28 Rd Node

28 Rd Patterson Rd
28 Rd Ridge Dr

29 1/2Rd Hwy 50

29 3/4Rd Old WW Rd
29 Rd Hwy 50

29 Rd Unaweep Ave
29 Rd D Rd

29 Rd D 1/2Rd

29 Rd North Ave
29 Rd Patterson Rd
29 Rd G Rd

2nd St Front St

30 Rd Hwy 50
30Rd D Rd

30Rd E Rd

30 Rd Patterson Rd
31 1/2Rd E Rd

31 Rd Hwy 50
32Rd I-70B

32Rd E 1/2 Rd
32Rd 32Rd

32Rd F Rd

32 1/2Rd E Rd

33Rd D 1/2Rd
33Rd D 3/4Rd
33Rd E 1/2 Rd

34 1/2 Rd C1/2Rd

34 Rd E 1/4Rd
351/2 Rd E Rd

35Rd 34 1/2 Rd

36 Rd E 1/2Rd

37 1/4 Rd F Rd

37 3/10 Rd GRd

38 Rd Horse Mntn Rd
A 1/2 Rd 30 Rd
American Way Base Rock St
B 1/2Rd Hwy 50

B 1/2Rd 27 1/2Rd

B Rd 27 Rd

Base Rock Node
Belford Ave N 4th St
Belford Ave N 24th St
Bookcliff Ave 26 1/2 Rd
C1/2Rd 32Rd

CRd 31Rd

To Type
Patterson Rd MA
Park Dr CoL
Unaweep Ave CoL
Node MA
Orchard Ave MA
Ridge Dr CoL
Cortland Ave CoL
F 1/2 Rd CoL
Hwy 50 CoL
Unaweep Ave COL
D Rd PA

D 1/2 Rd PA

North Ave PA

Patterson Rd MA
29 Rd PA

N 1-70 Frontg Rd CcoL
F Rd CoL
B 1/2 Rd CcoL
E Rd MA
Patterson Rd MA
F 1/2 Rd CcoL
F 1/2 Rd CcoL
F 1/2 Rd CcoL
Frontage Rd MA
32Rd MA

F Rd MA

E 1/2 Rd CcoL
F Rd CcoL
D 3/4 Rd CcoL
E Rd CoL
Node CoL
D Rd CoL
G Rd CoL
E 1/2Rd CoL
E Rd CcoL
F Rd CcoL
F 1/4 Rd CoL
1-70 CoL
G Rd CoL
31Rd CoL
Maldonado St CoL
27 1/2 Rd MA

32Rd MA
30 Rd CoL
Node CoL
N 5th St MA
28 Rd CoL
N 12th St CoL
34 1/2 Rd CcoL
32Rd COoL

Miles Lns Capacity

0.498
0.210
0.504
0.282
0.788
0.498
0.252
2.006
0.724
0.987
1.276
0.413
0.590
0.998
0.876
0.424
0.276
1.231
0.878
1.120
0.497
1.456
4.399
0.023
0.217
0.246
0.500
0.836
0.249
0.751
1.672
0.504
1.757
0.497
1.435
0.496
0.243
0.777
0.921
0.999
0.236
0.208
4.520
3.055
0.556
0.092
0.199
0.467
2.549
0.998

4

NNPNNBENPNNNNNPNONNONNONNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNDNDNNNEBEDNDNDNDDNAEDNDNNDNDNNPAEAEADNMNDNDNNNNNDNDDN

32,000
18,000
12,000
16,000
24,000
18,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
18,000
26,000
44,000
36,000
24,000
18,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
24,000
40,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
32,000
40,000
16,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
18,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
24,000
16,000
12,000
18,000
16,000
12,000
12,000
12,000
12,000

ADT VMC VMT
7,803 15,936 3,886
2,666 3,780 560

382 6,048 193
5,494 4,512 1,549
5,494 18,912 4,329
3,302 8,964 1,644
1,912 3,024 482

481 24,072 965

21 8,688 15
3,125 17,766 3,084
14,078 33,176 17,964
15,766 18,172 6,511
22,096 21,240 13,037
10,566 23,952 10,545
5,850 15,768 5,125
5 5,088 2
1,410 3,312 389

766 14,772 943

7,489 21,072 6,575
17,250 44,800 19,320
6,188 5,964 3,075
3,895 17,472 5,671
1,440 52,788 6,335
3,440 736 79
5,896 8,680 1,279
6,713 3,936 1,651
2,518 6,000 1,259
2,209 10,032 1,847
1,877 2,988 467
369 13,518 277
91 20,064 152
1,319 6,048 665
48 21,084 84

454 5,964 226
1,319 17,220 1,893

454 5,952 225
1,079 2,916 262
2,168 9,324 1,685
1,947 11,052 1,793

182 11,988 182

3867 2,832 913
4,382 4,992 911

4382 72,320 19,807

2269 36,660 6,932
4,509 10,008 2,507
1,447 1,472 133
3,642 2,388 725
2,623 5,604 1,225
1,656 30,588 4,221

128 11,976 128

continued on next page
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Appendix A: Major Roadway Inventory

Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From To Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT VMC VMT
Canon St Node Hwy 50 CoL 0.221 2 12,000 2,839 2,652 627
Coffman Rd Hwy 141 Broadway CoL 3.662 2 12,000 10 43,944 37
Colorado Ave S 3rd St S 7th St CoL 0.365 2 12,000 7,799 4,380 2,847
Cortland Ave 27 1/2Rd 28 Rd CoL 0.500 2 12,000 2,735 6,000 1,368
Crosby Ave American Way Broadway COL 0.465 2 12,000 2,367 5,680 1,101
Crossroads Blvd 27 Rd Horizon Dr MA 1.088 2 16,000 6,177 17,408 6,721
D 1/2Rd 29 Rd D 1/2 Ct CoL 0.245 2 18,000 7,050 4,410 1,727
D 1/2Rd D 1/2 Ct 30 1/4 Rd CcoL 1.044 2 12,000 7,050 12,528 7,360
D 1/2Rd 30 1/4 Rd Node CoL 0.077 2 18,000 9,619 1,386 741
D 1/2Rd Node 33 Rd CoL 2.669 2 12,000 7,669 32,028 20,469
D Rd Monument Rd Rosevale Rd COL 0.306 2 12,000 2,191 3,672 670
D Rd Node Node MA 0.373 4 32,000 4,849 11,936 1,809
D Rd Node Node MA 0.300 2 16,000 4,983 4,800 1,495
D Rd Node Riverside Pkwy MA 0.044 4 32,000 4,983 1,408 219
D Rd D Rd Node PA 0.0564 2 26,000 12,164 1,404 657
D Rd 29 Rd 32nd Rd MA 2.993 2 16,000 15,986 47,888 47,846
Desert Rd Hwy 50 Hwy 141 CcoL 4787 2 12,000 11 57,444 53
DS Rd 17 3/10 Rd Rim Rock Dr CcoL 4883 2 12,000 979 58,596 4,780
E 1/2 Rd 30 Rd 36 Rd MA 1.497 2 16,000 5,706 23,952 8,542
E 1/2 Rd 32Rd Aaron Ct CcoL 1.606 2 12,000 3,642 19,272 5,849
E 1/4 Rd 33Rd 34 Rd CoL 1.009 2 12,000 833 12,108 840
E 3/4 Rd 20 1/2 Rd 20 3/4 Rd CoL 0.247 2 12,000 996 2,964 246
E Aspen Ave N Mesa St N Peach St CoL 1.212 2 12,000 4,328 14,544 5,246
E Grand Ave Hwy 6 And 50 S PINE St CcoL 0.485 2 12,000 612 5,820 297
E Ottley Ave N Mesa St Node CoL 0.447 2 12,000 4,369 5,364 1,953
E Pabor Ave N Mesa St N Maple St CoL 0.249 2 12,000 846 2,988 211
E Rd 30 Rd 351/2 Rd CoL 3.539 2 12,000 10,048 42,468 35,560
Elm Ave N 7th St Houston Ave CcoL 1.848 2 12,000 2,868 22,176 5,300
F Rd I-70 B 33Rd PA 0.675 2 26,000 17,935 17,550 12,106
F Rd 33 Rd 331/2Rd PA 0.512 2 18,000 8,076 9,216 4,135
F Rd 31Rd 331/2Rd PA 1.320 4 44,000 19,165 58,080 25,298
F Rd 331/2Rd 37 1/4 Rd CoL 1.721 2 12,000 1,323 20,652 2,277
F 1/4 Rd 37 1/4 Rd Horse Mntain Rd CcoL 0.809 2 12,000 1,485 9,708 1,201
F 1/2 Rd 25 Rd 32Rd CcoL 4041 2 12,000 2,078 48,492 8,397
Frontage Rd Timber Falls Dr Hwy 6 and 50 CcoL 0.777 2 12,000 2,992 9,324 2,325
Frontage Rd 311/2Rd 32Rd MA 0.487 2 16,000 3,860 7,792 1,880
GRd Power Rd Hwy 6 & 50 CoL 0.048 2 12,000 3,338 576 160
GRd Hwy 6 & 50 Horizon Dr MA 4944 2 16,000 1,727 79,104 8,538
GRd 33Rd Front St CoL 3.710 2 12,000 1,398 44,520 5,187
Grand Ave N 1ST St N 7th St MA 0.532 4 40,000 19,966 21,280 10,622
Grand Ave N 7th St N 12th St MA 0.466 2 24,000 8,449 11,184 3,937
Grand Ave N 12th St 28 Rd CoL 1.009 2 12,000 6,344 12,108 6,401
Gunnison Ave N 1st St N 9th St CoL 0.706 2 12,000 6,335 8,472 4,473
Gunnison Ave N 9th St N 12th St CoL 0.290 2 18,000 7,753 5,220 2,248
Gunnison Ave N 12th St Mantlo Cir CoL 0.809 2 12,000 3,912 9,708 3,165
H Rd 21 Rd 26 1/2 Rd CoL 4495 2 12,000 1,074 53,940 4,828
H Rd 26 1/2Rd Jamaica Dr CoL 0.204 2 18,000 4,329 3,672 883
H Rd Jamaica Dr North Crest Dr COL 1.131 2 12,000 3,117 13,672 3,625
H Rd North Crest Dr Horizon Dr COL 0.455 2 18,000 1,659 8,190 755
Horizon Dr 26 1/2Rd N 2th St MA 0.670 2 16,000 7,489 10,720 5,018

continued on next page
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Appendix A: Major Roadway Inventory

Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From To Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT VMC VMT
ORd 16 Rd 19 Rd COoL 1.999 2 12,000 185 23,988 370
Old 6 and 50 Node 2 8/10 Rd MA 11.956 2 16,000 64 191,296 765
Orchard Ave 1st St 26 Rd COoL 2.016 2 12,000 4,826 24,192 9,729
Orchard Ave 28 Rd 30 Rd MA 0.591 2 24,000 9,842 14,184 5,817
Orchard Ave Normandy Dr 29 Rd MA 0.397 2 16,000 8,059 6,352 3,199
Orchard Ave 29 Rd 29 1/2 Rd MA 0.503 2 24,000 7,877 12,072 3,962
Orchard Ave 29 1/2Rd 30 Rd MA 0.500 2 16,000 5,282 8,000 2,641
Ottley Ave Node N Pine St CoL 0.300 2 12,000 2,779 3,600 834
Patterson Rd Hwy 6 & 50 26 Rd PA 2417 4 44,000 8,723 106,348 21,083
Patterson Rd 26 Rd Mira Vista Rd PA 0.297 4 36,000 30,773 10,692 9,140
Patterson Rd Mira Vista Rd View Point Dr PA 0.385 4 44,000 30,640 16,940 11,796
Patterson Rd View Point Dr Node PA 0.209 4 36,000 28,741 7,524 6,007
Patterson Rd Node 31Rd PA 4108 4 44,000 26,667 180,752 109,548
Pkwy Ramp Node Riverside Pkwy RMP 0.380 2 12,000 1,651 4,560 627
Pkwy Ramp Node Node PA 0.027 1 9,000 186 243 5
Pkwy Ramp Node Node RMP 0.542 2 6,000 2,915 3,252 1,580
Pitkin Ave Ute Ave 2nd St PA 0.114 4 18,000 13,144 2,052 1,498
Pitkin Ave S 2nd St S 12th St PA 0.921 6 27,000 13,144 24,867 12,106
Pitkin Ave S 12th St Node PA 0.440 4 18,000 12,263 7,920 5,396
Rabbit Valley Rd Node Node RMP 0.170 2 12,000 9 2,040 2
Redlands Pkwy S Broadway Broadway COoL 0.440 2 12,000 7,715 5,280 3,395
Redlands Pkwy Colorado River Pkwy Ramp PA 0.809 4 36,000 17,688 29,124 14,310
Redlands Pkwy S Camp Rd S Broadway COL 0.262 2 12,000 7,715 3,144 2,021
Redlands Pkwy Broadway Colorado River PA 0827 2 18,000 12,843 14,886 10,621
Redlands Pkwy Node Node PA 0.022 4 36,000 17,435 792 384
Redlands Pkwy Node Node PA 0.336 2 18,000 8,540 6,048 2,869
Redlands-Riverside Node Node RMP 0.095 2 6,000 608 570 58
Reeder Mesa Rd Hwy 50 Goodfellow Ct CcoL 2567 2 12,000 381 30,804 978
Ridges Blvd Ridgeway Ct Broadway CoL 0.753 2 12,000 7,717 9,036 5,811
Rimrock Dr N 16 1/2 Rd S Camp Rd CcoL 23.005 2 12,000 288 276,060 6,625
River Rd Frontage Rd Pkwy Ramp CcoL 4.607 2 12,000 3,886 55,284 17,903
Riverside Pkwy Pkwy Ramp Overpass CoL 1.389 2 18,000 2,722 25,002 3,781
Riverside Pkwy Node Node COoL 0.161 2 12,000 1,980 1,932 319
Riverside Pkwy Node Node COoL 0.039 4 24,000 444 936 17
Riverside Pkwy Node 29 Rd MA 1.556 2 24,000 12,885 37,344 20,049
Riverside Pkwy Node Node PA 0.306 2 9,000 1,215 2,754 372
Riverside Pkwy Node Node PA 0.115 4 44,000 17,227 5,060 1,981
Riverside Pkwy Node Node PA 0.132 2 9,000 1,536 1,188 203
Riverside Pkwy Node Node PA 1.713 4 44,000 17,670 75,372 30,269
Riverside Pkwy Hwy 50 Exit Hwy 50 on-ramp PA 0.230 4 44,000 12,420 10,120 2,857
Riverside Pkwy Node S 9th St PA 0.330 4 44,000 12,276 14,520 4,051
Riverside Pkwy S 9th St D Rd PA 1.011 2 26,000 10,253 26,286 10,366
Riverside Pkwy Node Node RMP 0.252 2 6,000 10,313 1,512 2,599
Riverside Pkwy Node Node RMP 0.255 1 6,000 177 1,530 45
Riverside Pkwy Node Node RMP 0.264 2 6,000 9,264 1,584 2,446
Rood Ave N 1st St N 7th St COoL 0.529 2 12,000 3,134 6,348 1,658
Rosevale Rd S Redlands Rd D Rd COoL 0.820 2 12,000 1,570 9,840 1,287
S 1st St Ute Ave Main St PA 0.116 4 36,000 25,971 4,176 3,013
S bth St Hwy 50 Pitkin Ave EXP 1.143 4 24,000 14,590 27,432 16,676
S bth St Pitkin Ave Ute Ave MA 0.068 4 32,000 15,318 2,176 1,042
continued on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From To Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT VMC VMT
S 4th St Pitkin Ave Main St MA 0.205 4 16,000 4,410 3,280 904
S bth St Ute Ave Main St MA 0.131 6 24,000 7,584 3,144 994
S 7th St Riverside Pkwy Pitkin Ave CcoL 0.539 2 18,000 1,203 9,702 648
S 7th St Pitkin Ave Main St MA 0.202 4 40,000 8,117 8,080 1,640
S 9th St Riverside Pkwy 4th Ave CcoL 0.230 2 12,000 848 2,760 195
S 9th St 4th Ave Ute Ave MA 0.416 2 16,000 1,526 6,656 635
S 12th St Pitkin Ave Colorado Ave PA 0.133 2 18,000 3,127 2,394 416
S 12th St Colorado Ave Main St PA 0.070 2 26,000 3,127 1,820 219
S Broadway Mnmnt Canyon Dr S Camp Rd CoL 3.462 2 12,000 5,224 41,544 18,085
SB Pkwy on-ramp  Broadway Riverside Pkwy RMP 0.224 2 6,000 3,872 1,344 867
S Camp Rd Monument Rd Rimrock Rd CcoL 0.626 2 12,000 3,335 7,512 2,088
S Camp Rd Rimrock Rd Buffalo Dr CcoL 0.873 2 12,000 3,166 10,476 2,764
S Camp Rd Buffalo Dr Mckinley Dr CcoL 0.858 2 18,000 2,419 15,444 2,076
S Camp Rd Mckinley Dr S Broadway CoL 0.295 2 12,000 3,605 3,540 1,063
S Coulson St Hwy 6 & 50 W Aspen Ave CoL 0.051 2 12,000 3,664 612 187
S Maple St Hwy 6 & 50 E Aspen Ave CoL 0.3568 2 12,000 1,864 4,296 667
S Mesa St Hwy 6 & 50 W Aspen Ave CoL 0.184 2 12,000 2,109 2,208 388
S Pine St Hwy 6 & 50 J 2/10 Rd CoL 0.339 2 18,000 8,893 6,102 3,015
S Pine St J 2/10 Rd E Aspen Ave CoL 0.371 2 12,000 7,461 4,452 2,768
S Redlands Rd Mount Sopris Dr Monument Rd CoL 0.402 2 12,000 3,057 4,824 1,229
Teller Ave I-70B 29 Rd RMP 0.189 4 24,000 3,973 4,536 751
Unaweep Ave Hwy 50 29 Rd CoL 2.847 2 18,000 9,028 51,246 25,703
Ute Ave S 1st St N 5th St PA 0.355 4 18,000 10,652 6,390 3,781
Ute Ave S 5th St S 12th St PA 0.646 6 27,000 11,357 17,442 7,337
Ute Ave S 12th St 1-70 B PA 0424 4 18,000 10,777 7,632 4,569
Warrior Way I-70B E 1/2 Rd CoL 0.112 2 18,000 7,513 2,016 841
West Ave Broadway Riverside Pkwy COL 0.170 2 12,000 8,172 2,040 1,389
W Aspen Ave N Coulson St N Mesa St COL 0.250 2 12,000 4,037 3,000 1,009
W Grand Ave Mulberry St N 1st St PA 0.154 4 44,000 20,840 6,776 3,209
W Ottley Ave Hwy 6 And 50 N Mesa St CcoL 0.885 2 12,000 1,256 10,620 1,112
W Pabor Ave N Cherry St N Mesa St COL 0.2561 2 12,000 2,687 3,012 649
Whitewtr Crk Rd Reeder Mesa Rd Node COL 1.633 2 12,000 111 19,596 181
Subtotal, Non-State Roads 350.168 5,325,416 1,326,921
EB Off-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.224 2 6,000 9,260 1,344 2,074
EB Off-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.047 2 6,000 49 282 2
EB On-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.031 2 6,000 2,984 186 93
EB On-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.0565 2 6,000 313 330 17
EB On-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.321 2 6,000 3,110 1,926 998
EB to EB Off-ramp Node Node RMP 0.201 2 6,000 9,211 1,206 1,851
EB to WB Off-ramp Node Node RMP 0.035 2 6,000 29 210 1
EB to WB On-ramp Node Node RMP 0.061 2 6,000 80 366 5
Hwy 6 N 1st St I-70 B PA 3.819 4 44,000 25,380 168,036 96,926
Hwy 6 Node Node RMP 0.316 4 12,000 11,903 3,792 3,761
Hwy 6 Node Node RMP 0.477 2 6,000 10,907 2,862 5,203
Hwy 6 Node Node RMP 0.101 4 12,000 11,903 1,212 1,202
Hwy 6 Node N 1st St PA 0.101 4 44,000 22,848 4,444 2,308
Hwy 6 F Rd G Rd PA 3.320 2 18,000 7,854 59,760 26,075
Hwy 6 G Rd Shiraz Dr PA 0.284 2 26,000 8,038 7,384 2,283
Hwy 6 Shiraz Dr 37 3/10 Rd PA 0.388 2 18,000 6,705 6,984 2,602
continued on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From To Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT VMC VMT
Hwy 6 37 3/10 Rd Peach Ave PA 0.382 2 26,000 5,940 9,932 2,269
Hwy 6 Peach Ave Rapid Creek Rd PA 2482 2 18,000 3,985 44,676 9,891
Hwy 6 Node Node RMP 0.418 2 6,000 673 2,508 281
Hwy 6 Rapid Creek Rd I-70 RMP 0.372 2 6,000 475 2,232 177
Hwy 6/50 offramp Hwy 6 and 50 Redlands Pkwy RMP 0.244 2 6,000 659 1,464 161
Hwy 6/50 onramp Redlands Pkwy Hwy 6 & 50 RMP 0.265 2 6,000 5,266 1,590 1,395
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Old Hwy 6 & 50 EXP 0.763 2 24,000 446 18,312 340
Hwy 6 and 50 Hwy 6 & 50 past 22 Rd EXP 13.894 2 24,000 1,082 333,456 15,033
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.081 4 48,000 25,077 3,888 2,031
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.430 4 24,000 11,656 10,320 5,012
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Patterson Rd EXP 2.003 4 48,000 29,287 96,144 58,662
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.984 4 24,000 13,115 23,616 12,905
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.155 6 36,000 15,170 5,580 2,351
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Rimrock Ave EXP 1.259 6 72,000 32,103 90,648 40,418
Hwy 6 and 50 Rimrock Ave Node EXP 0.794 6 24,000 19,314 19,056 15,335
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.256 6 12,000 8,406 3,072 2,152
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0514 6 24,000 10,339 12,336 5,314
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0.216 6 48,000 20,001 10,368 4,320
Hwy 50 Unaweep Ave Palisade St EXP 0.428 4 48,000 40,563 20,544 17,361
Hwy 50 Unaweep Ave Unaweep Ave EXP 1.116 4 24,000 19,139 26,784 21,359
Hwy 50 Palisade St 27 Rd EXP 0.409 4 48,000 27,092 19,632 11,081
Hwy 50 27 Rd B 1/2 Rd EXP 0.294 4 24,000 13,212 7,056 3,884
Hwy 50 27 Rd Hwy 50 Ramp EXP 0.3568 2 24,000 13,219 8,592 4,732
Hwy 50 B 1/2Rd 27 1/2 Rd EXP 0.375 4 24,000 9,085 9,000 3,407
Hwy 50 27 1/2Rd County Line EXP 18.666 4 48,000 18,631 895,968 347,766
Hwy 50 Ramp Hwy 50 Node MA 0.135 2 8,000 4,114 1,080 555
Hwy 50 Ramp Node B 1/2 Rd MA 0.221 2 24,000 4,148 5,304 917
Hwy 139 Node Co Rd 258 MA 13.643 2 16,000 1,669 218,288 21,406
Hwy 141 Node Hwy 50 MA 0.964 2 16,000 1,914 15,424 1,845
Hwy 141 Hwy 50 D Rd PA 3.660 2 18,000 6,192 65,700 22,601
Hwy 141 D Rd I-70 B PA 1.792 4 44,000 17,659 78,848 31,645
Hwy 340 Raptor Rd Red Cliffs Dr MA 0.603 4 40,000 5,926 24,120 3,573
Hwy 340 Red Cliffs Dr Kings View Rd MA 0.655 4 32,000 3,653 20,960 2,327
Hwy 340 Kings View Rd S Broadway MA 4.026 2 16,000 2,884 64,416 11,611
Hwy 340 S Broadway W Scenic Dr PA 5.073 2 18,000 3,324 91,314 16,863
Hwy 340 W Scenic Dr Pleasant Ridge Ln PA 0.209 2 26,000 13,630 5,434 2,849
Hwy 340 Pleasant Ridge Ln  Ridges Blvd PA 0.351 2 18,000 14,473 6,318 5,080
Hwy 340 Ridges Blvd Country Club Park  PA 0.472 4 36,000 19,465 16,992 9,187
Hwy 340 Country Club Park West Ave PA 0.840 4 44,000 19,524 36,960 16,400
Hwy 340 West Ave Pkwy On Ramp PA 0.024 4 36,000 23,980 864 576
Hwy 340 Pkwy On Ramp past Crosby Ave PA 0.297 4 44,000 20,635 13,068 6,129
Hwy 340 W Aspen Ave I-70 MA 0.209 4 40,000 15,948 8,360 3,333
Hwy 340 Ramp Ramp MA 0.095 4 40,000 14,906 3,800 1,416
I-70 B Ramp I-70 B 29 Rd RMP 0.277 2 6,000 5,356 1,662 1,484
I-70 Access Rd Node Node RMP 0.179 2 6,000 6,429 1,074 1,151
I-70 Access Rd Node Node RMP 0.529 2 6,000 5,658 3,174 2,940
I-70 Access Rd Node Node RMP 0.562 2 6,000 5,733 3,372 3,222
I-70 B Node Node EXP 0.147 4 24,000 17,021 3,528 2,502
I-70 B Node I-70 Off Ramp EXP 5.886 4 48,000 18,112 282,528 106,607
I-70 B Node Node EXP 0.377 4 24,000 12,901 9,048 4,864

continued on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Miles Lns Capacity

I-70 B Node Node RMP 0.353 2 6,000 7,341 2,118 2,591
Ramp Node Node RMP 0.049 2 6,000 2,799 294 137
WB Off-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.015 2 6,000 3,068 20 46
WB Off-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.287 2 6,000 3,224 1,722 925
WB On-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.245 2 6,000 8,387 1,470 2,055
WB On-Ramp Node Node RMP 0.010 2 6,000 8,331 60 83
WB-EB off-ramp Node Node RMP 0.065 2 6,000 222 390 14
WB-WB off-ramp  Node Node RMP 0.084 2 6,000 3,280 504 276
WB-WB on-ramp  Node Node RMP 0.0654 2 6,000 8,645 324 467
Subtotal, State Roads 99.317 2,925,706 1,020,715
Total 449.485 8,251,122 2,347,636

Notes: ADT is average daily traffic volume; VMC is vehicle-miles of capacity, VMT is vehicle-miles of travel
Source: Mesa County GIS, March 19, 2018.
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APPENDIX B: LAND USE DEFINITIONS

Recommended definitions for the land uses in the updated impact fee schedule are provided below.
If these are adopted by ordinance or resolution, those that differ from or overlap with zoning or
general definitions should have a disclaimer that they only apply to the impact fee section.

Single-Family Detached means the use of a lot for only one dwelling unit, including a mobile home
not located in a mobile home park, provided that a single-family detached use may also include an
accessory dwelling unit, if allowed by zoning, which shall be assessed the rate for a multi-family unit.

Multi-Family means a building containing two or more dwelling units. It includes duplexes,
apartments, residential condominiums, townhouses, and timeshares.

Mobile Home/RV Park means a patcel (or portion thereof) or abutting parcels of land designed,
used or intended to be used to accommodate two or more occupied mobile homes or recreational
vehicles, with necessary utilities, vehicular pathways, and concrete pads or vehicle stands.

Hotel/Motel means a building or group of buildings on the same premises and under single control,
consisting of sleeping rooms kept, used, maintained or advertised as, or held out to the public to be,
a place where sleeping accommodations are supplied for pay to transient guests or tenants. This land
use category includes rooming houses, boardinghouses, and bed and breakfast establishments.

Shopping Center/Commercial means an integrated group of commercial establishments planned,
developed, owned or managed as a unit, or a free-standing retail or commercial use not otherwise
listed in the impact fee schedule. Uses located on a shopping center outparcel are considered free-
standing for the purposes of this definition. A retail or commercial use shall mean the use of a building
or structure primarily for the sale to the public of nonprofessional services, or goods or foods that
have not been made, assembled or otherwise changed in ways generally associated with manufacturing
ot basic food processing in the same building or structure. This category includes but is not limited
to all uses located in shopping centers and the following free-standing uses:

Amusement park

Auto parts store

Auto wrecking yard

Automobile repair

Bank without drive-through facilities
Bar and cocktail lounge

Camera shop

Car wash

Convenience food and beverage store without gas pumps
Department store

Florist shop

Food store

Grocery

Hardware store
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Health or fitness club

Hobby, toy and game shop
Junkyard

Laundromat

Laundry or dry cleaning

Lawn and garden supply store
Massage establishment

Music store

Newsstand

Nightclub

Racetrack

Recreation facility, commercial
Rental establishment

Repair shop, other than auto repair
School, commercial

Specialty retail shop
Supermarket

Theater, indoor (excluding movie theaters)
Used merchandise store
Variety store

Vehicle and equipment dealer

Auto Sales/Service means an establishment primarily engaged in selling new or used motor vehicles,
and which may also provide repair and maintenance services.

Bank, Drive-In means an establishment providing banking services to the public that includes drive-
in or drive-through facilities.

Convenience Store w/Gas Sales means an establishment offering the sale of motor fuels and
convenience items to motorists.

Golf Course means a golf course that is not restricted primarily for use by residents of a residential
development of which it is a part, including commercial uses such as pro shop or bar that are designed
primarily to serve patrons.

Movie Theater means a stand-alone establishment, not located in a shopping center, offering the
viewing of motion pictures for sale to the public.

Restaurant, Standard means a stand-alone establishment, not located in a shopping center but may
be located on an out-parcel, that sells meals prepared on site, and does not provide drive-through or
drive-in service.

Restaurant, Drive-Through means a stand-alone establishment, not located in a shopping center
but may be located on an out-parcel, that sells meals prepared on site, and provides drive-through or
drive-in service.
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Office, General means a building exclusively containing establishments providing executive,
management, administrative, financial, or non-medical professional services, and which may include
ancillary services for office workers, such as a restaurant, coffee shop, newspaper or candy stand, or
child care facilities. It may be the upper floors of a multi-story office building with ground floor retail
uses. Typical uses include banks without drive-in facilities, real estate, insurance, property
management, investment, employment, travel, advertising, secretarial, data processing, telephone
answering, telephone marketing, music, radio and television recording and broadcasting studios;
professional or consulting services in the fields of law, architecture, design, engineering, accounting
and similar professions; interior decorating consulting services; and business offices of private
companies, utility companies, trade associations, unions and nonprofit organizations. This category
does not include an administrative office that is ancillary to a principal commercial or industrial use.

Office, Medical means a building primarily used for the examination and/or treatment of patients
on an outpatient basis (with no overnight stays by patients) by health professionals, and which may
include ancillary services for medical office workers or a medical laboratory to the extent necessary to
carry out diagnostic services for the medical office’s patients.

Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic means the use of a site primarily for the provision of medical care and
treatment of animals, and which may include ancillary boarding facilities.

Hospital means an establishment primarily engaged in providing medical, surgical, or skilled nursing
care to persons, including overnight or longer stays by patients.

Nursing Home means an establishment primarily engaged in providing limited health care, nursing
and health-related personal care but not continuous nursing services.

Place of Worship means a structure designed primarily for accommodating an assembly of people
for the purpose of religious worship, including related religious instruction for 100 or fewer children
during the week and other related functions.

Day Care Center means a facility or establishment that provides care, protection and supervision for
six or more children unrelated to the operator and which receives a payment, fee or grant for any of
the children receiving care, whether or not operated for profit. The term does not include public or
nonpublic schools.

Elementary/Secondary School means a school offering an elementary through high school
curriculum.

Public/Institutional means a governmental, quasi-public or institutional use, or a non-profit
recreational use, not located in a shopping center or separately listed in the impact fee schedule.
Typical uses include higher education institutions, city halls, courthouses, post offices, jails, libraries,
museums, military bases, airports, bus stations, fraternal lodges, parks and playgrounds. It also
includes bus terminals, fraternal clubs, adult day care centers, dormitories, and prisons.
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Industrial means an establishment primarily engaged in the fabrication, assembly or processing of
goods. Typical uses include manufacturing plants, industrial parks, research and development
laboratories, welding shops, wholesale bakeries, dry cleaning plants, and bottling works.

Warehouse means an establishment primarily engaged in the display, storage and sale of goods to
other firms for resale, as well as activities involving significant movement and storage of products or
equipment. Typical uses include wholesale distributors, storage warehouses, trucking terminals,
moving and storage firms, recycling facilities, trucking and shipping operations and major mail
processing centers.

Mini-Warehouse means an enclosed storage facility containing independent, fully enclosed bays that
are leased to persons for storage of their household goods or personal property.
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Impact fees are a way for local governments to require new developments to pay a proportionate share
of the infrastructure costs they impose on the community. In contrast to “negotiated” developer
exactions, impact fees are charges assessed on new development using a standard formula based on
objective characteristics, such as the number and type of dwelling units constructed. The fees are a
one-time, up-front charge, with the payment made at the time of building permit issuance. Impact
fees require that each new development project pay a pro-rata share of the cost of new capital facilities
required to serve that development.

Dual Rational Nexus Test

Impact fees were pioneered in states that lacked specific enabling legislation, and they have generally
been legally defended as an exercise of local government’s broad “police power” to regulate land
development in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community. To distinguish
regulatory impact fees from unauthorized taxes, state courts have developed guidelines for
constitutionally-valid impact fees, based on the “rational nexus” standard. The standard essentially
requires that fees must be proportional to the need for additional infrastructure created by the new
development, and the fees must be spent to provide that same type of infrastructure to benefit new
development. A Florida district court of appeals described the dual rational nexus test in 1983 as
follows, and this language was subsequently quoted and followed by the Florida Supreme Court in its
1991 St. Johns County decision:'

In order to satisfy these requirements, the local government must demonstrate a reasonable connection,
or rational nexus, between the need for additional capital facilities and the growth in population
generated by the subdivision. In addition, the government must show a reasonable connection, or
rational nexus, between the expenditures of the funds collected and the benefits accruing to the
subdivision. In order to satisfy this latter requirement, the ordinance must specifically earmark the
Jfunds collected for use in acquiring capital facilities to benefit the new residents.

The Need Test

To meet the first prong of the dual rational nexus test, it is necessary to demonstrate that new
development creates the need for additional roadway facilities. The demand on roadways created by
new developments of different types is quantified in the form of trip generation rates per housing unit
and per various measures of nonresidential development. Transportation impact fees are designed to
be proportional to the capacity needed to accommodate each new development.

The Benefit Test

To meet the second prong of the dual rational nexus test, it is necessary to demonstrate that new
development subject to the fee will benefit from the expenditure of the impact fee funds. One
requirement is that the fees actually be used to fill the need that serves as the justification for the fees
under the first part of the test.

I St. Johns County v. Northeast Florida Builders Association, Inc., 583 So.2d 635, April 18, 1991
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Colorado Statutes

Impact fees were pioneered by local governments in the absence of explicit state enabling legislation.
Consequently, such fees were originally defended as an exercise of local government’s broad “police
power” to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community. The courts gradually developed
guidelines for constitutionally valid impact fees, based on a “rational nexus” that must exist between
the regulatory fee or exaction and the activity that is being regulated.

Prior to 2001, the authority of counties in Colorado to impose transportation impact fees was not
entirely clear. Several counties had adopted impact fees, which they felt were authorized under
counties’” implied powers. This changed with the passage of SB 15 by the Legislature and its signature
by the governor on November 16, 2001. Among other things, this bill created a new section 104.5:
Impact Fees, in Article 20 of Title 29, Colorado Revised Statutes, which includes the following
authorization and major requirements:

(1) Pursuant to the authority granted in section 29-20-104 (1) (g) and as a condition of issnance of a
development permit, a local government may impose an impact fee or other similar development charge to fund
expenditures by such local government ... needed to serve new development. No impact fee or other similar
development charge shall be imposed except pursuant to a schedule that is:

(a) Legislatively adopted;
(b) Generally applicable to a broad class of property; and
(c) Intended to defray the projected impacts on capital facilities caused by proposed develgpment.

(2) (a) A local government shall quantify the reasonable impacts of proposed development on existing capital

facilities and establish the impact fee or development charge at a level no greater than necessary to defray such
impacts directly related to proposed development. No impact fee or other similar development charge shall be
mposed to remedy any deficiency in capital facilities that exists without regard to the proposed development.

(3) Any schedule of impact fees or other similar development charges adopted by a local government pursuant
to this section shall include provisions to ensure that no individual landowner is required to provide any site
Specific dedication or improvement to meet the same need for capital facilities for which the impact fee or other
similar development charge is imposed. ...

SB 15 clearly authorized counties in Colorado to assess impact fees. It also imposed requirements
relating to level of service, proportionality, and developer credits. Another important legal
requirement not addressed in Colorado statutes but firmly rooted in impact fee case law is the need
to provide revenue credits to avoid double-charging by charging both impact fees and other taxes
(rather than improvements required as a condition of development). These topics are discussed below.
Other statutory provisions require accounting for fee revenues in special funds and authorize waivers
of fees for affordable housing.
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Level of Service

Subsection 104.5(2)(a) of the Impact Fees statute requires that the fees not exceed the cost directly
related to the proposed development, and that they not be used to remedy any existing deficiency.
The statute does not use the term “level of service,” but the concept is implicit in establishing the
relationship of the cost of improvements to the new development, as well as in determining existing
deficiencies. These provisions get to the heart of the one of the most fundamental principles
established in impact fee case law, which is that impact fees should not charge new development for
a higher level of service than is provided to existing development. Basing the fees on a higher level
of service (LOS) than is being provided to existing development means there is a deficiency in existing
facilities to provide the same LOS new development is paying for through the impact fee. Such a
deficiency needs to be paid for in such a way that it does not burden new development. The

methodology used in this study results in a fee that does not exceed the cost to maintain the existing
LOS.

Proportionality

One of the fundamental legal principles of impact fee case law is that the fees for each individual land
use type should be proportional to the impact of that use. This is reflected in subsection (2)(a), which
requires that the fees be “directly related” to the impacts of new development. The language could
also be read as allowing lower fees for some uses compared to others, as long as the fee for each use
does not exceed the cost attributable to the development. However, if the fees are not based on the
actual impact of the development, there is a risk that the courts may deem it to be an unauthorized
tax rather than a fee. There may be a temptation to simply adopt fees at a lower rate for certain types
of development that are seen as more desirable. A better approach would be to appropriate general
fund monies to pay a portion of the fees for desired types of development. It would also be advisable
to calculate a revenue credit to account for future general fund taxes that non-subsidized development
will generate that will be used to subsidize fees for other classes of development.

Developer Credits

Another fundamental requirement articulated in impact fee case law is the need to avoid double-
charging new development through impact fees and other requirements or taxes. Subsection 104.5(3)
reflects this principle in the context of improvements required as a condition of development
approval. It states that developers should not be required to make “site-specific dedications or
improvements” that “meet the same need” being addressed by the impact fees while also being
required to pay the fee. In general, impact fees should be reduced by the value of dedications or
improvements required of developers for the same type of improvements that would be eligible to be
funded with the impact fees. These reductions are referred to as developer credits.

It is reasonable to have some restrictions on the types of improvements that are eligible for credit.
Granting credits is essentially spending future impact fees, and the fees should be spent for priority
improvements that benefit the community at large. Developers should not be allowed to monopolize
the fees for localized improvements if they choose to develop in areas that lack adequate infrastructure.
For example, credit eligibility could be restricted to contributions related to projects identified in a

Transportation Impact Fee Study duncanlassociates
Mesa County, Colorado 33 February 27, 2019



Appendix C: Legal Framework

local or regional transportation master plan or capital improvements plan. However, developers
should be eligible for credits for required improvements related to projects that are consistent with
the jurisdiction’s land use and capital plans.

The updated fees do not include the cost of rights-of-way (ROW). This does not mean that the fees
cannot be spent to acquire ROW needed to accommodate future capacity-expanding improvements.
However, if a jurisdiction decides not to give developers credit for required ROW dedications on the
major roadway system related to a future capacity-expanding project, it might be appropriate to restrict
the fees collected to be spent only on improvements. This issue has not been litigated, but the
expenditure restriction would establish a bright line between what the fees are and are not designed
to pay for, and avoid any argument that developments paying the fee are not getting the full benefit
of the improvements they are paying for through the fees.

Revenue Credits

A revenue credit is a reduction from the cost per service unit designed to equalize the burden between
existing and new development arising from the expenditure of future revenues that can be attributed
in part to new development. While developer credits are provided on a case-by-case basis, revenue
credits must be addressed in the fee calculation study.

As noted above, if there are existing deficiencies with respect to the level of service used in the fee
calculation, the fees should be reduced by a credit that accounts for the contribution of new
development toward remedying the existing deficiencies. A similar situation arises when the existing
level of service has not been fully paid for. Outstanding debt on existing facilities that are counted in
the existing level of service will be retired, in part, by revenues generated from new development.
Given that new development will pay impact fees to provide the existing level of service for itself, the
fact that new development may also be paying for the facilities that provide that level of service for
existing development could amount to paying for more than its proportionate share. Consequently,
impact fees should be reduced to account for future payments that will retire outstanding debt on
existing facilities that provide the level of service on which the fees are based for existing development.

The issue is less clear-cut when it comes to other types of revenue that may be used to make capacity-
expanding capital improvements of the same type being funded by impact fees. The clearest case
occurs when non-impact fee general fund tax revenues are programmed for capacity-expanding
improvements on an “as available” basis because impact fees are insufficient to fund all needed
growth-related improvements. These capacity-adding projects that may be funded in the future with
non-impact fee dollars will be paid for by both existing and new development and will increase the
overall level of service, benefitting both existing development and future growth.

Similar considerations apply to dedicated funding sources, such as special taxes that can only be used
for the same type of facilities as the impact fees. Like discretionary revenue, these types of dedicated
revenue sources are typically not specifically dedicated only for capacity-expanding improvements,
and even if they are, their use to fund capacity-related improvements improves the level of service for
both existing and new development.

Transportation Impact Fee Study duncanlassociates
Mesa County, Colorado 34 February 27, 2019



Appendix C: Legal Framework

Outside funding or grants for capacity-expanding improvements to major roads that can reasonably
be anticipated in the future could warrant a credit, but this is not clear-cut. In addition to the argument
made above (i.e., the additional funding raises the level of service and benefits both new development
and existing development), two additional arguments can be made against providing credits for such
funding. First, new development in a community does not directly pay for State and Federal grants
in the same way they pay local gasoline and property taxes. Second, future grant funding is far more
uncertain than dedicated revenue streams.

While these arguments are compelling, they have not been litigated, and the law on whether revenue
credits may be warranted in situations other than existing deficiencies or outstanding debt on existing
facilities is currently unclear In addition, such credits were provided in the original 2002 impact fee
study. This update continues to incorporate revenue credits for both local and Federal/State non-
impact fee funding anticipated to be available to help fund growth-related transportation
improvements.

If fees are disproportionately reduced or waived for selected land use categories or types of
development, a revenue credit should probably be provided for other land uses not subject to the
reduction. Even if the targeted reductions are replaced with general funds, new development that is
not eligible for the reduction will generate future general fund revenues that will be used to pay for
the reduced fees for eligible development. This could arguably amount to new development that is
not eligible paying more than its proportionate share of transportation improvement costs. While this
issue has not been litigated, the prudent course would be either not to apply targeted fee reductions
or else calculate an appropriate revenue credit for non-eligible development types.
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This appendix describes the methodology used to develop the transportation impact fees. A key
concept in any transportation impact fee methodology is the definition of the “service unit,” which is
described first. This description is followed by an explanation of the “consumption-based” model
used in this study. Finally, the appendix concludes with a description of the formula used to calculate
the transportation impact fees.

Service Unit

A service unit creates the link between supply (roadway capacity) and demand (traffic generated by
new development). An appropriate service unit basis for transportation impact fees is vehicle-miles
of travel (VMT). Vehicle-miles is a combination of the number of vehicles traveling during a given
time period and the distance (in miles) those vehicles travel.

The two time periods most often used in traffic analysis are the 24-hour day (average daily trips or
ADT) and the single hour of the day with the highest traffic volume (peak hour trips or PHT). The
current transportation impact fee system is based on ADT. The regional transportation model is also
based on ADT. Daily trips will continue to be used in this update.

Consumption-Based Model

The two traditional alternative methodologies for calculating transportation impact fees are the
“improvements-driven” and “consumption-based” approaches. The consumption-based
methodology continues to be recommended for Mesa County’s transportation impact fees.

The “improvements-driven” approach essentially divides the cost of growth-related improvements
required over a fixed planning horizon by the number new service units (e.g., vehicle-mile of travel or
VMT) projected to be generated by growth over the same planning horizon in order to determine a
cost per service unit. The improvements-driven approach depends on accurate planning and
forecasting. For example, the fees will be accurate only if the forecasted increase in traffic actually
necessitates all of the improvements identified in the transportation master plan. If many of the
planned improvements will provide excess capacity that will be available to serve additional
development beyond the planning horizon on which the fees are based, the fees may be too high.

The “consumption-based” approach does not depend on knowing in advance what improvements
will be made or what type or density of development will occur. The consumption-based model
simply charges a new development the cost of replacing the capacity that it will consume on the major
roadway system. That is, for every service unit of traffic generated by the development, the
transportation impact fee charges the net cost to construct an additional service unit of capacity.
Compiling a list of planned improvements needed to accommodate projected growth is not necessary
for the development of consumption-based transportation impact fees, which can be calculated based
on any representative list of road improvements, including an historical list or a list of projects needed
at build-out.
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In a consumption-based system, the list of road improvements is used to determine the cost per unit
of capacity. Thus, doubling the total cost of the list of road improvements will not double the fee and
in fact may very well not increase the fee at all. Only if the improvements added to the list were more
expensive, per unit of capacity created, would their addition have the effect of increasing the impact
fee.

In most rapidly growing communities, some roadways will be experiencing an unacceptable level of
congestion at any given point in time. One of the principles of impact fees is that new development
should not be charged, through impact fees, for a higher level of service than is provided to existing
development. A consumption-based fee, unlike an improvements-driven one, is not designed to
recover the full costs to maintain the desired LOS on all roadway segments. Instead, it is only designed
to maintain a minimum system-wide ratio between demand and capacity. Virtually all major roadway
systems have more capacity (VMC) than demand (VMT) on a system-wide basis. Consequently, under
a consumption-based system, the level of service standard is the system-wide VMC/VMT ratio. If
the major roadway system currently has a VMC/VMT ratio higher than the one on which the fees ate
based, there are no existing deficiencies.

Since travel is never evenly distributed throughout a roadway system, actual roadway systems require
more than one unit of capacity for every unit of demand in order for the system to function at an
acceptable level of service. Suppose, for example, that the community completes a major arterial
widening project. The completed arterial is likely to have a significant amount of excess capacity for
some time. If the entire system has just enough capacity to accommodate all the vehicle-miles of
travel, then the excess capacity on this segment must be balanced by another segment being over-
capacity. Clearly, roadway systems in the real world need more total aggregate capacity than the total
aggregate demand, because the traffic does not always precisely match the available capacity.
Consequently, the standard consumption-based model generally underestimates the full cost of
growth.

A modified consumption-based transportation impact fee model that more accurately identifies the
full growth-related cost of maintaining desired service levels uses the system-wide ratio of capacity to
demand. Essentially, this approach requires that new development pay for the cost to construct more
capacity than it directly consumes in order to maintain the system-wide ratio of capacity to demand.
In this system, the cost per vehicle-mile of capacity (VMC) is multiplied by the system-wide ratio of
VMC/VMT to determine the cost per VMT. The existing major roadway system has an overall ratio
of 3.51 vehicle-miles of capacity for every vehicle-mile of travel, as shown in Table 19. However, that
ratio may not be sustainable over the long term. As communities grow and become more urban, the
ratio tends to fall. The 2002 study used a 1.50 VMC/VMT ratio. The 1.00 ratio implicit in the standard
consumption-based methodology is recommended for this update.

Table 19. Existing Major Roadway Level of Service

Non-State State Total
Roads Roads System
Daily VMC on Major Roads 5,325,416 2,925,706 8,251,122
+ Daily VMT on Major Roads 1,326,921 1,020,715 2,347,636
Existing VMC/VMT Ratio 4.01 2.87 3.51
Recommended VMC/VMT Ratio for Impact Fee Calculation 1.00

Source: VMC and VMT from Table 18 in the appendix.
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The formula for the modified consumption-based methodology used in this study is summarized in
Figure 6. The maximum fee calculated under this methodology is the number of service units (VMT)
that will be generated by the development times the net cost per service unit. The inputs into the
formula are described in more detail below.

Figure 6. Transportation Impact Fee Formula

FEE = VMT x NET COST/VMT
Where:
VMT = TRIPS x % NEW x LENGTH
TRIPS = 1/2 average daily trip ends generated by the development during the work week
% NEW = Percent of trips that are primary trips, as opposed to passby or diverted-link trips
LENGTH = Average length of a trip on major roadway system
NET COST/VMT = COST/VMT - CREDIT/VMT
COST/VMT = COST/VMC x VMC/VMT
COST/VMC = Average cost to create a new VMC based on historical or planned improvements
VMC/VMT = The system-wide ratio of capacity to demand in the major roadway system
CREDIT/VMT = Credit per VMT, based on revenues to be generated by new development
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The calculation of average daily trip generation rates for single-family detached units by dwelling unit
size is addressed in this appendix. Information from U.S. Census for the Mesa County area, the
national American Housing Survey, and the National Cooperative Highway Research Program are
utilized in the calculations.

The 2017 American Housing Survey provides national data on the average size of single-family units
by number of bedrooms in square feet of living area. This data is based on a national sample of over
34,000 single-family detached units containing one or more bedrooms (efficiency units have a very
small sample size and are excluded from the analysis). The average sizes of single-family units by
number of bedrooms are summarized in Table 20. These national average sizes should be reasonably
representative of existing development in Mesa County.

Table 20. Unit Size by Number of Bedrooms, Single-Family

No. of Sample Weighted Weighted Average
Bedrooms Units Square Feet Units Size
1 602 1,600,040,501 1,486,842 1,076
2 4,768 15,727,551,611 11,053,273 1,423
3 16,920 70,835,665,150 38,294,217 1,850
4 or more 12,483 70,293,266,037 25,784,587 2,726
Total 34,773 158,456,523,300 76,618,920 2,068

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Housing Survey, national microdata.

The Census Bureau conducts annual surveys of housing units, which include information on the
number of bedrooms and the number of persons residing in the unit. These annual surveys are
combined into 5-year data sets. The most recent is the 5% sample covering the years 2013-2017 and
including over 3,700 units. To get a large enough sample in all bedroom categories (other than
efficiencies, which were excluded) it was necessary to use data for the region that includes Mesa
County and four adjoining Colorado counties. Mesa County accounts for 64% of the population of
the five-county region, according to U.S. Census population estimates for 2017. These recent,
localized data identify the following average number of persons per unit by number of bedrooms,
which should be representative of the average occupancy in single-family detached units in Mesa
County.

Table 21. Persons per Unit by Bedrooms, Single-Family

No. of Sample Weighted Weighted Persons/
Bedrooms Units Persons Units Unit
1 132 2,328 2,326 1.00
2 663 20,215 12,503 1.62
3 2,050 90,447 42,253 2.14
4 or more 883 47,398 17,068 2.78
Total 3,728 160,388 74,150 2.16

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013-2017 5%
sample microdata for Mesa, Montrose, Delta, San Miguel, and Ouray Counties.
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The National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) of the National Research Council
has developed estimates of average daily trip generation rates by the number of persons in a household.
The NCHRP data indicate that trip generation is strongly related to the number of people residing in
the unit, as shown in Table 22 and illustrated in Figure 7. While the trip rates themselves are somewhat
dated due to the age of the study, the relative differences are still reasonable to rely on, if adjustments
are made to account for the slight overall change in the average trip generation rates over the interval.”

Table 22. Trip Rates by Household Size

Average
DETIY

Household Size Trip Ends
One Person 3.3
Two Persons 6.4
Three Persons 9.8
Four Persons 11.2
Five or more Persons 12.8

Source: National Cooperative Highway Research
Program, National Research Council, NCHRP Report
365: Travel Estimation Techniques for Urban Planning,
Washington, D.C., 1998, Table 9: Trip estimation
variables by urban size (for urban areas with
population of 200,000-499,999)

Figure 7. Trip Rates by Household Size

16

-
N
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Daily Vehicle Trips
=N

1 2 3 4 5

Persons in Household

2 The average trip generation rate for a single-family detached unit declined 1.4% from the 6% edition (1997) to the 10t
edition (2017) of the ITE Trp Generation Manual (9.57 in 1997 to 9.44 in 2017).
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Data on unit size (in square feet) and the number of persons in the unit can be brought together
because both sources also collect information on a related measure of unit size — the number of
bedrooms. Then the number of persons in the unit can be related to trip generation, after adjusting
for the overall decline in trip generation as well as the current average persons per unit for single-
family units in Mesa County. The resulting trip generation rates for single-family detached units are
presented in Table 23 for four unit size categories.

Table 23. Daily Trip Ends by Unit Size, Single-Family

No. of Average Unit Size Persons/ DET
Bedrooms Sq. Feet Range Unit Trips
1 1,076 <1,250 sf 1.00 4.54

2 1,423 1,250-1,649 sf 1.62 7.57

3 1,850 1,650-2,299 sf 2.14 8.81

4+ 2,726 2,300 sf+ 2.78 11.92
Total 2,068 2.16 9.44

Source: Average square feet from Table 20; unit size ranges based on
approximate midpoints between the four average sizes; persons per unit
from Table 21; daily trip ends based on linear interpolation between
household size categories in Table 22, normalized for average persons
per single-family unit from Table 21 and single-family average trip
generation rate from |Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip
Generation Manual, 2017.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Impact fees are one-time payments for new development’s proportionate share of the capital cost of

infrastructure. The following study addresses the City of Grand Junction’s Municipal Facilities, Fire, Police,
and Parks & Recreation facilities. Impact fees do have limitations and should not be regarded as the total
solution for infrastructure funding. Rather, they are one component of a comprehensive funding strategy
to ensure provision of adequate public facilities. Impact fees may only be used for capital improvements
or debt service for growth-related infrastructure. They may not be used for operations, maintenance,
replacement of infrastructure, or correcting existing deficiencies. Although Colorado is a “home-rule” state
and home-rule municipalities were already collecting “impact fees” under their home-rule authority
granted in the Colorado Constitution, the Colorado Legislature passed enabling legislation in 2001, as
discussed further below.

Colorado Impact Fee Enabling Legislation

For local governments, the first step in evaluating funding options for facility improvements is to determine
basic options and requirements established by state law. Some states have more conservative legal
parameters that basically restrict local government to specifically authorized actions. In contrast, “home-
rule” states grant local governments broader powers that may or may not be precluded or preempted by
state statutes depending on the circumstances and on the state’s particular laws. Home rule municipalities
in Colorado have the authority to impose impact fees based on both their home rule power granted in the
Colorado Constitution and the impact fee enabling legislation enacted in 2001 by the Colorado General
Assembly.

Impact fees are one-time payments imposed on new development that must be used solely to fund
growth-related capital projects, typically called “system improvements”. An impact fee represents new
growth’s proportionate share of capital facility needs. In contrast to project-level improvements, impact
fees fund infrastructure that will benefit multiple development projects, or even the entire service area, as
long as there is a reasonable relationship between the new development and the need for the growth-
related infrastructure.

According to Colorado Revised Statute Section 29-20-104.5, impact fees must be legislatively adopted at a
level no greater than necessary to defray impacts generally applicable to a broad class of property. The
purpose of impact fees is to defray capital costs directly related to proposed development. The statutes of
other states allow impact fee schedules to include administrative costs related to impact fees and the
preparation of capital improvement plans, but this is not specifically authorized in Colorado’s statute.
Impact fees do have limitations and should not be regarded as the total solution for infrastructure funding.
Rather, they are one component of a comprehensive portfolio to ensure adequate provision of public
facilities. Because system improvements are larger and costlier, they may require bond financing and/or
funding from other revenue sources. To be funded by impact fees, Section 29-20-104.5 requires that the
capital improvements must have a useful life of at least five years. By law, impact fees can only be used for
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capital improvements, not operating or maintenance costs. Also, impact fees cannot be used to repair or
correct existing deficiencies in existing infrastructure.

Additional Legal Guidelines

Both state and federal courts have recognized the imposition of impact fees on development as a
legitimate form of land use regulation, provided the fees meet standards intended to protect against
regulatory takings. Land use regulations, development exactions, and impact fees are subject to the Fifth
Amendment prohibition on taking of private property for public use without just compensation. To comply
with the Fifth Amendment, development regulations must be shown to substantially advance a legitimate
governmental interest. In the case of impact fees, that interest is the protection of public health, safety,
and welfare by ensuring development is not detrimental to the quality of essential public services. The
means to this end is also important, requiring both procedural and substantive due process. The process
followed to receive community input (i.e. stakeholder meetings, work sessions, and public hearings)
provides opportunities for comments and refinements to the impact fees.

There is little federal case law specifically dealing with impact fees, although other rulings on other types
of exactions (e.g., land dedication requirements) are relevant. In one of the most important exaction cases,
the U. S. Supreme Court found that a government agency imposing exactions on development must
demonstrate an “essential nexus” between the exaction and the interest being protected (see Nollan v.
California Coastal Commission, 1987). In a more recent case (Dolan v. City of Tigard, OR, 1994), the Court
ruled that an exaction also must be “roughly proportional” to the burden created by development.

There are three reasonable relationship requirements for impact fees that are closely related to “rational
nexus” or “reasonable relationship” requirements enunciated by a number of state courts. Although the
term “dual rational nexus” is often used to characterize the standard by which courts evaluate the validity
of impact fees under the U.S. Constitution, TischlerBise prefers a more rigorous formulation that recognizes
three elements: “need,” “benefit,” and “proportionality.” The dual rational nexus test explicitly addresses
only the first two, although proportionality is reasonably implied, and was specifically mentioned by the
U.S. Supreme Court in the Dolan case. Individual elements of the nexus standard are discussed further in
the following paragraphs.

All new development in a community creates additional demands on some, or all, public facilities provided
by local government. If the capacity of facilities is not increased to satisfy that additional demand, the
quality or availability of public services for the entire community will deteriorate. Impact fees may be used
to cover the cost of development-related facilities, but only to the extent that the need for facilities is a
consequence of development that is subject to the fees. The Nollan decision reinforced the principle that
development exactions may be used only to mitigate conditions created by the developments upon which
they are imposed. That principle likely applies to impact fees. In this study, the impact of development on
infrastructure needs is analyzed in terms of quantifiable relationships between various types of
development and the demand for specific facilities, based on applicable level-of-service standards.
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The requirement that exactions be proportional to the impacts of development was clearly stated by the
U.S. Supreme Court in the Dolan case and is logically necessary to establish a proper nexus. Proportionality
is established through the procedures used to identify development-related facility costs, and in the
methods used to calculate impact fees for various types of facilities and categories of development. The
demand for facilities is measured in terms of relevant and measurable attributes of development (e.g.
persons per household).

A sufficient benefit relationship requires that impact fee revenues be segregated from other funds and
expended only on the facilities for which the fees were charged. The calculation of impact fees should also
assume that they will be expended in a timely manner and the facilities funded by the fees must serve the
development paying the fees. However, nothing in the U.S. Constitution or the state enabling legislation
requires that facilities funded with fee revenues be available exclusively to development paying the fees.
In other words, benefit may extend to a general area including multiple real estate developments.
Procedures for the earmarking and expenditure of fee revenues are discussed near the end of this study.
All of these procedural as well as substantive issues are intended to ensure that new development benefits
from the impact fees they are required to pay. The authority and procedures to implement impact fees is
separate from and complementary to the authority to require improvements.

Proposed Maximum Supportable Impact Fee

The impact fees are based on the actual level of service for General Government, Police, Fire, and Parks &
Recreation Facilities. The Parks & Recreation components includes improvements to parks, and
recreational facilities. The Parks Impact Fee is only calculated for residential development while the fee for
Municipal Facilities, Fire and Police are allocated to nonresidential development as well. A summary of
methodologies used in the analysis is provided in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Summary of City of Grand Junction Impact Fees

/] []}
Fee Category ‘ Service Area ncremefr a ‘ Plan-Based ’ Cost Recovery ‘ Cost Allocation
Expansion
A Population &
. X X Facilities, . X .
Fire Citywide N/A N/A Nonresidential Vehicle
Apparatus .
Trips
Population &
Police Citywide Facilities, Vehicles N/A N/A Nonresidential Vehicle
Trips
Administrative
Municipal Facilities Citywide . N/A N/A Population & Jobs
Buildings
Parks and Recreation 201 Service Bdry Amenities N/A N/A Population

Maximum Supportable Impact Fees

Figure 2 provides a schedule of the maximum supportable impact fee for Municipal Services, Fire, Police,
and Parks & Recreation. The fees represent the highest amount supportable for each type of residential
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and nonresidential unit, which represents new growth’s fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The City
may adopt fees that are less than the amounts shown. However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will
necessitate an increase in other revenues, a decrease in planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease
in levels of service.

Figure 2. Maximum Supportable Impact Fee

Residential (Per Unit)
Maxi
. Parks and | Municipal aximurm Current .
Police ) ] Supportable Difference
Recreation | Services Fee
Fee

Single-Family $710 $305 $1,605 $785 $3,405 $225 $3,180
Multi-Family S467 $200 $1,055 $516 $2,238 $225 $2,013

Nonresidential (Per 1,000 square feet)

Maximum

Police Parks afld Munu.:lpal Supportable Current Difference
Recreation | Services Fee Fee
Retail/Commercial $S489 $206 SO S471 $1,167 S0 $1,167
Office/Institutional $191 $81 SO $598 $870 S0 $870
Industrial $66 $28 SO $234 $328 S0 $328
Warehousing S34 S14 SO S69 $117 S0 S117
———
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GENERAL METHODS FOR IMPACT FEES

There are three general methods for calculating impact fees. The choice of a particular method depends

primarily on the timing of infrastructure construction (past, concurrent, or future) and service
characteristics of the facility type being addressed. Each method has advantages and disadvantages in a
particular situation and can be used simultaneously for different cost components.

Reduced to its simplest terms, the process of calculating impact fees involves two main steps: (1)
determining the cost of development-related capital improvements and (2) allocating those costs equitably
to various types of development. In practice, though, the calculation of impact fees can become quite
complicated because of the many variables involved in defining the relationship between development
and the need for facilities within the designated service area. The following paragraphs discuss three basic
methods for calculating impact fees and how those methods can be applied to City of Grand Junction.

Cost Recovery Method (past improvements)

The City of Grand Junction impact fees use the cost recovery method to address existing excess capacity
provided at the Public Safety Building (police headquarters). The rationale for recoupment, or cost
recovery, is that new development is paying for its share of the useful life and remaining capacity of
facilities already built, or land already purchased, from which new growth will benefit. This methodology
is often used for utility systems that must provide adequate capacity before new development can take
place.

Incremental Expansion Method (concurrent improvements)

The City of Grand Junction impact fees use the incremental expansion method to document current level-
of-service (LOS) standards for the infrastructure types included in the study, using both quantitative and
qualitative measures. This approach assumes there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies or surplus
capacity. New development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure.
Revenue will be used to expand or provide additional facilities, as needed, to accommodate new
development. An incremental expansion cost method is best suited for public facilities that will be
expanded in regular increments to keep pace with development. The incremental expansion methodology
is used for four infrastructure categories included in the study. This is a conservative approach, which limits
the City’s General Fund exposure. If a plan-based approach were utilized, reliance on long-range growth
projections would be likely, which could force the City to spend more General Fund dollars to implement
the plan if growth does not occur as projected.

Plan-Based Method (future improvements)

Although not used in City of Grand Junction, the plan-based method allocates costs for a specified set of
improvements to a specified amount of development. Improvements are typically identified in a long-range
facility plan and development potential is identified by a land use plan. There are two basic options for
determining the cost per demand unit: 1) total cost of a public facility can be divided by total service units
(average cost), or 2) the growth-share of the public facility cost can be divided by the netincrease in service
units over the planning timeframe (marginal cost).
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Evaluation of Possible Credits

Regardless of the methodology, a consideration of “credits” is integral to the development of a legally
defensible impact fee methodology. There are two types of “credits” with specific characteristics, both of
which should be addressed in impact fee studies and ordinances. The first is a revenue credit due to
possible double payment situations, which could occur when other revenues may contribute to the capital
costs of infrastructure covered by the impact fee. This type of credit is integrated into the Fire impact fee
calculation, thus reducing the fee amount. The second is a site-specific credit or developer reimbursement
for construction of system improvements. This type of credit is addressed in the administration and
implementation of the development impact fee program.

Please note, calculations throughout this report are based on an analysis conducted using MS Excel
software. Results are discussed in the memo using one- and two-digit places (in most cases). Figures are
typically either truncated or rounded. In some instances, the analysis itself uses figures carried to their
ultimate decimal places; therefore, the sums and products generated in the analysis may not equal the sum
or product if the reader replicates the calculation with the factors shown in the report (due to the rounding
of figures shown, not in the analysis).
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IMUNICIPAL FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE

The Municipal Facilities Impact Fee is calculated on a per capita basis for residential development and a
per employee basis for nonresidential development. Figure M1 illustrates the methodology used to
determine the development fee. It is intended to read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more
detailed breakdown of the components. The residential portion is derived from the product of persons per
housing unit (by type) multiplied by the net cost per person. The nonresidential portion is derived from the
product of employees per 1,000 square feet of nonresidential space multiplied by the net cost per
employee (job).

Figure M1. Municipal Facilities Impact Fee Methodology Chart

MUNICIPAL FACILITIES
IMPACT FEE

Residential Development Nonresidential Development

Employees (jobs) per 1,000

Persons per Housing Unit Square Feet by Type of
Development

Multiplied by Net Cost per Multiplied by Net Cost per Job
Person

Cost per Person for Municipal Cost per Job for Municipal
Buildings Buildings
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Municipal Facilities Proportionate Share Factors

Both residential and nonresidential developments increase the demand on Municipal Facilities
infrastructure. To calculate the proportional share between residential and nonresidential demand on
Municipal Facilities infrastructure, a functional population approach is used. The functional population
approach allocates the cost of the facilities to residential and nonresidential development based on the
activity of residents and workers in the City through the 24 hours in a day.

Residents that do not work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and four hours per
day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Grand Junction are
assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development. Residents that
work outside Grand Junction are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow commuters are
assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2015 functional population data for Grand
Junction, the cost allocation for residential development is 65 percent while nonresidential development
accounts for 35 percent of the demand for municipal facilities, see Figure M2.

Figure M2. City of Grand Junction Functional Population

Demand Units in 2015 Demand Person Proportionate
Hours/Day Hours Share
Residential
Estimated Residents 60,588 %
Residents Not Working 37,811 20 756,220
Employed Residents 22,777 %
Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 14 216,958
Employed outside Grand Junction 7,280 14 101,920
Residential Subtotal 1,075,098
Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244
Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 }%
Residents Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 10 154,970
Nonresident Workers (Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10 270,680
Nonresidential Subtotal 576,894
TOTAL 1,651,992

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U.S. Census Bureau OnTheMap 6.5
Web Application, 2015.
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Municipal Facilities Level of Service and Capital Costs

The Municipal Facilities Impact Fee is based on six primary facilities serving the public, and their associated
replacement costs. The use of existing standards means there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies.
New development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure. The floor area
has been provided by the City of Grand Junction staff.

The municipal buildings included in the impact fee calculation are listed in Figure M3. In total, there is
122,187 square feet of general government municipal floor area in the City.

The functional population split for the City of Grand Junction found in Figure M2 is used to allocate the
square footage and corresponding replacement cost of Municipal Facilities infrastructure in Figure M3. Of
the 122,187 square feet of applicable general government facilities, 65 percent is allocated to residential
growth (79,518 square feet) and 35 percent (42,669 square feet) is allocated to nonresidential growth. The
2018 population or job totals divide the floor area allocations to find the residential and nonresidential
level of service standard. For example, the residential level of service is 1.20 square feet per person (79,518
square feet 66,425 residents = 1.20 square feet per person).

To estimate the replacement cost of the facilities, the average cost of $277 per square foot is used. As a
result, the replacement cost of City Facilities is $33,845,799. To find the cost per person, the level of service
standards is applied to the average replacement cost. For example, the residential cost per person is
$331.60 (1.20 square feet person x $277 per square foot = $331.60 per person).
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Figure M3. Municipal Facilities Level of Service and Cost Factors

Facility | Square Feet | Cost Per SF* | Replacement Cost

Transportation Engineering Office 3,600 $277 $997,200
Municipal Service Center 38,485 $277 $10,660,345
Municipal Operations Center 23,345 $277 $6,466,565
Field Engineering Building 3,234 $277 $895,818
Facilities Building 7,523 $277 $2,083,871
City Hall 46,000 $277 $12,742,000

TOTAL 122,187 $33,845,799

Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards

Population in 2018 66,425
Emplyment in 2018 58,660
Residential Share 65%
Nonresidential Share 35%
LOS: Square Feet per Person 1.20
LOS: Square Feet per Job 0.73
Cost Analysis

Cost per Square Foot* $277.00
LOS: Square Feet per Person 1.20

Cost per Person

LOS: Square Feet per Job
Cost per Job

Source: City of Grand Junction; TischlerBise analysis
*2018 National Building Cost Manual

Projection of Growth-Related Municipal Facilities Facility Needs

To estimate the 10-year growth needs for Municipal Facilities infrastructure, the current level of service
(1.20 square feet per person and 0.73 square feet per job) is applied to the residential and nonresidential
growth projected for the City of Grand Junction. The City is projected to increase by 12,025 residents and
11,035 jobs over the next ten years (see Appendix A). Figure M4 indicates that the City will need to
construct 22,422 square feet of additional space to maintain current levels of service for Municipal
Facilities. By applying the average cost of a building ($277 per square feet), the estimated growth-related
cost for Municipal Facilities is approximately $6.2 million.
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Figure M4. 10-Year Municipal Facilities Infrastructure Needs to Accommodate Growth

Type of Infrastructure ‘ Level of Service ‘ Demand Unit ‘ Unit Cost / Sq. Ft.
Residential 1.20
Municipal Facilites el er? 1 - Square Feet P !aersons $277
Nonresidential 0.73 per jobs

Growth-Related Need for Municipal Facilities

‘ ; Residential | Nonresidential ‘ Total
Population
Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet
Base 2018 66,425 58,660 79,518 42,669 122,187
Year 1 2019 67,558 60,018 80,874 43,657 124,531
Year 2 2020 68,691 61,025 82,230 44,389 126,619
Year 3 2021 69,911 62,109 83,691 45,178 128,869
Year 4 2022 71,131 63,192 85,151 45,966 131,117
Year 5 2023 72,351 64,276 86,612 46,754 133,366
Year 6 2024 73,570 65,360 88,072 47,542 135,614
Year 7 2025 74,790 66,444 89,532 48,331 137,863
Year 8 2026 76,010 67,527 90,993 49,119 140,112
Year 9 2027 77,230 68,611 92,453 49,907 142,360
Year 10 2028 78,450 69,695 93,913 50,696 144,609
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 11,035 14,395 8,027 22,422
Projected Expenditure  $3,987,432 $2,223,462 $6,210,894

Growth-Related Expenditure on Municipal Facilities| $6,210,894
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Maximum Supportable Municipal Facilities Impact Fee

Figure M5 shows the maximum supportable Municipal Facilities Impact Fee. Impact fees for Municipal
Facilities are based on persons per housing unit for residential development and employees per 1,000
square feet for nonresidential development. For residential development, the total cost per person is
multiplied by the persons per housing unit to calculate the proposed fee. For nonresidential development,
the total cost per job is multiplied by the jobs per 1,000 square feet to calculate the proposed fee. The fees
represent the highest amount supportable for each type of development, which represents new growth’s
fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The City may adopt fees that are less than the amounts shown.
However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will necessitate an increase in other revenues, a decrease in
planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease in levels of service.

Figure M5. Maximum Supportable Municipal Facilities Impact Fee
Fee Cost Cost
per Job

Component per Person
Municipal Facilities Space $331.60 $201.49

Residential (per unit)
Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Persons per

Development Type
= L Housing Unit

Single Family
Multi-Family

Nonresidential

Maxmum

ITE Code Unit Employees* | Supportable
Fee

Retail/Commercial 1,000 SF

Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 2.97
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 1.16
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 0.34

*Employment densities were calculated using data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE),
Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.
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City of Grand Junction, Colorado

Revenue from Municipal Facilities Impact Fee

Revenue from the Municipal Facilities Impact Fee is estimated in Figure M6. There is projected to be 4,744
new housing units and 4.7 million square feet of nonresidential space in Grand Junction by 2028. To
determine the revenue from each development type, the fee is multiplied by the growth. Overall, the
revenue from the impact fee covers 93 percent of the capital costs generated by projected growth in the
City of Grand Junction.

Figure M6. Estimated Revenue from Municipal Facilities Impact Fee

Total Cost ‘ Growth Cost
Municipal Facilities $6,210,894 $6,210,894
Total Expenditures $6,210,894 $6,210,894

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

g 0 O
ne ne ne D00 Sq ne 000 S ne 000 S
Year Housing Units KSF KSF KSF

Base 2018 22,279 6,655 11,094 14,499 6,645
Year 1 2019 22,656 6,767 11,396 14,754 6,668
Year 2 2020 23,032 6,880 11,538 14,964 6,745
Year 3 2021 23,395 6,988 11,690 15,191 6,828
Year 4 2022 23,757 7,096 11,843 15,417 6,911
Year 5 2023 24,120 7,205 11,996 15,644 6,995
Year 6 2024 24,482 7,313 12,148 15,871 7,078
Year 7 2025 24,845 7,421 12,301 16,097 7,161
Year 8 2026 25,207 7,529 12,453 16,324 7,244
Year 9 2027 25,570 7,638 12,606 16,551 7,328
Year 10 2028 25,932 7,746 12,759 16,777 7,411
Ten-Year Increase 3,653 1,091 1,664 2,279 766
Projected Revenue => $2,867,795 $563,074 $784,765 $1,363,580 $179,046

Projected Revenue => $5,758,259
Total Expenditures => $6,210,894
General Fund's Share => $452,635
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FIRE IMPACT FEE

The Fire Impact Fee is calculated on a per capita basis for residential development and a per vehicle trip
basis for nonresidential development. Figure F1 illustrates the methodology used to determine the impact
fee. It is intended to read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the
components. The residential portion is derived from the product of persons per housing unit (by type)
multiplied by the net cost per person. The nonresidential portion is derived from the product of vehicle
trips generated per 1,000 square feet of nonresidential space multiplied by the net cost per vehicle trip.
There are two components to the Fire Facilities Impact Fee:

=  Fire Facilities
=  Fire Apparatus

The residential fire impact fees are calculated per housing unit. Because the Grand Junction Fire
Department also provides emergency medical services and these calls represent the largest percentage of
calls to which the Department responds, TischlerBise recommends using nonresidential vehicle trips as the
best demand indicator for fire facilities and apparatus, as the trip rates will reflect the presence of people
at nonresidential land uses. For example, vehicle trips are highest for commercial/retail developments,
such as shopping centers, and lowest for industrial development. Office and institutional trip rates fall
between the other two categories. This ranking of trip rates is consistent with the relative demand for fire
and emergency medical services and facilities from nonresidential development. Other possible
nonresidential demand indicators, such as employment or floor area, will not accurately reflect the
demand for service. For example, if employees per thousand square feet were used as the demand
indicator, fire impact fees would be too high for office and institutional development because offices
typically have more employees per 1,000 square feet than retail uses.

TischlerBise
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Figure F1. Fire Facilities Impact Fee Methodology Chart

Residential Development

FIRE IMPACT FEE

Persons per Housing Unit

Multiplied by Net Cost per
Person

Cost per Person for Fire
Facilities

Cost per Person for Fire
Vehicles

less Principal
Payment Credit

Nonresidential Development

Vehicle Trips per 1,000
Square Feet by Type of
Development

Multiplied by Net Cost per
Vehilce Trip

Cost per Vehicle Trip for
Fire Facilities

Cost per Vehicle Trip for
Fire Vehicles

less Principal
Payment Credit
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Fire Service Area

The Grand Junction Fire Department serves an area greater than the City of Grand Junction and the 201
Service Area Boundary. Because of this, that portion of the demand cannot be attributed to City residents
and businesses or the impact fees will be disproportionate to demand. Therefore, we asked the Grand
Junction Fire Department to conduct an analysis of calls for service inside and outside the City in order to
determine the amount of activity directed toward residents and business inside the City limits. As shown
in Figure F2, over the last two calendar years, the City of Grand Junction Fire Department has responded
to slightly over 32,000 incidents. Of that total, 83 percent of the incidents were inside the City limits.

Figure F2. Fire and EMS Incident Data for Two-Year Period

Location Incidents %
Inside the City 26,536 83%
Incidents outside the City 5,534 17%
Total 32,070 100%

Source: Grand Junction Fire Department

Fire Proportionate Share Factors

Both residential and nonresidential developments increase the demand on Fire facilities and vehicles. To
calculate the proportional share between residential and nonresidential demand on Fire facilities and
vehicles, a functional population approach is used. The functional population approach allocates the cost
of the facilities to residential and nonresidential development based on the activity of residents and
workers in the City through the 24 hours in a day.

Residents that do not work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and four hours per
day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Grand Junction are
assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development. Residents that
work outside Grand Junction are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow commuters are
assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2015 functional population data for Grand
Junction, the cost allocation for residential development is 65 percent while nonresidential development
accounts for 35 percent of the demand for Fire infrastructure, see Figure F3.
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Figure F3. City of Grand Junction Functional Population

Demand Units in 2015 Demand Person Proportionate
Hours/Day Hours Share
Residential
Estimated Residents 60,588 %
Residents Not Working 37,811 20 756,220
Employed Residents 22,777 }%
Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 14 216,958
Employed outside Grand Junction 7,280 14 101,920
Residential Subtotal 1,075,098
Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244
Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 %
Residents Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 10 154,970
Nonresident Workers (Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10 270,680
Nonresidential Subtotal 576,894
TOTAL 1,651,992

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U.S. Census Bureau OnTheMap 6.5
Web Application, 2015.

Fire Station Level of Service

The first component of the Fire Impact Fee is based on an inventory of existing Citywide facilities and
replacement costs. The use of existing standards means there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies.
New development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure. The floor area
has been provided by the City of Grand Junction staff.

The Fire Department occupies 60,577 square feet in 7 facilities. To determine the level of service factors
for the impact fee calculation, the amount of facility square footage (60,577) is multiplied by the
percentage of activity directed inside the City limits (83%) and then by the functional population split for
the City of Grand Junction (found in Figure F3) is used to allocate the square footage and corresponding
replacement cost of the fire stations in Figure F4. For example, of the 60,577 square feet of fire space in
the City, 50,279 square feet is directed toward City of Grand Junction (60,577 multiplied by 83%). Of this
50,279 impact fee eligible square footage, 32,721 square feet is allocated to residential growth and 17,558
square feet is allocated to nonresidential growth.

The allocated square feet of the Grand Junction fire stations are divided by the 2018 residential and
nonresidential demand units (population and nonresidential vehicle trips). The result is the current level
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of service for fire stations in the City. Specifically, there is 0.49 square feet of fire stations space per capita
and 0.06 square feet per nonresidential vehicle trip.

To estimate the replacement cost of the fire stations, the average cost of $450 per square foot is used. As
a result, the total replacement cost for the 60,577 square feet of facilities is $27,259,650. To find the cost
per person or cost per nonresidential vehicle trip, the level of service standards is applied to the cost per
square foot for fire stations. For example, the residential cost per person is $253.92 (0.49 square feet per
person x $450 per square foot = $221.67 per person).

Figure F4. Fire Station Level of Service and Cost Factors

Station ’ Square Footage Cost per Replacement Cost
Square Foot*
Fire Administration Building 14,576 $450.00 $6,559,200
Fire Station No. 1 13,544 $450.00 $6,094,800
Fire Station No. 2 8,461 $450.00 $3,807,450
Fire Station No. 3 5,477 $450.00 $2,464,650
Fire Station No. 4 8,982 $450.00 $4,041,900
Fire Station No. 5 Training 1,916 $450.00 $862,200
Fire Station No. 5 7,621 $450.00 $3,429,450
TOTAL 60,577 $450.00 $27,259,650
Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards
Percentage of Activity in City of Grand Junction 83%
Population in 2018 66,425
Nonresidential Vehicle Trip Ends in 2018 271,362
Residential Share 65%
Nonresidential Share 35%

LOS: Sq. Ft. per Person

LOS: Sq. Ft. per Vehicle Trip End

Cost Analysis

Cost per Square Foot* $450
LOS: Square Feet per Person
Cost Per Person

LOS: Square Feet per Vehicle Trip End
Cost per Vehicle Trip End

*Source: City of Grand Junction
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Fire Apparatus Level of Service

The second component of the Fire impact fee involves the fire apparatus. The City’s current inventory of
apparatus is contained in Figure F5, which consists of 38 pieces with a total replacement value of $12.2
million, or a weighted average cost of $322,771 per piece of apparatus. Similar to the facilities component,
the apparatus inventory is compared to the percentage of activity directed inside the City of Grand
Junction, and then allocated based on the proportionate share factors shown in Figure F3. For example,
of the 38 pieces of apparatus in the City, approximately 31.5 pieces of the inventory are directed toward
City of Grand Junction (38 pieces of apparatus multiplied by 83%). Of the 31.5 pieces of impact fee eligible
apparatus, approximately 20.5 pieces are allocated to residential growth and approximately 11 pieces are
allocated to nonresidential growth. These allocations are divided by the demand units (population for
residential development and nonresidential vehicle trips for nonresidential development) to calculate the
current level of service. The current level of service is multiplied by the weighted average cost per fire
apparatus to calculate the cost per capita and nonresidential vehicle trip.

For example, there is .00031 pieces of fire apparatus per person in Grand Junction (20.5 apparatus / 66,425
persons = .00031 apparatus per person). As discussed above, a new piece of fire apparatus has an average
cost of $322,771, which results in the residential cost equaling $99.72 per person (.00031 vehicles per
person x $322,711 per apparatus = $99.72 per person).
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Figure F5. Fire Apparatus Inventory and Level of Service

Description
Truck Smeal 100' Quint 1 $1,253,000 $1,253,000
Truck Smeal 75' Quint 1 $1,253,000 $1,253,000
Engine Smeal 4 $714,000 $2,856,000
Engine E-One Pumper 2 $714,000 $1,428,000
Battalion Dodge Ram 1 $65,000 $65,000
HazMat BLM 1 $300,000 $300,000
Ambulance Dodge/Ford/Chevy 8 $322,000 $2,576,000
Medic Ford F150 1 $75,000 $75,000
Rescue SVI Heavy Rescue Truck 1  $1,000,000 $1,000,000
Brush HME 1 $379,000 $379,000
Brush Ford F450 1 $294,000 $294,000
Tender International Tender 1 $350,000 $350,000
uTv Yamaha Rhino 2 $18,000 $36,000
ATV Suzuki 2 $12,000 $24,000
Air Trailer Air Trailer 1 $40,000 $40,000
Trailers Various 4 $10,000 $40,000
Administrative SUvV 3 $55,000 $165,000
Administrative Pick Ups 3 $43,000 $129,000

TOTAL 38 $322,711 $12,263,000
Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards
Percentage of Activity in City of Grand Junction 83%
Population in 2018 66,425
Nonresidential Vehicle Trip Ends in 2018 271,362
Residential Share 65%
Nonresidential Share 35%

LOS: Units per Person 0.00031
LOS: Units per Vehicle Trip End 0.00004
Cost Analysis

Average Cost per Unit $322,711
LOS: Units per Person 0.00031

Cost per Person
LOS: Units per Vehicle

Trip End

Cost per Vehicle Trip End

*Source: City of Grand Junction.

| $99.72

0.00004

\ $13.10
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Projection of Growth-Related Fire Needs

To estimate the 10-year growth needs for Fire infrastructure, the current level of service (0.49 square feet

per person and 0.06 square feet per nonresidential vehicle trip) is applied to the residential and

nonresidential growth projected for the City of Grand Junction. The City is projected to increase by 12,025

residents and 40,643 nonresidential vehicle trips over the next ten years (see Appendix A). As shown in

Figure F6, there is a projected need for 8,554 square feet of Fire station space in the City to accommodate

the growth at the present level of service. By applying the average cost of a building ($450 per square feet),

the total projected expenditure to accommodate new development is estimated $3.8 million.

Figure F6. 10-Year Fire Infrastructure Needs to Accommodate Growth
Level-of-Service

Demand Unit

Residential

0.49

Nonresidential

0.06

Square Feet

per Person

‘ Unit Cost

per Trip End

$450

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

Nonres. Vehicle

Population .
Trips

Base 2018 66,425 271,362
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643

Residential
Sq. Ft.

32,721
33,279
33,837
34,438
35,039
35,640
36,241
36,842
37,443
38,044
38,645

5,924

’ Nonres. Sq.
Ft.

17,558
17,966
18,197
18,446
18,695
18,944
19,193
19,441
19,690
19,939
20,188

2,630

’ Total

50,279
51,245
52,035
52,884
53,734
54,584
55,434
56,283
57,133
57,983
58,832

8,554

Growth-Related Expenditure $2,665,693| $1,183,388 $3,849,081
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To estimate the 10-year growth needs for fire apparatus, the current level of service (.00031 apparatus per
person and 0.00004 vehicles per nonresidential vehicle trip) is applied to the residential and nonresidential
growth projected for the City of Grand Junction. The City is projected to increase by 12,025 residents and
40,643 nonresidential vehicle trips over the next ten years (see Appendix A). As shown in Figure F7, there
is a projected need for approximately 5 additional growth-related pieces of apparatus. By applying the
average cost of a vehicle ($322,711), the total projected growth-related expenditure is estimated at
approximately $1.6 million.

Figure F7. 10-Year Fire Apparatus Needs to Accommodate Growth

Level-of-Service Demand Unit‘ Unit Cost
Re5|der?t|al . 0.00031 Units per Pe.rson $322.711
Nonresidential 0.00004 per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Apparatus

‘ , Nonres. Vehicle | Residential ‘ Nonres. ‘

Population . . . Total

Trips Vehicles Vehicles

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 21 11 32
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672 21 11 32
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 21 11 33
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 22 12 33
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 22 12 34
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 22 12 34
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 23 12 35
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470 23 12 35
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 23 12 36
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160 24 13 36
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005 24 13 37

Ten-Year Increase 12,025 s0,643 [N ] Y]
Growth-Related Expenditure [EIWLK:L:Yi $645,421 $1,613,553
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Fire Debt Service Credit

The City of Grand Junction has existing debt obligations from past fire facility projects: Tax Revenue Bond
Series 2010A and Tax Revenue Build America Bond Series 2010B. The proceeds from these bonds funded
a number of fire facilities including Fire Station #1, #2 and the Fire Administration building for a total of
$7,100,000 of improvements, representing 20 percent of the 2010 Bonds. Figure F8 lists the remaining
principal payment schedules for the bonds.

The total remaining annual principal payment schedule is distributed to the equivalent residential and
nonresidential share, City’s population and vehicle trip ends, to find the debt cost per attributed user. To
account for the time value of money, annual payments are discounted using a net present value formula
based on the applicable discount (7.1%) rate. This results in a credit of $21.68 per person, and $2.94 per
nonresidential trip end.

Figure F8. Fire Debt Principal Payment Credit
Residential

Debt Cost | Nonresidential Nonres. Debt Cost per

Principal Payment | Share (65%)| Population | per Capita | Share (35%) | Vehicle Trips Trip End

2019 $165,000 $107,250 67,558 $1.59 $57,750 277,672 $0.21
2020 $171,000 $111,150 68,691 $1.62 $59,850 281,244 $0.21
2021 $177,000 $115,050 69,911 $1.65 $61,950 285,089 $0.22
2022 $185,000 $120,250 71,131 $1.69 $64,750 288,934 $0.22
2023 $193,000 $125,450 72,351 $1.73 $67,550 292,779 $0.23
2024 $202,000 $131,300 73,570 $1.78 $70,700 296,625 $0.24
2025 $211,000 $137,150 74,790 $1.83 $73,850 300,470 $0.25
2026 $220,000 $143,000 76,010 $1.88 $77,000 304,315 $0.25
2027 $230,000 $149,500 77,230 $1.94 $80,500 308,160 $0.26
2028 $241,000 $156,650 78,450 $2.00 $84,350 312,005 $0.27
2029 $252,000 $163,800 79,862 $2.05 $88,200 316,292 $0.28
2030 $265,000 $172,250 81,300 $2.12 $92,750 320,823 $0.29
2031 $278,000 $180,700 82,763 $2.18 $97,300 325,436 $0.30
2032 $291,000 $189,150 84,253 $2.25 $101,850 330,132 $0.31
2033 $306,000 $198,900 85,769 $2.32 $107,100 334,912 $0.32
2034 $321,000 $208,650 87,313 $2.39 $112,350 339,778 $0.33
2035 $337,000 $219,050 88,885 $2.46 $117,950 344,732 $0.34
2036 $354,000 $230,100 90,485 $2.54 $123,900 349,775 $0.35
2037 $372,000 $241,800 92,113 $2.63 $130,200 354,909 $0.37
2038 $390,000 $253,500 93,771 $2.70 $136,500 360,135 $0.38
2039 $409,000 $265,850 95,459 $2.78 $143,150 365,456 $0.39
2040 $430,000 $279,500 97,178 $2.88 $150,500 370,872 $0.41
Total $6,000,000 $3,900,000 $2,100,000

Discount Rate 7.1% 7.1%
Net Present Value $21.68 $2.94
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Maximum Supportable Fire Impact Fee

Figure F9 shows the maximum supportable Fire Impact Fee. Impact fees for Fire are based on persons per
housing unit for residential development and vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet for nonresidential
development. For residential development, the total cost per person is multiplied by the persons per
housing unit to calculate the proposed fee. For nonresidential development, the total cost per vehicle trip
is multiplied by the trips per 1,000 square feet, hotel room or other applicable factor to calculate the
proposed fee.

The fees represent the highest amount supportable for each type of development, which represents new
growth’s fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The City may adopt fees that are less than the amounts
shown. However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will necessitate an increase in other revenues, a
decrease in planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease in levels of service.

Figure F9. Maximum Supportable Fire Impact Fee

Fee Cost Cost per
Component per Person Vehicle Trip
Facilities $221.67 $29.12
Vehicles $99.72 $13.10
Existing Principal Credit (521.68) ($2.94)
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $299.71 $39.28
Residential

Maximum
. Persons per
Housing Type ) . Supportable
Housing Unit Fee

Single-Family $710
Multi-Family $467

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

ITE Code Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 37.75

Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50%
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 3.37 50%
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50%

*Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017
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Revenue from Fire Impact Fee

Revenue from the Fire Impact Fee is estimated in Figure F10. There is projected to be 4,744 new housing
units and 4.7 million square feet if new nonresidential development in Grand Junction by 2028. To find the
revenue from each development type, the fee is multiplied by the growth. Overall, the revenue from the
impact fee covers approximately 80 percent of the capital costs generated by projected growth in the City
of Grand Junction.

Figure F10. Estimated Revenue from Fire Impact Fee
Facilities $3,849,081| $3,849,081
Vehicles $1,613,553| $1,613,553
Total Expenditures $5,462,634 $5,462,634

Projected Fire and Rescue Impact Fee Revenue

Single-Family | Multi-Family CoanZf‘:icllal/ Office/Instit. | Industrial
$710 $467 $489 $191 $66
per Unit per Unit per KSF per KSF per KSF

Year Housing Units | Housing Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2018 22,279 6,655 11,094 14,499 6,645
1 2019 22,656 6,767 11,396 14,754 6,668
2 2020 23,032 6,880 11,538 14,964 6,745
3 2021 23,395 6,988 11,690 15,191 6,828
4 2022 23,757 7,096 11,843 15,417 6,911
5 2023 24,120 7,205 11,996 15,644 6,995
6 2024 24,482 7,313 12,148 15,871 7,078
7 2025 24,845 7,421 12,301 16,097 7,161
8 2026 25,207 7,529 12,453 16,324 7,244
9 2027 25,570 7,638 12,606 16,551 7,328
10 2028 25,932 7,746 12,759 16,777 7,411
10-year Increase 3,653 1,091 1,664 2,279 766
10-year Projected Revenue $2,593,395 $509,224 $814,447 $435,874 $50,701

Projected Revenue => $4,403,640
Total Expenditures => $5,462,634
General Fund's Share => $1,058,994
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PoLice IMPACT FEE

The Police Impact Fee is calculated on a per capita basis for residential development and a per vehicle trip
basis for nonresidential development. Figure P1 illustrates the methodology used to determine the impact
fee. It is intended to read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the
components. The residential portion is derived from the product of persons per housing unit (by type)
multiplied by the net cost per person. The nonresidential portion is derived from the product of vehicle
trips generated per 1,000 square feet of nonresidential space multiplied by the net cost per vehicle trip.
There are two components to the Police Impact Fee:

= Police Station — Incremental Expansion

One of the key considerations when developing impact fees is the ability to establish the existing level of
service. Further detail about current and future level of service is provided in following sections of the
report. For the police station component, the cost recovery methodology is used to calculate the portion
of the facility attributed to future growth so that new development pays only its fair share of the cost of
existing excess capacity which was provided by the original overbuilding of the facilities. In consideration
of any outstanding debt associated with facility construction, TischlerBise incorporates a residential level-
of-service debt recovery calculation based on the final year of debt payment, 2040, and the correlating
residential population and vehicle trips. Additional detail regarding the debt recovery is provided in
following sections of the report.

The residential police impact fees are calculated per housing unit. TischlerBise recommends using
nonresidential vehicle trips as the best demand indicator for police facilities. Trip generation rates are used
for nonresidential development because vehicle trips are highest for commercial/retail developments,
such as shopping centers, and lowest for industrial development. Office and institutional trip rates fall
between the other two categories. This ranking of trip rates is consistent with the relative demand for
police services and facilities from nonresidential development. Other possible nonresidential demand
indicators, such as employment or floor area, will not accurately reflect the demand for service. For
example, if employees per thousand square feet were used as the demand indicator, police impact fees
would be too high for office and institutional development because offices typically have more employees
per 1,000 square feet than retail uses.
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Figure P1. Police Impact Fee Methodology Chart

POLICE IMPACT FEE

Residential Nonresidential
Development Development

Vehicle Trips per
ml 1,000 Square Feet by
Type of Development

Persons per Housing
Unit

Multiplied by Net Multiplied by Net
Cost per Person Cost per Vehilce Trip

Credit Credit
(o6 (o6 Cost per Vehicle Trip

for Police Space

Cost per Person for
Police Space

Police Proportionate Share Factors

Both residential and nonresidential developments increase the demand on police facilities. To calculate
the proportional share between residential and nonresidential demand on police facilities, a functional
population approach is used. The functional population approach allocates the cost of the facilities to
residential and nonresidential development based on the activity of residents and workers in the City
through the 24 hours in a day.

Residents that do not work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and four hours per
day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Grand Junction are
assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development. Residents that
work outside Grand Junction are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow commuters are
assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2015 functional population data for Grand
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Junction, the cost allocation for residential development is 65 percent while nonresidential development
accounts for 35 percent of the demand for police facilities, see Figure P2.

Figure P2. City of Grand Junction Functional Population

Demand Units in 2015 Demand Person Proportionate
Hours/Day Hours Share
Residential
Estimated Residents 60,588 %
Residents Not Working 37,811 20 756,220
Employed Residents 22,777 %
Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 14 216,958
Employed outside Grand Junction 7,280 14 101,920
Residential Subtotal 1,075,098
Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244
Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 }%
Residents Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 10 154,970
Nonresident Workers (Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10 270,680
Nonresidential Subtotal 576,894
TOTAL 1,651,992

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U.S. Census Bureau OnTheMap 6.5
Web Application, 2015.

Police Station Level of Service

The first component of the Police Impact Fee is based on an inventory of existing citywide facilities and
replacement costs. The use of existing standards means there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies.
New development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure. The floor area
has been provided by the City of Grand Junction staff.

The City of Grand Junction Police Department is housed in the Public Safety Building. The Police
Department occupies 63,863 square feet. To determine the residential level of service, the current Police
space square footage (63,863) is multiplied by the residential proportionate share factor (65%) and divided
by the current population (66,425) for a level of service standard of 0.63 square feet per person. The
nonresidential level of service standard of 0.08 square feet per nonresidential vehicle trip was determined
by multiplying the current facility square footage (63,863) by the nonresidential proportionate share factor
(35%) and divided by the current average daily nonresidential vehicle trips (271,362).
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As shown in Figure P3, the estimated replacement cost is $344.20 per square foot. | do know there was
some concern about the fleet issue and our dire needs there. This cost is based on the estimated cost for
construction of a future Police Annex prepared by the Blythe Group. When the residential (0.63 per person)
and nonresidential (0.08 per vehicle trip) per square foot level of service standards are multiplied by the
cost per square foot (5344.20), the resulting cost per demand units are $215.36 per person and $28.29 per
vehicle trip.

Figure P3. Police Station Level of Service and Cost Factors

Cost per

e Square Replacement
Facility Components Square
Footage Cost
Foot*
Police Station Building 63,863 $344.20 $14,317,814
TOTAL 63,863 $344.20 $14,317,814

*Source: City of Grand Junction

Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards

Population in 2018 66,425
Nonresidential Vehicle Trip Ends in 2018 271,362
Residential Share 65%
Nonresidential Share 35%
LOS: Square Feet per Person 0.63
LOS: Square Feet per Vehicle Trip End 0.08
Cost Analysis

Cost per Square Foot* $344.20
LOS: Square Feet per Person 0.63

Cost per Person

LOS: Square Feet per Vehicle Trip
Cost per Vehicle Trip
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Projection of Growth-Related Police Facility Needs

To estimate the 10-year growth needs for Police space, the current level of service (.63 square feet per
person and 0.08 square feet per nonresidential vehicle trip) is applied to the residential and nonresidential
growth projected for the City of Grand Junction. The City is projected to increase by 12,025 residents and
40,643 nonresidential vehicle trips over the next ten years (see Appendix A). Listed in Figure P4, there is
projected need for 10,864 square feet of growth-related Police space to accommodate new development
in the City at the present level of service. By applying the average cost per square foot (5344.20), the total
projected growth-related building space expenditure is approximately $3.7 million.

Figure P4. 10-Year Police Space Needs to Accommodate Growth

Level-o [ Demand Unit ‘ Unit Cost
Resider'mtial . 0.63 Square Feet per Pe'rson $344
Nonresidential 0.08 per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

, Nonres. Residential Sq. ‘ Nonres. Sq. ’
Population ) . Total
Vehicle Trips Ft. Ft.

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 41,561 22,302 63,863
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672 42,270 22,820 65,091
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 42,979 23,114 66,093
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 43,743 23,430 67,172
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 44,506 23,746 68,252
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 45,269 24,062 69,331
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 46,032 24,378 70,410
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470 46,796 24,694 71,490
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 47,559 25,010 72,569
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160 48,322 25,326 73,648
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005 49,086 25,642 74,727

Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643 7,524 3,340 10,864

Growth-Related Expenditure $2,589,761| $1,149,628| $3,739,389

Police Debt Service Credit

The City of Grand Junction has existing debt obligations for the construction of the present Public Safety
Building. The proceeds from these bonds funded a number of fire facilities including Fire Station #1, #2 and
the Fire Administration building for a total of $7,100,000 of improvements, representing 20 percent of the
2010 Bonds. Figure P5 lists the remaining principal payment schedule for the bonds, which is totals $24
million.

The total remaining annual principal payment schedule is distributed to the equivalent residential and
nonresidential share, City’s population and vehicle trip ends, to find the debt cost per attributed user. To
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account for the time value of money, annual payments are discounted using a net present value formula
based on the applicable discount (7.1%) rate. This results in a credit of $86.71 per person, and $11.74 per
nonresidential trip end.

Figure P5. Police Debt Principal Payment Credit

Residential Share ‘ Debt Cost | Nonresidential Nonres. ‘ Debt Cost per
Principal Payment (65%) Population | per Capita Share (35%) | Vehicle Trips Trip End

2019 $660,000 $429,000 67,558 $6.35 $231,000 277,672 $0.83
2020 $684,000 $444,600 68,691 $6.47 $239,400 281,244 $0.85
2021 $708,000 $460,200 69,911 $6.58 $247,800 285,089 $0.87
2022 $740,000 $481,000 71,131 $6.76 $259,000 288,934 $0.90
2023 $772,000 $501,800 72,351 $6.94 $270,200 292,779 $0.92
2024 $808,000 $525,200 73,570 $7.14 $282,800 296,625 $0.95
2025 $844,000 $548,600 74,790 $7.34 $295,400 300,470 $0.98
2026 $880,000 $572,000 76,010 $7.53 $308,000 304,315 $1.01
2027 $920,000 $598,000 77,230 $7.74 $322,000 308,160 $1.04
2028 $964,000 $626,600 78,450 $7.99 $337,400 312,005 $1.08
2029 $1,008,000 $655,200 79,862 $8.20 $352,800 316,292 $1.12
2030 $1,060,000 $689,000 81,300 $8.47 $371,000 320,823 $1.16
2031 $1,112,000 $722,800 82,763 $8.73 $389,200 325,436 $1.20
2032 $1,164,000 $756,600 84,253 $8.98 $407,400 330,132 $1.23
2033 $1,224,000 $795,600 85,769 $9.28 $428,400 334,912 $1.28
2034 $1,284,000 $834,600 87,313 $9.56 $449,400 339,778 $1.32
2035 $1,348,000 $876,200 88,885 $9.86 $471,800 344,732 $1.37
2036 $1,416,000 $920,400 90,485 $10.17 $495,600 349,775 $1.42
2037 $1,488,000 $967,200 92,113 $10.50 $520,800 354,909 $1.47
2038 $1,560,000 $1,014,000 93,771 $10.81 $546,000 360,135 $1.52
2039 $1,636,000 $1,063,400 95,459 $11.14 $572,600 365,456 $1.57
2040 $1,720,000 $1,118,000 97,178 $11.50 $602,000 370,872 $1.62
Total $24,000,000 $15,600,000 $8,400,000

Discount Rate _ 7.1% 7.1%
Net Present Value B s $11.74

Maximum Supportable Police Impact Fee

Figure P6 shows the maximum supportable Police Impact Fee. Impact fees for Police are based on persons
per housing unit for residential development and vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet for nonresidential
development. For residential development, the total cost per person is multiplied by the housing unit size
to calculate the proposed fee. For nonresidential development, the total cost per vehicle trip is multiplied
by the trips per 1,000 square feet to calculate the proposed fee.

The fees represent the highest amount supportable for each type of development, which represents new
growth’s fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The City may adopt fees that are less than the amounts
shown. However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will necessitate an increase in other revenues, a
decrease in planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease in levels of service.
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Figure P6. Maximum Supportable Police Impact Fee

Fee Cost Cost per
Component per Person Vehicle Trip
Police Space $215.36 $28.29
Existing Principal Credit ($86.71) ($11.74)
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $128.65 $16.55

Residential
Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Persons per

Housing Type
g°yp Housing Unit

Single-Family $305
Multi-Family $200

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

ITE Code Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee

37.75 $206

820

Retail/Commercial 1,000 SF

Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50% $81
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 3.37 50% $28
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50% $14

*Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017

Revenue from Police Impact Fee

Revenue from the Police Impact Fee is estimated in Figure P7. There is projected to be 4,744 new housing
units and 4.7 million square feet of nonresidential development in Grand Junction by 2028. To find the
revenue from each development type, the fee is multiplied by the growth for each land use. Overall, the
projected revenue from the Police impact fee totals approximately $1.6 million. Impact fee revenue is less
than the projected expenditures due to the required debt credit.
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Figure P7. Estimated Revenue from Police Impact Fee

Total Expenditures

Growth Cost

Police Facilities|  $3,739,389

$3,739,389

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

Year Housing Units| Housing Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2018 22,279 6,655 11,094 14,499 6,645
Year 1 2019 22,656 6,767 11,396 14,754 6,668
Year 2 2020 23,032 6,880 11,538 14,964 6,745
Year 3 2021 23,395 6,988 11,690 15,191 6,828
Year 4 2022 23,757 7,096 11,843 15,417 6,911
Year 5 2023 24,120 7,205 11,996 15,644 6,995
Year 6 2024 24,482 7,313 12,148 15,871 7,078
Year 7 2025 24,845 7,421 12,301 16,097 7,161
Year 8 2026 25,207 7,529 12,453 16,324 7,244
Year 9 2027 25,570 7,638 12,606 16,551 7,328
Year 10 2028 25,932 7,746 12,759 16,777 7,411
Ten-Year Increase 3,653 1,091 1,664 2,279 766
Projected Revenue => $1,113,195 $218,580 $134,161 $183,665 $21,364
Projected Revenue => $1,670,965
Total Expenditures => $3,739,389
General Fund's Share => $2,068,424
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PARKS & RECREATION IMPACT FEE

The Parks & Recreation Impact Fee is based on the incremental expansion methodology. The impact fee

methodology assumes the City will construct additional recreation improvements through the
development of existing parks and banked park land to serve future growth to maintain current levels of
service incrementally over time. The study includes only the replacement costs of improvements to park
and recreational facilities, land acquisition is not included. However, the City will still maintain its current
park land dedication requirement. Due to the recognition that Grand Junction Parks provide services to the
larger population residing throughout the broader 201 Sewer Service Boundary, recreation capital
improvements are allocated 100 percent to residential development within this area to establish the
current level of service. No revenue credit is necessary to avoid double payments as there is no current
debt obligations for the park improvements included in the impact fee calculations. There are two
components to the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee:

e Level 1 Parkland Improvements
e Level 2 Parkland Improvements

Figure PR1 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the Parks & Recreation impact fee. It is
intended to read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the impact fee
components. The Parks and Recreation impact fee is derived from the product of persons per housing unit
(by type of unit) multiplied by the net capital cost per person. The boxes in the next level down indicate
detail on the components included in the fee.
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Figure PR1. Parks & Recreation Impact Fee Methodology

PARKS & RECREATION IMPACT FEE

Residential Development

Multiplied By Net Capital

Cost per Person

Persons per Housing Unit by Type of Unit

Level 1 Parkland Improvements

Cost per Person

Level 2 Parkland

Improvements Cost per Person
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Parks & Recreation Level of Service and Cost Factors

The Parks & Recreation Impact Fee is based on an inventory of existing developed City parks and current
values of recreation improvements. The impact fee does not include a land purchase component as it is
assumed the Parks and Recreation Department’s focus over the next 5-10 years will be the buildout of
existing park land. However, as mentioned previously, the City will still maintain its current park land
dedication requirement. Improvement costs have been provided by the City of Grand Junction staff,
referencing the 2011 City of Grand Junction Park Inventory and Future Needs Assessment report, (updated
in 2017). The use of existing standards means there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies. New
development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure.

Discussions with City staff indicate the City’s park system essentially serves residents who reside within the
201 Sewer Service Boundary. For purposes of determining level of service standards, this population base
will be referred to as the “park population,” which is larger than the existing population base of the City.

Current Inventory of Parkland and Improvements

Figure PR2 and PR3 lists the current inventory of parkland owned by the City of Grand Junction. For the
purpose of this study, City staff allocated parks into one of two categories, Level-1 and Level-2 facilities.
Figures PR2 and PR3 also indicate the total amount of Level-1 and Level-2 park acreage compared to the
amount that is actually developed.

Level-1 parks are those improved with Phase-1 infrastructure, consisting of adequate soil preparation,
irrigation systems, sewer and electrical services along with turf and tree plantings. Based on the
development cost identified in the Parks Inventory and Future Needs Assessment Report, Phase-1 park
improvements average $112,500 per acre.

Level-2 parks are categorized as parks with Phase-ll improvements, typically including a wide range of
amenities including; restroom facilities, playgrounds, shelters and walking paths. Special features in these
parks can include, but are not limited to; swimming pools, tennis courts, sports fields, disk golf, skate parks
and many other like features.

The Parks Inventory and Future Needs Assessment Report estimates Phase-2 park improvements to average
$80,000 per acre (plus the cost of Level-1 improvements), for a total of $192,500 per acre. In total, there
are seven Level-1 parks with an improved value of $812,250, and 29 Level-2 parks with a total improved
value of $56.7 million.
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Parkland Improvements Level of Service

To calculate the current level of service, the existing developed parkland acreage, (10.32 for Level-1 parks
and 357.54 for Level-2 parks) is divided by the current park population (103,224). This results in level of
service standards of 0.0001 acres of developed Level-1 parkland per person and 0.0035 acres of developed
Level-2 parkland per person.

The parkland improvements cost per acre ($112,500 Level-1 and $192,500 Level-2) is then utilized to
generate a cost per person factor which is calculated by applying the level of service factor to the total
development cost per acre. As shown in Figure PR2, Level-1 parkland improvements of 0.0001 acres per
person x $112,500 per acres = $11.25 per person. Similarly, Figure PR3 displays the breakdown for Level-2
parkland in the City, which results in park development cost of $666.76 per person.

Figure PR2. Level 1 Parkland Level of Service

Park Park Type Total Developed Improved Value
Acreage Acreage
Autumn Ridge Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 15 1.5 $168,750
Hidden Valley Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 7 1 $112,500
Hillcrest Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.23 0.23 $25,875
Lilac Park Undeveloped/Open Space 1.7 1.7 $191,250
Ridges Tot Lot Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 1.8 1.8 $201,375
Shadow Lake Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 5.7 1 $112,500
Spring Valley Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 3.1 3.1 $348,750
TOTAL 21.02 10.32 $1,161,000

Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards

Developed Acreage 10.32
Park Population in 2018 (includes 201 Boundary) 103,224
Cost Analysis

Improvement Value per Acre* $112,500
LOS: Improved Acres per Person 0.0001

Cost per Person ’ $11.25

*Source: City of Grand Junction
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Figure PR3. Level 2 Parkland Level of Service

Park Type

Total
Acreage

Developed
Acreage

Improved Value

Canyon View Park Community/Regional Park 114.2 114.2 $21,983,500
Columbine Park Community/Regional Park 12 12 $2,310,000
Cottonwood Meadows Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.8 0.8 $154,000
Darla Jean Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.2 2.2 $423,500
Duck Pond Orchard Mesa Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 4.4 4.4 $847,000
Duck Pond Park - Ridges Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.82 2.82 $542,850
Eagle Rim Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 12 12 $2,310,000
Emerson Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.52 2.52 $485,100
Hawthorne Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 3.5 3.5 $673,750
Honeycomb Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 35 35 $673,750
Las Colonias Park Community/Regional Park 140 115 $10,060,000
Lincoln Park Community/Regional Park 42 42 $8,085,000
Pineridge Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 15.7 3 $577,500
Paradise Hills Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 5.57 2.78 $535,150
Rocket Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.7 2.7 $519,750
Riverside Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 1.5 1.5 $288,750
Sherwood Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 13.87 13.87 $2,669,975
Spring Valley Il Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.52 2.52 $485,100
Washington Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 3 3 $577,500
Whitman Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.5 2.5 $481,250
Williams Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.37 0.37 $71,225
Westlake Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 10 5.5 $1,058,750
Wingate Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 4.86 4.86 $935,550
Burkey Park North Undeveloped/Open Space 18.37 0 SO
Burkey Park South Undeveloped/Open Space 9.61 0 S0
Flint Ridge Undeveloped/Open Space 33 0 SO
Horizon Park Undeveloped/Open Space 12.65 0 $0
Matchett Park Undeveloped/Open Space 205.52 0 SO
Saccomanno Park Undeveloped/Open Space 30.73 0 S0
TOTAL 682.71 357.54 $56,748,950
Level-of-Service (LOS) Standards

Developed Acreage 357.54
Park Population in 2018 (includes 201 Boundary) 103,224
LOS: Improved Acres per Person 0.0035
Cost Analysis

Improvement Value per Acre* $192,500
LOS: Improved Acres per Person 0.0035
Cost per Person $666.76

*Source: City of Grand Junction
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Projection of Growth-Related Park Improvement Needs

To estimate the 10-year growth needs for Level 1 park improvements, the current level of service (0.0001
acres person) is applied to the projected park population growth. The 201 Sewer Service area is projected
to increase by 18,688 residents over the next ten years (see Appendix A). As shown in Figure PR4, it is
projected that the City will need to develop 1.3 acres of Level 1 park land to accommodate the needs
generated by new development. By applying the average development cost for Level 1 parks ($112,500
per acre), the estimated growth-related expenditure is approximately $210,000.

Figure PR4. 10-Year Level 1 Park Improvement Needs to Accommodate Growth

Type | Level of Service | Demand Unit ‘ Unit Cost / Acre
Level 1 Park
evel L rar 0.0001 Acres per person $112,500
Improvements

Growth-Related Need for Level 1 Park Improvements

Year | Population ‘ Improved Acres
Base 2018 103,224 10.32
Year 1 2019 104,985 10.50
Year 2 2020 106,746 10.67
Year 3 2021 108,642 10.86
Year 4 2022 110,538 11.05
Year 5 2023 112,434 11.24
Year 6 2024 114,329 11.43
Year7 2025 116,225 11.62
Year 8 2026 118,121 11.81
Year 9 2027 120,016 12.00
Year 10 2028 121,912 12.19
Ten-Year Increase 18,688 1.87
Projected Expenditure $210,375
Growth-Related Expenditure on Level 1 Park Improvements | $210,375

To estimate the 10-year growth needs for Level 2 park improvements, the current level of service (0.0035
acres person respectively for Level-2 improvements) is applied to the projected park population growth.
The 201 Sewer Service area is projected to increase by 18,688 residents over the next ten years (see
Appendix A). As shown in Figure PR5, it is projected that the City will need to develop 65 acres of Level 2
park land to accommodate the needs generated by new development. By applying the average
development cost for Level 2 parks (5192,500 per acre), the estimated growth-related expenditure is
approximately $12.5 million.
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Figure PR5. 10-Year Level 2 Park Improvement Needs to Accommodate Growth

Type | Level of Service | Demand Unit ‘ Unit Cost / Acre
Level 2 Park
eve ar 0.0035 Acres per 1,000 persons $192,500
Improvements

Growth-Related Need for Level 2 Park Improvements

Year | Population ‘ Improved Acres
Base 2018 103,224 357.54
Year 1 2019 104,985 363.64
Year 2 2020 106,746 369.74
Year 3 2021 108,642 376.31
Year 4 2022 110,538 382.87
Year 5 2023 112,434 389.44
Year 6 2024 114,329 396.00
Year 7 2025 116,225 402.57
Year 8 2026 118,121 409.14
Year 9 2027 120,016 415.70
Year 10 2028 121,912 422.27
Ten-Year Increase 18,688 65
Projected Expenditure $12,512,500

Growth-Related Expenditure Level 2 Park Improvements $12,512,500
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Parks & Recreation Impact Fee

Figure PR6 shows the cost factors for each component of the City of Grand Junction’s Parks and Recreation
Impact Fee. Impact fees for parks and recreation are based on persons per housing unit and are only
assessed against residential development. The fees for park improvements are calculated per person, so
by multiplying the total cost per person by the housing unit size calculates the maximum supportable fee.

The fees represent the highest amount supportable for each type of housing unit, which represents new
growth’s fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The City may adopt fees that are less than the amounts
shown. However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will necessitate an increase in other revenues, a
decrease in planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease in levels of service.

Figure PR6. Maximum Supportable Park & Recreation Impact Fee

Cost
Fee Component
per Person
Level 1 Parkland Improvements $11.25
Level 2 Parkland Improvements $666.76
COST PER DEMAND UNIT $678.01

Maximum
Persons per Current Increase /

Housing Unit Supportable Fee
Fee

Single-Family

Multi-Family

Revenue from Parks & Recreation Impact Fee

Revenue from the City’s Parks & Recreation Impact Fee is estimated in Figure PR7. Demand for park
improvements is driven by both City residents and current/future residents within the 201 Sewer Service
Boundary. Therefore, it is difficult to estimate impact fee revenue for parks and recreation because it is not
known when (and if) the projected housing units in the 201 Sewer Service Boundary will be annexed into
the City of Grand Junction prior to their construction (which is the time the impact fee is paid). Therefore,
the impact fee revenue projection is based on projected units in the City of Grand Junction over the next
ten years. By multiplying the projected residential growth in the City by the impact fee amounts, we
estimate projected impact fee revenue of approximately $7.0 million. Projected expenditures total $12.7
million.
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Figure PR7. Estimated Revenue from Parks & Recreation Impact Fee

Level 1 Parkland Improvements $210,375

Level 2 Parkland Improvements $12,512,500
Total Expenditures $12,722,875

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

Single-Family Multi-Family

$1,605 $1,055
per unit per unit
Year Housing Units Housing Units

Base 2018 22,279 6,655
Year 1 2019 22,656 6,767
Year 2 2020 23,032 6,880
Year 3 2021 23,395 6,988
Year 4 2022 23,757 7,096
Year 5 2023 24,120 7,205
Year 6 2024 24,482 7,313
Year7 2025 24,845 7,421
Year 8 2026 25,207 7,529
Year 9 2027 25,570 7,638
Year 10 2028 25,932 7,746
Ten-Year Increase 3,653 1,091
Projected Revenue => $5,863,453 $1,151,246
Projected Revenue => $7,014,699
Total Expenditures => $12,722,875
General Fund's Share => $5,708,176
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IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

Impact fees should be periodically evaluated and updated to reflect recent data. City of Grand Junction will

continue to adjust for inflation. If cost estimates or demand indicators change significantly, the City should
redo the fee calculations.

Colorado’s enabling legislation allows local governments to “waive an impact fee or other similar
development charge on the development of low or moderate income housing, or affordable employee
housing, as defined by the local government.”

Credits and Reimbursements

A general requirement that is common to development impact fee methodologies is the evaluation of
credits. A revenue credit may be necessary to avoid potential double payment situations arising from one-
time development impact fees plus on-going payment of other revenues that may also fund growth-related
capital improvements. The determination of revenue credits is dependent upon the development impact
fee methodology used in the cost analysis and local government policies.

Policies and procedures related to site-specific credits should be addressed in the resolution or ordinance
that establishes the development impact fees. Project-level improvements, required as part of the
development approval process, are not eligible for credits against development impact fees. If a developer
constructs a system improvement included in the fee calculations, it will be necessary to either reimburse
the developer or provide a credit against the fees due from that particular development. The latter option
is more difficult to administer because it creates unique fees for specific geographic areas.

Service Area

A development impact fee service area is a region in which a defined set of improvements provide benefit
to an identifiable amount of new development. Within a service area, all new development of a type
(single-family, commercial, etc.) is assessed at the same development impact fee rate. Land use
assumptions and development impact fees are each defined in terms of this geography, so that capital
facility demand, projects needed to meet that demand, and capital facility cost are all quantified in the
same terms. Development impact fee revenue collected within a service area is required to be spent within
that service area.

Implementation of a large number of small service areas is problematic. Administration is complicated and,
because funds collected within the service area must be spent within that area multiple service areas may
make it impossible to accumulate sufficient revenue to fund any projects within the time allowed.

As part of our analysis of the City and the type of facilities and improvements included in the development
impact fee calculation, TischlerBise has determined that a citywide service area is appropriate for the City
of Grand Junction for all impact fees with the exception of parks and recreation, which includes the 201
Service Area Boundary.
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APPENDIX A: LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

Overview

The City of Grand Junction, Colorado, retained TischlerBise to analyze the impacts of development on its
capital facilities and to calculate impact fees based on that analysis. The population, housing unit, and job
projections contained in this document provide the foundation for the impact fee study. To evaluate
demand for growth-related infrastructure from various types of development, TischlerBise prepared
documentation on demand indicators by type of housing unit, jobs and floor area by type of nonresidential
development. These metrics (explained further below) are the demand indicators to be used in the impact
fee study.

Impact fees are based on the need for growth-related capital improvements, and they must be
proportionate by type of land use. The demographic data and development projections are used to
demonstrate proportionality and to anticipate the need for future infrastructure. Demographic data
reported by the U.S. Census Bureau, and data provided by Grand Junction and Mesa County Regional
Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO) staff, are used to calculate base year estimates and annual
projections for a 10-year horizon. Impact fee studies typically look out five to ten years, with the
expectation that fees will be updated every three to five years.

Figure Al: Grand Junction Municipal Boundary
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Residential Development

Current estimates and future projections of residential development are detailed in this section, including
population and housing units by type (e.g., single-family versus multi-family units).

Population and Housing Units

Due to differing development patterns both in and outside of City limits, TischlerBise reviewed base year
population and housing unit estimates for the City of Grand Junction and specific TAZ boundaries from the
Transportation Master Plan which are also associated with the 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary. The task
at hand is to provide baseline population and housing unit estimates for those areas of the 201 Sewer
Service Area Boundary which can reasonably be expected to be annexed into the City of Grand Junction
over the next ten years. Figure A2 depicts the 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary (light blue line) and TAZ
areas (yellow) incorporated into the study population and housing estimates.

Figure A2: Map of 201 Sewer Service Boundary and TAZ Areas

Persons per Housing Unit

In 2010 the U.S. Census Bureau transitioned from the traditional long-form questionnaire to the American
Community Survey (ACS), which is less detailed and has smaller sample sizes. As a result, Census data now
has more limitations than before. For example, data on detached housing units are now combined with
attached single units (commonly known as townhouses). For impact fees in Grand Junction, “single-family”
residential includes detached units and townhouses that share a common sidewall but are constructed on
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an individual parcel of land. The second residential category includes all multi-family structures with two
or more units on an individual parcel of land. The third residential category (All Other Types) includes
mobile homes and recreational vehicles.

According to the Census Bureau, a household is a housing unit that is occupied by year-round residents.
Impact fees often use per capita standards and persons per housing unit, or persons per household, to
derive proportionate-share fee amounts. When persons per housing unit are used in the fee calculations,
infrastructure standards are derived using year-round population. When persons per household are used
in the fee calculations, the impact fee methodology assumes all housing units will be occupied, this
requiring seasonal or peak population to be used when deriving infrastructure standards.

To estimate population for future years, the analysis applies growth assumptions derived from the Grand
Valley 2040 Transportation Master Plan 201 TAZ Estimates, City GIS parcel data, 2018 ESRI Business Survey,
Mesa County Building Permit data and standards from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10%"
addition. For the impact fee calculations, TischlerBise will rely on the above referenced as well as a variety
of local and regional data sources including the 2017 ACS results shown at the top of Figure A3. Collectively,
this information is used to indicate the relative number of persons per housing unit, by units in a residential
structure, (2.37 PPHU Single-Family, 1.70 PPHU Multi-Family) and the housing mix (67% Single-Family, 27%
Multi-Family) in Grand Junction. Because of the minimal seasonal population residing in the City,
TischlerBise recommends that impact fees for residential development be imposed according to housing
unit type.

Figure A3: Persons per Household and Persons per Housing Unit by Type of Housing

Persons per ’ Housing Persons per | Housing | Vacancy

Units in Structure ‘ Persons Households

Household Units Housing Unit Mix Rate*
Single-Family Units® 46,611 18,710 2.49 19,679 2.37 73% 4.92%
Multi-Family Units 11,391 6,788 1.68 7,316 1.56 27% 7.22%
Subtotal 58,002 25,498 2.27 26,995 2.15 5.55%
Group Quarters 2,880
Total 60,882

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey, Tables B25024, B25032, B25033, and B26001
1. Includes detached and attached units (i.e. townhouses) and mobile homes. :

Recent Residential Construction

The City of Grand Junction provided TischlerBise with recent City residential building permit activity, shown
in Figure A4. A total of 2,356 single-family and 514 multi-family permits were issued in the City from 2011
through 2018. Unit distribution over this period was 18 percent multi-family and 82 percent single-family.
This ratio is slightly higher than the overall housing unit mix in the City which based on GIS parcel data
analysis show that 77 percent of existing residential structures are single-family units and 23 percent are
multi-family. It is worth mentioning that at the time of the writing of this report, over 150 multi-family
units are in some stage of development review, which if constructed, would bring the 10-year average unit
split closer to ratio reflected in the GIS parcel data.
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Figure A4: Recent Grand Junction Residential Permit Activity

Year Single Family ) Multi-Family % Total
2011-2018 2,356 82% 514 18% 2,870
Source: City of Grand Junction, CO Building Permit Data

Current Population and Housing within Grand Junction City Limits

By December 31, 2018, Grand Junction’s population grew to approximately 66,425 residing in 28,934
housing units according to analysis performed by TischlerBise which relied on the 2017 DOLA population
estimate of 66,224, plus 1,201 new residents which represents observed growth over 2018. This rate of
growth is above the average annual growth from 2011-2018 of 359 units and 798 persons per year (295 SF
units x 2.37 PPHU=699) +(64 MF units x 1.56 PPHU=99) as shown below in Figure A5.

Figure A5: Grand Junction 2018 Population and Housing Unit Estimate

Est. 2018
DOLA 2011-2018 New | Avg. Annual New | 2018 Housing Population
2017 est. Construction® Units 2011-2018 | Units Added Growth
Single-Family Units 2,356 295 498 2.37 1,180
Multi-Family Units 514 64 13 1.56 20
Housing Units 28,423 359 511 28,934
Population 65,224 1,201 66,425

Sources: 1.City of Grand Junction Building Permit Data, TischlerBise Analysis
2. U.S. Census 2017 ACS 5-year Estimate

Current Population and Housing within 201 Growth Area Boundary

Population and housing unit estimates for the 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary were compiled from sewer
boundary specific TAZ areas, less specific portions of zones which included neighborhood sewer systems
and therefore are unlikely to be annexed into the City. TischlerBise applied the population, housing unit
estimates found within the Grand Valley 2040 Transportation Master Plan in each TAZ) to derive the
number of existing housing units in the service area but outside of the City limits. The resulting estimates,
shown in Figure A6, suggest approximately 14,217 housing units (28,934 units within current municipal
boundary-43,151 units within the sewer service area) exist in the 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary, outside
of the City limits for which impact fees will not be collected. Deducting the estimated 2018 Grand Junction
population from the 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary TAZ area (66,425-103,224) results in an estimated
population of 36,800 currently residing in the 201 Sewer Service Area, outside of City limits.
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Figure A6: 2018 Population and Housing Unit Estimates 201 Boundary Selected TAZ

Development Type 2018 2018

Residential City Limits[201 Sewer Service Boundary| Total
Population 66,425 36,800 103,224
Housing Units 28,934 14,217 43,151

Source: Grand Valley 2040 Transportation Master Plan 201 TAZ Estimates

Projected Population and Housing Units

The selected Transportation Master Plan TAZ areas, shown in Figure A7, include new housing unit
projections from 2018 to 2028 of 708 units annually. A total of 50,227 housing units, (7,076 net new units)
are projected in the area by 2028. Given historic housing dispersion throughout the 201 Sewer Boundary
and observed residential unit composition for the area, housing estimates were broken down between
existing City limits and areas currently outside but within the 201 Boundary. As observed within the City
GIS parcel data, 77 percent of current Grand Junction housing units are single-family. City housing unit
growth projections have mirrored this observed ratio resulting in an estimated addition of 3,653 single-
family and 1,091 multi-family units by 2028. For areas outside current City limits but within the 201 Sewer
Service Area Boundary, 100 percent the grow of new housing units, 2,331, have been attributed to single-
family development reflecting the rural composition of the area.

The Transportation Master Plan model estimates a ten-year population increase of 18,688 persons for the
selected 201 Sewer Service Area boundary TAZ areas. All totals shown below in Figure A7 represent
estimates as of January 1° of each year.

Figure A7: Grand Junction Residential Development Projections for Selected TAZ Areas

5-Year Increment

2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2028
10-Year Increase
POPULATION
Grand Junction 66,425 67,558 68,691 69,911 71,131 72,351 78,450 12,025
201 /Outside City 36,800 37,428 38,055 38,731 39,407 40,083 43,462 6,662
Total 103,224 104,985 106,746 108,642 110,538 112,434 121,912 18,688
HOUSING UNITS
GJ Single-Family 22,279 22,656 23,032 23,395 23,757 24,120 25,932 3,653
GJ Multi-Family 6,655 6,767 6,880 6,988 7,09 7,205 7,746 1,091
Grand Junction Total 28,934 29,423 29,912 30,383 30,854 31,324 33,678 4,744
201 Bdry Single-Family 14,217 14,458 14,698 14,929 15,161 15,392 16,549 2,331
Total Housing Units 43,151 43,881 44,610 45,312 46,014 46,717 50,227 7,076

Nonresidential Development

In addition to data on residential development, the calculation of impact fees requires data on
nonresidential development. All land use assumptions and projected growth rates are consistent with
socioeconomic data from the Grand Valley 2040 Regional Transportation Plan and the 2018 ESRI Business
Summary Report for Grand Junction. TischlerBise uses the term “jobs” to refer to employment by place of
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work. In Figure A8, the nonresidential development prototypes used by TischlerBise to derive
nonresidential floor area and average weekday vehicle trips ends are shown.

Employment Density Factors and Trip Generation Factors

The prototype for future projections of commercial / retail development is an average-size Shopping
Center (ITE 820). Commercial / retail development (i.e. retail and eating / drinking places) is assumed to
average 427 square feet per job. For future industrial development, Industrial Park (ITE 130) is a reasonable
proxy with an average of 864 square feet per job. For office / other service development, General Office
(ITE 710) is the prototype for future development, with an average of 337 square feet per job.

Figure A8: Nonresidential Demand Indicators

Demand Wkdy Trip Ends | Wkdy Trip Ends Emp Per

Land Use / Size

Unit Per Dmd Unit* | Per Employee* | Dmd Unit
110 Light Industrial 1,000 Sq Ft 4.96 3.05 1.63 615
130 Industrial Park 1,000 Sq Ft 3.37 291 1.16 864
140 Manufacturing 1,000 Sq Ft 3.93 2.47 1.59 628
150 Warehousing 1,000 Sq Ft 1.74 5.05 0.34 2,902
254 Assisted Living bed 2.60 4.24 0.61 na
320 Motel room 3.35 25.17 0.13 na
520 Elementary School 1,000 Sq Ft 19.52 21.00 0.93 1,076
530 High School 1,000 Sq Ft 14.07 22.25 0.63 1,581
540 Community College student 1.15 14.61 0.08 na
550 University/College student 1.56 8.89 0.18 na
565 Day Care student 4.09 21.38 0.19 na
610 Hospital 1,000 Sq Ft 10.72 3.79 2.83 354
710 General Office (avg size) 1,000 Sq Ft 9.74 3.28 2.97 337
760 Research & Dev Center 1,000 Sq Ft 11.26 3.29 3.42 292
770 Business Park 1,000 Sq Ft 12.44 4.04 3.08 325
820 Shopping Center (avg size) 1,000 Sq Ft 37.75 16.11 2.34 427

* Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th Edition (2017).

Nonresidential Floor Area and Employment

To determine future employment growth TischlerBise utilized different data sources to forecast future
nonresidential development in the study area. To project future employment, our analysis relies on the
observed 2018 jobs to population ratio of .88 (88 jobs per 100 residents) resulting in a 1.8 percent annual
growth in employment rather than the 2.3 percent annual growth forecasted in the Transportation Master
Plan. In order better understand the relationship between Grand Junction City limits employment and
nonresidential growth and areas outside but within the 201 Sewer Boundary, TischlerBise reviewed the
areas separately. The findings show that for the base year of 2010, 99.5 percent of all 201 Boundary jobs
were located within Grand Junction while .5 percent were located outside of the City. Utilizing this ratio as
a proxy allows for the allocation of future projected nonresidential floor area and estimated job growth
between the 201 Sewer Boundary and City limits.
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Figure A9: 2010 Grand Junction vs. 201 Sewer Boundary Employment Distribution

Total Employment ‘ 2010
City Limits  Sewer Service Boundary Total
Jobs | 57,609 | 283 | 57892 |

Source: Grand Valley 2040 Transportation Master Plan 201 TAZ Estimates for City Growth Boundary

TischlerBise then applied ESRI employment estimates (58,660) for Grand Junction to derive a 2018 base,
with jobs allocated to one of three nonresidential categories: Commercial / Retail, Industrial / Flex, and
Office / Institutional. Grand Junction staff provided floor area estimates from their GIS data for 2018
totaling approximately 32,237,608 million square feet of nonresidential construction. This results in a base
year estimate of approximately 33 percent of jobs occupying 11 million square feet of Commercial / Retail
development, 18 percent of jobs occupying 6.6 million square feet of Industrial development, and 49
percent of jobs occupying approximately 14.5 million square feet of Office / Institutional development.

Figure A10: Grand Junction Nonresidential Floor Area and Employment Estimates 2018

2018 Share of SF per 2018 Estimated | Jobs per

Industry Sector P p 5
Jobs Total Jobs | Employee Floor Area 1,000 SF
Commercial/Retail® 19,099 33% 581 11,094,208 1.72
Office/lnstitutional4 28,811 49% 503 14,498,503 1.99
Industrial/Flex’ 10,750 18% 618 6,644,897 1.62
TOTAL 58,660 100% 32,237,608

1. ESRI Business Summary, Grand Junction, CO, 2018.

2. City of Grand Junction GIS Parcel Data, 2018

3. Major sector is Eating & Drinking places.

4. Major sectors are Health Services and Other Services.
5. Major sector are Construction and Manurfacturing.

Projected Nonresidential Floor Area and Employment

Once the 2018 employment data was derived for the City, TischlerBise then established future employment
growth by industry across the entire 201 Sewer Service Area Boundary. TAZ employment growth
projections were distributed according to observed 2018 ESRI employment sector percentages for the City
of Grand Junction (33% Commercial/Retail, 49% Office/Institutional, 18 % Industrial/Flex) (Figure A10). The
resulting analysis results in an increase of 11,090 jobs throughout the study area of which 11,035 (11,090
X 99.5%) can be attributed to growth within the City limits. To calculate growth of nonresidential floor area,
TischlerBise applied ITE Sqg. Ft. per employee estimates (Figure A8) by estimated sector employment to
derive net new annual growth. Projected nonresidential development over the next ten years results in an
increase of 4.73 million square feet of floor area of which 4.7 million Sq. Ft. are projected to be developed
within existing City limits. All totals shown below in Figure A11 represent estimates as of January 1° of each
year.
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Figure A11: Nonresidential Development Projections—Selected 201 Boundary TAZ Areas

3-Year increment

2022 2023 10-Year Increase
POPULATION

Grand Junction 66,425 67,558 68,691 69,911 71,131 72,351 78,450 12,025

201 fOutside City 36,800 37,428 38,055 38,731 39,407 40,083 43,462 6,662

Total 103,224 104,985 106,746 108,642 110,538 112,434 121,912 18,688

EMPLOYMENT BY TYPE

GJ Commercial/Retail 19,099 19,806 20,138 20,496 20,853 21,211 22,999 3,900

Gl OfficefInstitutional 28,811 29,409 29,902 30,433 30,964 31,485 34,150 5,339

G) Industrial/Flex 10,750 10,803 10,984 11,180 11,375 11,570 12,545 1,795

Grand Junction Total 58,660 60,018 61,025 62,109 63,192 64,276 69,695 11,035

201 Commercial/Retail 97 99 101 102 104 106 115 18

201 Office/Institutional 144 147 150 152 155 157 171 27

201 Industrial/Flex 53 54 55 56 57 58 B3 10

Total Employment 58,953 60,318 61,330 62,419 63,508 64,597 70,043 11,090

NONRES. FLOOR AREA (X 1,000 5F)

Gl Commercial/Retail 11,094 11,396 11,538 11,690 11,843 11,996 12,759 1,664

Gl Office/Institutional 14, 499 14,754 14,964 15,191 15,417 15,644 16,777 2,279

G) Industrial/Flex B, 645 6,668 6,745 6,828 5,011 5,995 7411 766

Grand Junction Total 32,238 32,817 33,247 33,709 34,172 34,634 36,947 4,709

201 Commercial/Retail 41 42 43 44 44 45 45 8

201 Office/Institutional 48 50 50 51 52 53 58 g

201 Industrial/Flex 32 33 34 34 35 36 39 6

201 Bdry Total 122 125 127 129 132 134 145 23
Total Monres. Floor Area 32,360 32,942 33,247 33,709 34,172 34,634 36,947 | 4,732 |

* Nonres Floor Area derived from Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th Edition (2017) Sq. Ft Per Emp. Multiplied by net new employment by sector.
* Population growth from TMP for Taz areas of 1.8%.

* Housing unit growth from TMP for TAZ areas of 1.6%

*Employment growth reflecting 2018 job/population ratio .BBB3. Applies sector % distribution from 2018 ESRI data.

=201 Outside City Employment .05% of Grand Junction employment held constant.
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Summary of Growth Indicators

Key development projections for Grand Junction’s impact fee study are housing units and nonresidential
floor area, summarized above. These projections are used to estimate impact fee revenue and to indicate
the anticipated need for growth-related infrastructure. The goal is to have reasonable projections without
being overly concerned with precision, because impact fees methodologies are designed to reduce
sensitivity to development projections in the determination of the proportionate-share fee amounts. If
actual development is slower than projected, impact fee revenue will decline, but so will the need for
growth-related infrastructure. In contrast, if development is faster than anticipated, Grand Junction will
receive more impact fee revenue, but it will also need to accelerate infrastructure improvements to keep
pace with the actual rate of development.

Based on these projections, development in the combined 201 Sewer Service area and City over the next
ten years is expected to average 707 residential units per year and 473,000 square feet of nonresidential
floor area per year. Although significantly above the average annual increase of 359 housing units from
2011 to 2018, these projections include the larger 201 Sewer Growth Boundary.

Figure A12: Summary of Development Projections and Growth Rates

2018 to 2028
5-Year Increment Average Annual

Compound
Growth Rate

2018 ‘ 2019 ‘ 2020 2021 2022 2023 2028 Increase

GJ Housing Units 28,934 29,423 29,912 30,383| 30,854 31,324 33,678 474 1.53%
201 Growth Bdry
Housing Units 14,217 14,458 14,698| 14,929 15,392| 16,549 16,549 233 1.53%
GJ Nonresidential Sq. Ft x1,000 32,238 32,817 33,247| 33,709| 34,172 34,634 36,947 471 1.37%
201 Growth Bdry Nonresidential Sq. Ft x1,000 122 125 127 129 132 134 145 2 1.74%

Development Projections

Provided below is a summary of cumulative development projections used in the development impact fee
study. Base year estimates for 2018 are used in the development impact fee calculations and reflect the
entirety of the City and Sewer Service 201 growth boundary. Development projections are used to illustrate
a possible future pace of demand for service units and cash flows resulting from revenues and expenditures
associated with those demands. All totals represent estimates as of January 1% of each year.
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Figure A13: Development Projections Summary Selected TAZ Areas

10-Year Increase

POPULATION
Grand Junction 66,425 67,558 68,691 69,911 71,131 72,351 73,570 74,790 76,010 77,230 78,450 12,025
201 /Outside City 36,800 37,428 38,055 38,731 39,407 40,083 40,759 41,435 42,110 42,786 43,462 6,662
Total 103,224 104,985 106,746 108,642 110,538 112,434 114,329 116,225 118,121 120,016 121,912 18,688
HOUSING UNITS
GJ Single-Family 22,279 22,656 23,032 23,395 23,757 24,120 24,482 24,845 25,207 25,570 25,932 3,653
GJ Multi-Family 6,655 6,767 6,880 6,988 7,096 7,205 7,313 7,421 7,529 7,638 7,746 1,091
Grand Junction Total 28,934 29,423 29,912 30,383 30,854 31,324 31,795 32,266 32,737 33,208 33,678 4,744
201 Bdry Single-Family 14,217 14,458 14,698 14,929 15,161 15,392 15,623 15,855 16,086 16,317 16,549 2,331
Total Housing Units 43,151 43,881 44,610 45,312 46,014 46,717 47,419 48,121 48,823 49,525 50,227 7,076
SMPLOYMENT BY TYPE
GJ Commercial/Retail 19,099 19,806 20,138 20,496 20,853 21,211 21,569 21,926 22,284 22,642 22,999 3,900
GJ Office/Institutional 28,811 29,409 29,902 30,433 30,964 31,495 32,026 32,557 33,088 33,619 34,150 5,339
GJ Industrial/Flex 10,750 10,803 10,984 11,180 11,375 11,570 11,765 11,960 12,155 12,350 12,545 1,795
Grand Junction Total 58,660 60,018 61,025 62,109 63,192 64,276 65,360 66,444 67,527 68,611 69,695 11,035
201 Commercial/Retail 97 99 101 102 104 106 108 110 111 113 115 18
201 Office/Institutional 144 147 150 152 155 157 160 163 165 168 171 27
201 Industrial/Flex 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 10
Total Employment 58,953 60,318 61,330 62,419 63,508 64,597 65,687 66,776 67,865 68,954 70,043 11,090
NONRES. FLOOR AREA (X 1,000 SF)
GJ Commercial/Retail 11,094 11,396 11,538 11,690 11,843 11,996 12,148 12,301 12,453 12,606 12,759 1,664
GJ Office/Institutional 14,499 14,754 14,964 15,191 15,417 15,644 15,871 16,097 16,324 16,551 16,777 2,279
GJ Industrial/Flex 6,645 6,668 6,745 6,828 6,911 6,995 7,078 7,161 7,244 7,328 7,411 766
Grand Junction Total 32,238 32,817 33,247 33,709 34,172 34,634 35,097 35,559 36,022 36,484 36,947 4,709
201 Commercial/Retail 41 42 43 44 44 45 46 47 48 48 49 8
201 Office/Institutional 48 50 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 9
201 Industrial/Flex 32 33 34 34 35 36 36 37 37 38 39 6
201 Bdry Total 122 125 127 129 132 134 136 138 141 143 145 23
Total Nonres. Floor Area 32,360 32,942 33,247 33,709 34,172 34,634 35,097 35,559 36,022 36,484 36,947 4,732

* Nonres Floor Area derived from Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 10th Edition (2017) Sq. Ft Per Emp. Multiplied by net new employment by sector.
* Population growth from TMP for Taz areas of 1.8%.

* Housing unit growth from TMP for TAZ areas of 1.6%

*Employment growth reflecting 2018 job/population ratio .8883. Applies sector % distribution from 2018 ESRI data.

*201 Outside City Employment .05% of Grand Junction employment held constant.
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Found below in Figure A14, in the base year, there is a total of 271,362 average weekday vehicle trips in

the City of Grand Junction. The trip totals are calculated by multiplying the average weekday vehicle trip
factors with the base year nonresidential floor area.

To project the 10-year increase in trips, the growth in nonresidential floor area is used. It is projected that

over the next ten years there will be an increase of 40,643 nonresidential vehicle trips in the City of Grand
Junction.

Figure A14: Nonresidential Vehicle Trip Projections

5-Year Increment-->

2018 | 2019 | 2020 | 2021 | 2022 | 2023 2028 10-Year

Base Yr 1 2 3 4 5 10 Increase
Commercial/Retail 184275 189,286 191,641 194176 196711 199,246 211,921 | 27,647
Office/Institutional 70,608 71,850 72,875 73,979 75,083 76186 81,705 | 11,007
Industrial/Flex 16,479 16,536 16,727 16,934 17,140 17347 18379| 1,900

Total Nonres. Vehicle Trips 271,362 277,672 281,244 285,089 288,934 292,779 312,005 40,643

1. Trip rates are customized for Grand Junction.

2. Trip rates are from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (2017).
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APPENDIX B: LAND USE DEFINITIONS

Residential Development

As discussed below, residential development categories are based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau,
American Community Survey. Grand Junction will collect development fees from all new residential units.
One-time development fees are determined by site capacity (i.e. number of residential units). This
category also contains mobile homes and recreational vehicles

Single-Family: Single-Family detached is a one-unit structure detached from any other house, that is, with
open space on all four sides. Such structures are considered detached even if they have an adjoining shed
or garage. A one-family house that contains a business is considered detached as long as the building has
open space on all four sides. Also included in the definition is Single family attached (townhouse), which
is a one-unit structure that has one or more walls extending from ground to roof separating it from
adjoining structures. In row houses (sometimes called townhouses), double houses, or houses attached
to nonresidential structures, each house is a separate, attached structure if the dividing or common wall
goes from ground to roof.

Multi-Family: 2+ units (duplexes and apartments) are units in structures containing two or more housing
units, further categorized as units in structures with “2,3 or4,5t0 9, 10 to 19, 20 to 49, and 50 or more
apartments.”

Nonresidential Development

The proposed general nonresidential development categories (defined below using 2017 ITE Land Use
Code) can be used for all new construction within Grand Junction. Nonresidential development categories
represent general groups of land uses that share similar average weekday vehicle trip generation rates
and employment densities (i.e., jobs per thousand square feet of floor area).

Land Use: 820 Shopping Center Description. A shopping center is an integrated group of commercial
establishments that is planned, developed, owned, and managed as a unit. A shopping center’s
composition is related to its market area in terms of size, location, and type of store. A shopping center
also provides on-site parking facilities sufficient to serve its own parking demands. Factory outlet center
(Land Use 823) is a related use.

Land Use: 710 General Office Building Description. A general office building houses multiple tenants; it is
a location where affairs of businesses, commercial or industrial organizations, or professional persons or
firms are conducted. An office building or buildings may contain a mixture of tenants including
professional services, insurance companies, investment brokers, and tenant services, such as a bank or
savings and loan institution, a restaurant, or cafeteria and service retail facilities. A general office building
with a gross floor area of 5,000 square feet or less is classified as a small office building (Land Use 712).
Corporate headquarters building (Land Use 714), single tenant office building (Land Use 715), office park
(Land Use 750), research and development center (Land Use 760), and business park (Land Use 770) are
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additional related uses. If information is known about individual buildings, it is suggested that the general
office building category be used rather than office parks when estimating trip generation for one or more
office buildings in a single development. The office park category is more general and should be used
when a breakdown of individual or different uses is not known. If the general office building category is
used and if additional buildings, such as banks, restaurants, or retail stores are included in the
development, the development should be treated as a multiuse project. On the other hand, if the office
park category is used, internal trips are already reflected in the data and do not need to be considered.
When the buildings are interrelated (defined by shared parking facilities or the ability to easily walk
between buildings) or house one tenant, it is suggested that the total area or employment of all the
buildings be used for calculating the trip generation. When the individual buildings are isolated and not
related to one another, it is suggested that trip generation be calculated for each building separately and
then summed.

Land Use: 130 Industrial Park Description. An industrial park contains a number of industrial or related
facilities. It is characterized by a mix of manufacturing, service, and warehouse facilities with a wide
variation in the proportion of each type of use from one location to another. Many industrial parks contain
highly diversified facilities—some with a large number of small businesses and others with one or two
dominant industries. General light industrial (Land Use 110) and manufacturing (Land Use 140) are related
uses.

Land Use: 150 Warehousing Description. A warehouse is primarily devoted to the storage of materials,
but it may also include office and maintenance areas. High-cube transload and short-term storage
warehouse (Land Use 154), high-cube fulfillment center warehouse (Land Use 155), high-cube parcel hub
warehouse (Land Use 156), and high-cube cold storage warehouse (Land Use 157) are related uses.
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Legal and Methodology

~ak

m One time payments to fund system

Improvements

m Cannot be deposited into General Fund

m Basic legal requirements are need, benefit, and

proportionality

m General Methods
» Plan Based
» Cost Recovery
» Incremental Expansion

Demand Infrastructure

Dollars
Units Units per
per X ey X Infrastructure
Development Demand Unit
Unit Unit

Vehicle Miles Arterial Lane

of Travel per Miles per Vehicle

Development Miles of Travel
Unit

e ——
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Impact Fees in Colorado ‘

m Governed by Senate Bill 15

» October 2001

m Improvement or facility that:

» Is directly related to any service that a local government is
authorized to provide;

» Has a useful life of five years or longer

m Specific accounting requirements

m Allows a local government to waive an impact
fee on the development of low/moderate
Income housing

» Does not address whether the local government is required to

“make up” the difference ———
s TischlerBise



Grand Junction Impact Fee Program ‘

m Existing impact fees

» Parks
» Water plant investment fee
» Wastewater plant investment fee

m Potential impact fees as part of this study
» Parks (updated)
» Fire/[EMS (new)
» Police (new)
» Municipal facilities (new)

e ——
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Fire Impact Fee

m Consumption-based approach

m Service area exceeds City limits
» 83% of incidents are inside City

m Components

» oStations
» Vehicles/Apparatus

m Credit for existing debt

e ——
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Level-of-Service

Residential

0.49

Nonresidential

0.06

Square Feet

‘ Demand Unit
per Person

‘ Unit Cost

per Trip End

$450

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

‘ Nonres. Sq.
Ft.
17,558
17,966
18,197
18,446
18,695
18,944
19,193
19,441
19,690
19,939

20 100
7

‘ Total

50,279
51,245
52,035
52,884
53,734
54,584
55,434
56,283
57,133
57,983

CO 0o
7

Level-of-Service

Residential

0.00031

Nonresidential

0.00004

Units

Fire 10-Year Facility/Apparatus Demand

Demand Unit|
per Person
per Trip End

Unit Cost

$322,711

‘ . Nonres. Vehicle | Residential
Population .
Trips Sq. Ft.

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 32,721
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672 33,279
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 33,837
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 34,438
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 35,039
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 35,640
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 36,241
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470 36,842
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 37,443
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160 38,044
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005 SSyodb
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643 924

Growth-Related Expenditure

/]

Growth-Related Need for Apparatus

‘ i Nonres. Vehicle | Residential Nonres. ‘

Population 3 i ) Total

Trips Vehicles Vehicles

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 21 11 32
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672 21 11 32
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 21 11 33
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 22 12 33
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 22 12 34
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 22 12 34
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 23 12 35
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470 23 12 35
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 23 12 36
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160 24 13 36
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005 2.4 2 22

Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643 4

Growth-Related Expenditdire 90,84 645,4 6

TischlerBise
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1 Maximum Supportable Fire Impact Fee

Fee Cost Cost per
Component per Person Vehicle Trip
Facilities $221.67 $29.12
Vehicles $99.72 $13.10
Existing Principal Credit (521.68) (52.94)
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $299.71 $39.28
Residential

Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Persons per

Housing Type
g°yp Housing Unit

Single-Family $710
Multi-Family $467

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

ITE Code Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 37.75 $489
Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50% $191
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 3.37 50% $66
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50% $34

*Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017

3 TischlerBise
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Police Impact Fee

m Consumption-based approach

m Components

» Police space
» Vehicles funded through Proposition 2B

m Citywide service area

e ——
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Police 10-Year Facility Demand

Police Station Level-of-Service Standards

Level-of-Service Demand Unit | Unit Cost
Resi ial . P
e5|deth|a . 0.63 Square Feet per grson $344
Nonresidential 0.08 per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

‘ ) Nonres. Vehicle | Residential ‘ Nonresidential ‘
Population . Total
Trips Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft.

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 41,561 22,302 63,863
Year 1 2019 67,558 277,672 42,270 22,820 65,091
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 42,979 23,114 66,093
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 43,743 23,430 67,172
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 44,506 23,746 68,252
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 45,269 24,062 69,331
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 46,032 24,378 70,410
Year 7 2025 74,790 300,470 46,796 24,694 71,490
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 47,559 25,010 72,569
Year 9 2027 77,230 308,160 48,322 25,326 73,648

Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643
Growth-Related Expendit $2,589,761 $1,149,628 $3,739,389

e —
10 TrschlerBise
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Maximum Supportable Police Impact Fee

Fee Cost Cost per

Component per Person Vehicle Trip
Police Space $215.36 $28.29
Existing Principal Credit (586.71) (511.74)
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $128.65 $16.55
Residential

Maximum
Persons per

Housing T S tabl
ousing Type Housing Unit upportable

Fee
Single-Family $305
Multi-Family $200

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

ITE Code Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 37.75

Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50%
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 3.37 50%
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50%

*Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, 2017

e —
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Municipal Facilities Impact Fee

m Consumption-based approach
m Citywide service area

m Components
» (General Government Space

e ——
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Municipal Facilities 10-Year Demand

Type of Infrastructure | Level of Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost / Sq. Ft.
Residential 1.20 er persons
Municipal Facilites ! - ! - Square Feet & p $277
Nonresidential 0.73 per jobs

Growth-Related Need for Municipal Facilities

‘ . Residential | Nonresidential Total
Population Jobs
Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet
Base 2018 66,425 58,660 79,518 42,669 122,187
Year 1 2019 67,558 60,018 80,874 43,657 124,531
Year 2 2020 68,691 61,025 82,230 44,389 126,619
Year 3 2021 69,911 62,109 83,691 45,178 128,869
Year 4 2022 71,131 63,192 85,151 45,966 131,117
Year 5 2023 72,351 64,276 86,612 46,754 133,366
Year 6 2024 73,570 65,360 88,072 47,542 135,614
Year 7 2025 74,790 66,444 89,532 48,331 137,863
Year 8 2026 76,010 67,527 90,993 49,119 140,112
Year 9 2027 77,230 68,611 92,453 49,907 142,360
Year 10 2028 78,450 69,695 93,913 50,696 144,609
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 11,035 14,395 8,027 22,422
Projected Expenditure | $3,987,432 $2,223,462 $6,210,894

Growth-Related Expenditure on Municipal Facilities| $6,210,894

13 TischlerBis
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Cost
Component per Person
Municipal Facilities Space $331.60 $201.49

Residential (per unit)
Devel - Persons per Maximum
evelopmen e
> ot Housing Unit Supportable Fee

Single Family $785

Multi-Family

Nonresidential

Maxmum

ITE Code Employees* | Supportable

Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 2.34 $471
Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 2.97
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 1.16
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 0.34

*Employment densities were calculated using data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE),

Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.

14 TischlerBis
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Parks and Recreation Impact Fee ‘

m Consumption-based approach

» Assumes the City does not purchase additional park land in the
short-term

» Impact fees go to develop existing parks and banked park land

m Citywide service area

» Residents within the 201 Service Area population is used as “Park
Population”

m Components

» Level 1 and 2 park improvements

e ——
15 TischlerBise
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Level 1 Park Improvement Needs

Level 1 Park Infrastructure Level-of-Service Standards

| Level of Service | Demand Unit ’ Unit Cost / Acre

Level 1 Park

0.0001 Acres per person $112,500
Improvements

Growth-Related Need for Level 1 Park Improvements

Year | Population | Improved Acres

Base 2018 103,224 10.32
Year 1 2019 104,985 10.50
Year 2 2020 106,746 10.67
Year 3 2021 108,642 10.86
Year 4 2022 110,538 11.05
Year 5 2023 112,434 11.24
Year 6 2024 114,329 11.43
Year 7 2025 116,225 11.62
Year 8 2026 118,121 11.81
Year 9 2027 120,016 12.00
Year 10 2028 121,912 12.19

Ten-Year Increase 18,688 1.8

e —
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Level 2 Park Improvement Needs

Level 2 Park Infrastructure Level-of-Service Standards

Type | Level of Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost / Acre
Level 2 Park
evel s rar 0.0035Acres | per 1,000 persons $192,500
Improvements

Growth-Related Need for Level 2 Park Improvements

Year | Population | Improved Acres

Base 2018 103,224 357.54
Year 1 2019 104,985 363.64
Year 2 2020 106,746 369.74
Year 3 2021 108,642 376.31
Year 4 2022 110,538 382.87
Year 5 2023 112,434 389.44
Year 6 2024 114,329 396.00
Year 7 2025 116,225 402.57
Year 8 2026 118,121 409.14
Year 9 2027 120,016 415.70
Year 10 2028 121,912 422.27
Ten-Year Increase 18,688 65

Growth-Related Expenditure Level 2 Park Improvements $12,512,500

e —
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— Maximum Supportable Park Impact Fee

Cost
Fee Component ‘
per Person
Level 1 Parkland Improvements $11.25
Level 2 Parkland Improvements $666.76
COST PER DEMAND UNIT $678.01

Maximum
Persons per Current
. .. | Supportable Increase
Housing Unit F Fee
ee

Single-Family . $1,605
Multi-Family . $1,055

e —
18 TrschlerBise
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Maximum Supportable Fee Summar

Maximum
Supportable

Residential (Per Unit)
. . Parks and | Municipal
Fire Police . ipess
Recreation | Facilities
Single-Family $710 $305 $1,605 $785
Multi-Family S467 $200 $1,055 S516

Nonresidential (Per 1,000 square feet)

Police

Parks and

Recreation

Municipal

Facilities

Retail/Commercial $489 $206 SO S471
Office/Institutional S191 S81 SO S598
Industrial S66 S28 SO $234
Warehousing S34 S14 SO S69

Fee

$3,405

$2,238

Maximum
Supportable
Fee

$1,167

$870
$328
$117

Current
Di
Fee ifference
$225 $3,180
$225 $2,013

Current
Fee

$0

Difference

$1,167

$0

$870

$0

$328

$0

$117

TischlerB
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m Last updated pre-1990s

Water Plant Investment Fee

In 2015, Raftelis Financial
Consultants proposed 2016
PIF:

»

»

»

»

$4,100 per capacity unit (Cash
Financed)

System net equity = $69.9
million

System capacity = 16.3 million
gallons per day (16,900
capacity units)

Does not include recovery of
proportionate share of City’s
water rights

2019 PIF: $4,480 (3%
escalation)

20

Plant
Investment
Fee

Tap Fee

~ak

Fee _ |Pupose _______lCost

$300 -
$8,500

Recover the cost of
constructing the
system.

Cost range based on
size of service line
and meter (3/4” -
6”).

Recover cost of City
crews making
physical connection
to water main line
and supplying meter.
Cost range based on
size of service line
and meter (3/4” -
6”).

$700 —
19,850

e ——
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Water Plant Investment Fees

SIZE (inch) TAP PIF TOTAL CONNECTION FEE PROPOSED
3/4x5/8 $700 $300 $1,000 $5,180
3/4x3/4
1 $875 $375 $1,250 $6,850
1.5 $2,050 $S900 $2,950 $12,580
2 $2,900 $1,250 $4,150 $18,520
3 $6,875 $2,975 $9,850 $33,360
4 $12,850 $5,550 $18,400 $54,480
6 $19,850 $8,500 $28,400 $155,632
e ——
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- Comparison of Water-Related Fees

£
Y
¥
=
-

Water Plant Investment Fees

Ute Water Clifton Water Denver Water (2019)

SIZE (inch) PROPOSED
(2019) (2019) (1) Aurora Greeley Pueblo (4) Flagstaff, AZ (5) Cheyenne, WY
Single Family (1-2 bath, 1/8 ac lot) S 8,773.69
Single Family (3-4 bath, 1/8 ac lot) $ 15,530.69
Single Family (5+bath, 1/8 ac lot) S 22,755.69
Multi-family (per unit) S 9,760.00 S 2,880.00
Single Family (2000 sf) S 4,430.00
Multi-family (2 DU) S 1,040.00
Multi-family (8 DU) S 24,560.00
Mult-family (20 DU) S 47,840.00
3/4x5/8 $5,180 $7,000 $7,000 $ 10,730.00 $ 22,195.00 S 10,800.00 S 5,069.00 $ 5,728.00 S 8,030.00
3/4x3/4 $8,750 $8,750
1 $6,850 $10,500 $16,250 $ 19,170.00 $ 39,729.00 S 18,000.00 S 4,909.00 $ 9,566.00 $ 19,420.00
1.5 $12,580 $15,725 $18,000 $ 42,180.00 $ 87,227.00 S 36,000.00 $ 25,029.00 $ 19,074.00 $ 38,730.00
2 $18,520 $23,150 $27,000 $ 76,690.00 (3) S 57,500.00 $ 31,725.00 $ 30,530.00 $ 61,990.00
3 $33,360 $41,700 $40,500 $ 126,426.00 (3) S 126,000.00 $ 60,973.00 S 57,279.00 $ 168,640.00
4 $54,480 $73,100 $60,840 $ 229,971.00 (3) S 216,600.00 $ 210,439.00 $ 95,484.00 $ 290,760.00
6 $155,632 $182,800 $91,260 $ 517,374.00 S  450,000.00 S 434,157.00 $ 190,910.00 $ 620,260.00
8 $136,890 S 774,957.00 $ 1,007,583.00 S 305,468.00
10 $205,336 $ 1,200,204.00 S 439,157.00
12 S 1,235,855.00
(4) Pueblo
(1) Denver Water Rates i’mﬂ Plant investment fee only, water tap fee charged separately
Single Family Residential .
Outdoor Use Fee (per sflot size)
Base Charge Outdoor use fee for common areas in non-fee simplelots will be supplied by an irrigation meter.
$ per sf Commercial (5) FIagStaﬂ
ADU Fees for specific tap sizes are for nonresidential. Water Capacity fee onIy, separate tap fee
Multi-family (3) Commercial Water Connection fees for meters 2-inches and greater are based on the estimated daily volume of water and assessed at $63.82 per gallon/per day for
. connection and water transmission development fee. Consumption beyond initial allocation may be addressed through monthly bill or payment of additional connection fees.
Firsttwo DU Outdoor Use Fee (per sf lot size)
Next 6 DU ~Non-water Conserving

Over 8 DU, $ per unit ~Water Conserving

ﬁ
Fees for specific tap sizes are for nonresidential. T h I B
22 Ischierpise
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City Water Meter Sales

Meter Size
2019 Year to Date
2018
2017

2020 Estimated Meter Sales

2020

23

3/4inch
16
36
42

3/4inch
30

linch

1linch
0

1.5inch
0
1
3

1.5inch
0

2inch

2inch
3

3inch
0
3
0

3inch
0

4inch
1
0
0

4inch
4

Total Mtrs
17
45
48

Total Mtrs
37

Historical/Projected Water Revenue

PIF/Tap Revenue
$34,400.00
$89,250.00
$60,400.00

Proposed PIF/Tap Revenue Difference
$137,720.00 $103,320.00
$391,740.00 $302,490.00
$299,190.00 $238,790.00

$430,320.00
_,.-""'-_-""i-.._
TischlerBise
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Fire, Police, Parks and Recreation and Municipal Services Impact Fee

Implementation Schedule and Comparison

Land Use Type
Single Family

‘ Unit ‘ Current Fees ‘

Jan 12020

Jan 12021

Jan 12022
Staff Proposed

100%

8/30/2019 4:35 PM

Impact Fee Implementation Schedule 20190830.xIsx

Fire Dwelling $469
Police Dwelling SO $101 $201 $305
= Parks and Recreation Dwelling $225 $6380 $1,136 $1,605 $803
*S' Municipal Services Dwelling SO $259 $518 $785
=3l Multi-Family _
& | Fire Dwelling $0 $154 $308
Police Dwelling SO S66 $132 $200
Parks and Recreation Dwelling $225 $499 S773 $1,055 $528
Municipal Services Dwelling SO $170 $341 $516 S0
Retail/Commercial
Fire 1,000 sf SO $161 $323 $489 S0
Police 1,000 sf SO $68 $136 $206 S0
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf SO SO SO SO S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf SO $155 $311 $471 SO
Office/Institutional
o Fire 1,000 sf SO $63 $126
*5 Police 1,000 sf $0 $27 $53
T Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf SO SO SO
o2 Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 $197 $395
.f_g Industrial
3] Fire 1,000 sf $44
E Police 1,000 sf SO S9 S18
S Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf SO SO SO
Municipal Services 1,000 sf SO S77 $154
Warehousing
Fire 1,000 sf S22
Police 1,000 sf SO S5 S9
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf SO SO SO
Municipal Services 1,000 sf SO $23 S46




Transportation Impact Fee

Implementation Schedule and Comparison Chart

Land Use Type

Current Fee s

Jan 12020

July 12020

Jan 12021

Jul 12021

S taff Propose d
67% 83% 100%

Jan 12022

July 12022

—[All Multi-Family Dwelling | $ $ $  2263]s 2511]$ 2,758]$ 3,005 $ 3,252 S 2,511

':_.;U <1,250 sq.ft of living area Dwelling | $ 2,554 1S 2,6700 S 2,787 1 S 2,903 S 3,019 S 3,136 | $ 3,252 S 2,903

3 11,250 to 1,649 sq.ft of living area Dwelling | $ 2,554 1S 3,033 S 3,513 $ 3,992 1S 4,472 1 S 4951  §$ 5,430 S 3,992

E 1,650 to 2,299 sq.ft of living area Dwelling | $ 2,554 1S 3,181 0 S 3,809 1S 4,436 S 5,064 1S 5,691 S 6,318 S 4,436
2,300 or more of living area Dwelling | $ 2,554 1S 3,552 0 S 4549 ]S 5,547 1 S 6,544 1 S 7,542 S 8,538 S 5,546
Hotel/Motel Room S 2,407 | S 2,703 | S 2,999 | S 3,295 S 3,591 1S 3,887 S 4,183 S 3,295 S 4,183
Shopping Center/Commercial 1,000 sf S 4,189 | S 4,864 | S 5,540 | S 6,215 S 6,890 | S 7,566 S 8,240 S 6,215 S 8,240
Auto Sales/Service 1,000sf § S 3,780 S 4,5231S 5,267 ]S 6,010 | S 6,754 | S 7,497 S 8,240 S 6,010 S 9,258
Golf Course Hole S 5,951 (S 6,333 S 6,714 S 7,096 | S 7,477} S 7,859 S 8,240 S 7,096 S 12,850
Movie Theater 1,000sf |$ 10574]s 10185]$ 9796 |s 9407]|s 9018 8629 $ 8,240 $ 33,028
Restaurant, Standard 1,000sf | $ 5159 ] S 5673 ]S 6,186 ]S 6700)S 7,213|S 7,727 S 8,240 S 6,700 S 14,975

__|Bank, Drive-In 1,000sf § S 6,359 | S 83600S 10,362]S 12,363]S 14365)]S 16,366 S 18,365 S 12,352 S 18,365

'::3 Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000sf § S 9,143|S 10680Q8S 12,218 S 13,755]S 15,292]S 16,830 S 18,365 S S 26,395

é Restaurant, Drive-Through 1,000sf § S 11,544QS 12,681)S 13,818S 14955)S 16,092QS 17,229 S 18,365 S S 33,203

£ |office, General 1,000sf § S 3,141 S 3,732 S 4,3231S 4913 1S 5,504 | S 6,095 $ 6,685 S S 6,685

2 loffice, Medical 1000sf |'$ 8se2]s 84ao9|s 8136|s 7773|s 7410]S 7047 S 6,685 $ 25,665

g Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic 1,000sf § S 8,862 S 8,499 | S 8,136 | S 7,773 1 $ 7,410 | S 7,047 S 6,685 S S 15,858

£ |Hospital 1,000sf § S 4,112 S 4,541 1S 49701 S 5399 ]S 5,8281S 6,257 S 6,685 S S 7,905

§ Nursing Home 1,000sf § S 1,149 1 S 1,2391 S 1,329 1 S 1,419 | S 1,508 | S 1,598 S 1,688 S S 3,120
Place of Worship 1,000sf § S 1,967 1 S 1,920 S 1,874 1S 1,827 1S 1,781 1 S 1,734 S 1,688 S S 2,725
Day Care Center 1,000sf § S 4,086 | S 3,686 | S 3,287 1S 2,887 1S 2,487 | S 2,087 S 1,688 S 4,485
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000sf | S 639 1S 8141 S 989 1S 1,164]S 1,338S 1,513 S 1,688 S 1,164 S 1,688
Public/Institutional 1,000sf | S 639 S 826 S 998 | S 1,171 S 1,343 1S 1,516 S 1,688 S 1,164 S 3,813
Industrial 1,000 sf S S S 1,935 S 1,971 $ 2,007 S 2,042 | S 2,078 S S 2,078
Warehouse 1,000sf $ S $ S $ S $ $ $
Mini-Warehouse 1,000sf $ $ $ S $ S S S $

Business Stakeholder Group Recommendation for items marked in red is that the 50% formula not be applied and that the new fees be adopted at 100% immediately

9/5/2019 3:21 PM

TIF Implementation Schedule v3 20190830.xIsx




City of Grand Junction

Comparison of Staff Proposed to Industry Proposed

September 16, 2019

Residential Single Family (1,650 to 2,299 sq.ft.)

Annual Bi-Annual Staff Industry
Increase Increase |Proposed| Total Proposed Total Industry Less Than
Current (avg) (avg) at 100% | Increase | at 100% Increase Proposed
Transportation S 2,554 S 627 |S 6,318 |S 3,764 S 4,436 |S 1,882 (S (1,882) -30%
Fire - 710 710 - - (710)] -100%
Police - 305 305 - - (305)| -100%
Parks 225 1,605 1,380 915 690 (690) -43%
Municipal Services - 785 785 - - (785) -100%
Total| § 2,779 $9723|$ 6944 |$ 5351(|S$ 2572(S (4,372) -45%
Residential Multi-Family
Annual Bi-Annual Staff Industry
Increase Increase |Proposed| Total Proposed Total Industry Less Than
Current (avg) (avg) at 100% | Increase | at 100% Increase Proposed
Transportation S 1,769 S 247 | S 3,252 S 1,483 |S$S 2,511 | S 742 | S (741) -23%
Fire - 467 467 - - (467) -100%
Police - 200 200 - - (200) -100%
Parks 225 1,055 830 640 415 (415) -39%
Municipal Services - 516 516 - - (516) -100%
Total| $ 1,994 $ 5490 (S 3,496 |$ 3,151 (|S 1,157 |S (2,339) -43%
Retail Commercial Shopping Center
Annual Bi-Annual Staff Industry
Increase Increase |Proposed| Total Proposed Total Industry Less Than
Current (avg) (avg) at 100% | Increase | at 100% Increase Proposed
Transportation S 4,189 S S 8240 (S 4051|S 6,215|S 2,026 |S (2,025) -25%
Fire - 489 489 - - (489) -100%
Police - 206 206 - - (206) -100%
Parks - - - - - - n/a
Municipal Services - 471 471 - - (471)] -100%
Total| $ 4,189 $ 9406 |S$ 5217 |$ 6,215|S 2,026 (S (3,191) -34%
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August 12, 2019

Mr. Greg Caton, City Manager
250 N. 5th Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: Current position on Proposed Impact Fees

The stakeholder groups that have participated in the current discussion of
Impact fees for Grand Junction which includes the Grand Junction Chamber
of Commerce, Western Colorado Contractors Association, Grand Junction
Area Realtors Association, Association Members for Growth and
Development, and the Homebuilders Association of Western Colorado have
appreciated the collaborative nature of our meetings with you and other city
staff to discuss and work at refining the development fees that will help the
city address the need for building infrastructure capacity while not stymieing
growth and economic development.

Recognizing that many residential and commercial projects are competitive
in nature this stakeholder group commissioned a comparison of six cities in
an attempt to as closely as possible compare current fees. That comparison
is attached and we would ask that you share it and this letter with the City
Council at your August 19t briefing during the Council Workshop.

In essence, the study concluded that Grand Junction is currently 52% above
average on development fees for a single-family residence and 27% higher
than the average on a commercial office project when compared to the five
other selected cities. It is important to note that this is based on current
fees and does not include the city’s proposal for increasing the traffic
capacity payment fees and park fees along with adding new impact fees for
fire, police and facilities. It also does not include the proposal for more off-



site improvement costs being borne by the developer. In other words, we
are already on the threshold of being much higher than our comparison
cities with no fee increases.

The stakeholder group considers it important for policy decision makers to
consider the following:

There are additional revenues via sales, use and property taxes that
the city will receive from the economic activity generated by new
development that were not considered by the consultant study that
recommended the increases in fees and levying of new fees. The
National Realtor Association for example, has estimated that every
new single-family home adds two jobs and $80,000 to an area’s
economy.

Any increase in fees is ultimately borne by the homeowner or business
owner as those costs are passed through to them by the developer
which makes housing costs and business expansions more expensive.
The Grand Junction Area Realtors Association has estimated that just
37% of Mesa County residents can currently afford a median priced
home at the rate of $250,000.

Area wages have been increasing for the past two year but are still
substantially below those of other areas in Colorado. The most recent
comparison from the Mesa County Workforce Center indicated that
between third quarter of 2017 and third quarter of 2018 (most recent
data available) the average wage increased a modest 4% to $854 per
week. Such wages coupled with the increased fees for residential
development will make housing even more unaffordable for the city’s
residents.

According to information from Elizabeth Peetz, Government Affairs
Director, Colorado Association of Realtors as of May 2019 32,000
households on the Western Slope are weighed down by the cost of
housing which means they are already paying more that 30% of their income
for housing. This includes renters.

Representatives of the development community have asked that all
fees be brought to the table for consideration. However, a proposed
increase in water tap fees was only introduced to them in July and
were not factored into our other discussions. It is our understanding
that the proposal will take current tap fees from $1,000 to over $5,000
for the smallest tap fee on nonresidential projects.

As a result of our meetings and the additional information that we have
been able to gather along with recognizing the need for increased



infrastructure capacity and an environment that does not stifle growth our
organizations are proposing the following:

o Implement 50% of proposed increase in TCP (transportation capacity
payment) fees for residential developments and commercial
developments that were presented and agreed to during Discussion
Meeting #4 on July 29th over a 3-year schedule. At that time once
again review the fee to determine if adjustments should be made.
This will increase fees to a manageable level acceptable by the
development community without halting progress. The review will
help allow for adjustments based on current market prices and needs.

e Implement 50% of the proposed fee increase for parks presented at
Discussion Meeting #4 on July 29th over the next three years with a
review and recommendation back to Council at the end of that period
regarding fee adjustments.

e Do not implement any new fees (i.e. fire, police and facilities) at this
time.

Thank you for your continued collaboration on this proposal and the
consideration of the suggested solution by the collective stakeholders in
B g_[a_nd Junction.

' usmg and Bundmg Assoaatmn of Northwest Colorado
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GRAND JUNCTION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

PREPARED FOR:

GRAND JUNCTION AREA REALTOR ASSOCIATION

August 6, 2019

Metrostudy | A Hanley Wood company
Denver Colorado Office
9033 East Easter Place, Suite 116
Centennial, CO 80112
www.metrostudy.com
Phone: 720.493.2020 Fax: 720.493.9222
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August 6, 2019

Mrs. Diane Schwenke

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
2743 Crossroads Blvd

Grand Junction, CO 81506

RE: Grand Junction Development Impact Fee Comparative Analysis (“Analysis”)

Dear Mrs. Schwenke:

Metrostudy is pleased to present this Analysis of the development impact fees for comparative municipalities to the City of Grand Junction,
Colorado. We have provided a detailed analysis of the development impact fees as well as accompanying demographic and housing, and mill levy
and tax information on the following pages and Appendix for the Grand Junction Area Realtor Association (“Client”). This Analysis was conducted
by Steven Saules, Manager. Metrostudy has been engaged in analyzing residential market conditions with its proprietary lot-by-lot survey nationally
since 1975, and locally within the state of Colorado since 2001.

Please contact us at your convenience with any comments or questions regarding this Analysis, or with any other matters relevant to your real

estate market research needs.

Respectfully Submitted,

Metrostudy

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
Page-1
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The following Grand Junction Development Impact Fee Comparative Analysis included herein summarizes the total estimated development impact
fees associated with the new construction of two (2) property types (“Property Types™) within the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (“City”), as well
as within five (5) comparative Colorado municipalities. The Property Types include a 2,000 square foot single-family detached home and a 10,000
square foot single-structure office building. The five municipalities include the Town/City of Fruita, Montrose, Gunnison, Pueblo, and Sterling,
Colorado (collectively the “Municipalities”). The development impact fees are collected for capital infrastructure items categorized for; however, not
limited to police, fire, school, transportation, parks and recreation, public safety, etc., as well as those development impact fees pertaining to water
and sewer plant investment fees exclusive of raw water rights (collectively the “"DIFs"). The current Municipality DIFs are summarized in Table-1
of the Analysis, while the detailed analysis for both Property Types is shown in Table-2 and in Table-3 on the following pages.

The current DIFs included in this Analysis are based on estimates and calculations derived from the applicable Municipalities’ 2019 or most current
fee schedules and Municipality provided data. The DIFs were affirmed through multiple iterations of research and conversations with Municipality
staff and associated external entities.

Additionally, Metrostudy has reviewed and provided accompanying demographic and housing, and mill levy and tax information in order to further
the Client’s understanding of how the Municipalities’ DIFs truly compare within the context of additional housing market affordability factors. Certain
DIFs shown in the Analysis required different calculations depending on the Municipality.

Finally, the assumptions upon which all DIFs in this Analysis were estimated is shown by Product Type in Exhibit-A, while a map of the
Municipalities’ locations is detailed in Exhibit-B of the Appendix. As shown below, the DIFs associated with the construction of a new 2,000 square
foot single-family detached home, and a new 10,000 square foot office building in Grand Junction are approximately 52.8 percent and 27.3 percent
higher than that of the average of the comparative Municipalities, respectively.

Table-1: Summary of Total Development Impact Fees by Municipality

Total Development Impact Fees ($) Fruita Montrose Gunnison Pueblo Sterling Average Grand Junction| | Difference (%)

Single-Family Detached

Metric: $/unit

Total ($) 23,315 11,554 7,500 8,227 5,040 11,127 17,000 52.8%
Office

Metric: $/building

Total ($) 53,903 14,200 13,500 9,800 7,623 19,805 25,216 27.3%

Source: Municipality/ DPFG

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
Page-2
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Table-2: Single-Family Detached Development Impact Fee Detailed Analysis ($/unit)

Grand Junction®***#¥%

Devel Impact Fees* Fruita** M Gunni Pueblo* ¥ Sterling* * ¥ Average Diffi

Demographics and Housin, 1 1 1 | | |
Population 13,463 20.328 6,602 111,368 11,271 27,505 59,121 -
Households 5,035 8,300 2,583 45,209 4,867 13,199 24,495 -
Median Household Income ($) 56,018 44,801 45219 37.453 39.519 44,602 48,844 -
Average New Home Price (All) ($) 372,509 299,771 299,000 263,409 251,579 297,254 311,739 -
Annual Income to Home Price 15.0% 14.9% 15.1% 14.2% 15.7% 15.0%; 15.7% 4.4%

Annual Taxes 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mill Levy 82.2370 70.2120 55.1480 88.7630 77.4420 74.7604 69.3920 -
Average New Home Price (All) ($) 372,509 299,771 299,000 263,409 251,579 297,254 311,739 -
Annual Taxes ($) 2,206 1,515 1,187 1,683 1,403 1,600 1,558 -
Annual Taxes to Home Price 0.59% 0.51% 0.40% 0.64% 0.56% 0.54% 0.50% -1.2%

Development Impact Fees ($) 345 6.7 8 9.10,11 12 5,13,14.
Chip and Seal 80 - - - - - - -
Drainage 1,706 - - - - - - -
Inspection - - - - - - - -
Police - 1,000 - - - - - -
Parks, Open Space and Trails 1,860 1,575 - - - - - -
Public Safety Fee - - - 740 - - - -
School 920 679 - - - - 920 -
Transportation, Street, Road 3,200 1,500 - - - - 2,554 -
Water Plant Investment Fees 8,750 2,635 2,500 5,747 2,690 - 8,750 -
Sewer Plant Investment Fees 6,800 4,165 5,000 1,740 2,350 - 4,776 -
Total Per Unit 23,315 11,554 7,500 8,227 5,040 11,127 17,000 52.8%
School District Mesa County Valley 51 Montrose County RE-1J Gunnison Watershed RE1J Pueblo City 60 RE-1 Valley Mesa County Valley 51 -

Fee - - - - - - -

Source Diana Sirko Laurie Laird Leslie Nichols Dave Horner Jan Delay Diana Sirko

970-254-5100 970-252-7902 970-641-7770 719-549-7113 970-522-0792 970-254-5100

Lower Valley Fire Gunnison Volunteer Fire

Fire District Protection Montrose Fire Protection Dept. Pueblo Fire Dept. Sterling Fire Dept. Grand Junction Fire Dept. -

Fee - - - - - - -

Source Frank Cavaliere Lindsey Wiley Eric Jansen James Riddell Levon Ritter Ken Watkins|

970-858-3133 970-249-9181 970-641-8090 719-553-2830 970-522-3823 970-549-5801

Grand Junction Police
Police District Fruita City Police Dept. Montrose Police Dept. Gunnison Police Dept. Pueblo Police Dept. Sterling Police Dept. Dept. -

Fee - - - - - - -

Source Glenda Willis Tim Cox Keith Robinson Troy Davenport Tyson Kerr Doug Shoemaker|

970-858-3008 970-252-5200 970-641-8200 719-553-2420 970-522-3512 970-242-6707
Total DIF Per Unit 23,315 11,554 7,500 8,227 5,040 11,127, 17,000 52.8%
DIF to Home Price 6.3% 3.9% 2.5% 3.1% 2.0% 3.5%) 5.5% 53.6%

Source Footnotes (residential)

(1) Metrostudy, Property Analysis, Steven Saules - 720-493-2020

(2) County GIS mapping system and Colorado Department of Local Affairs
(3) Fruita, Planning, Henry Hemphill - 970-858-0786

(4) Fruita, Engineering, Sam Atkins - 970-858-8377

(5) Ute Water Conservancy District, Jim Daugherty - 970-242-7491

(6) Montrose, Planning, Archie Byers - 970-240-1437

(7) Montrose, Engineering, Scott Murphy - 970-240-1498

(8) Gunnison, Building, Eric Jansen - 970-641-8090

(9) Pueblo, Planning, Alan Lamberg - 719-553-2241

(10) Pueblo, Land Use, Scott Hobson - 719-553-2244

(11) Pueblo, Board of Water Works, Rhonda Navarette - 719-584-0270
(12) Sterling, Public Works, George Good - 970-522-9700

(13) Grand Junction, Community Development, Lance Gloss - 970-244-1422
(14) Grand Junction, Residential Sewer, Amy Castaneda - 970-256-4027
(15) Grand Junction, Commercial Water/Sewer, Debi Overholt - 970-244-1520

*DIFs may vary by subdivision or subdivision filing within each jurisdiction. Metrostudy has included all known DIFs dless of their i ions or ions across subdivisions. M dy has only
utilized neighborhood specific DIFs when DIFs are not uniform across the municipality. Neighborhood or development agreement specific DIFs, DIF waivers, land dedication requirements, and/or DIF
credits may impact actual DIFs within each jurisdiction. DIFs do not include facility fees where developers may be partially reimbursed from builders for initial upfront infrastructure investments. Water
and sewer plant investment fees do not include additional acquisition costs for raw water rights. Any applicable landscaping/irrigation costs are based on T-ing off of the main water line. Residential
home sales prices based on 7/1/2018 to 6/30/2019 time period. Colorado residential assessment rate of 7.20% and Municipality mill levy rates are based on 2018 figures. DIFs may be collected at
time of annexation, platting, planning approvals, building permit issuance, certificate of occupancy, or other.

**(Fruita) Chip and seal DIFs based on actual costs for Brannon Estates Filing 2C with 10 lots. Drainage DIFs (817,060 across 10 lots) are shown above; however, were exempted fiom Brannon
Estates due to developer funding of detention ponds. DIFs payable at time of planning approval for issuance of building permit.

***(Montrose) Transportation DIFs based on building permit fee estimate for Estates of Stone Ridge Filing 2. Park DIFs were exempted from the development due to developer land dedication, which
is standard. DIFs payable at time of building permit issuance. Police DIFs were not confirmed with documents but over the phone at approximately $1,000 per unit/lot.

**+%(Pueblo) At subdivision platting there is park dedication requirement of 8% of land (excluding right of way); however, most projects in recent times have dedicated land. City mitigates DIF costs by
utilizing a facility fee. DIFs negotiated at annexation and apply only to those properties being annexed into the City. Transportation Department may assess traffic DIFs when a new building triggers new
traffic signals, signs and/or pavement markings required by a subdivision improvement agreement (SIA); however, there are not recent examples that the municipality can provide. Public Safety DIFS
based on 0.37 cents per square foot of residential structure.

#4344 (Sterling) Park and/or street site requirements are development specific; requirements are not payments in lieu or DIFs.

#¥xkd¥*(Grand Junction) Transportation DIFs may be deferred prior to the issuance of'a certificate of occupancy. DIFs payable at time of planning approval for issuance of building permit.

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
Page-3
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Table-3: Office Development Impact Fee Detailed Analysis ($/building)

Devel Impact Fees* Fruita** M il Gunni Pueblo* Sterling™#*** Average Grand Junction® ¥ ¥ Difference
Demographics 1 1 1 1 1 1
Population 13,463 20,328 6,602 111,368 11,271 27,505 59,121 -
Households 5,035 8,300 2,583 45,209 4,867 13,199 24,495 -
Mill Levy 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mill Levy 82.2370 70.2120 55.1480 88.7630 84.6600 - 74.8040, -
Total 82.2370 70.2120 55.1480 88.7630 84.6600 76.2040 74.8040 -1.8%
Development Impact Fees ($) 345 6.7 8 9,10,11 12 13.15
Chip and Seal - - - - - - - -
Drainage 17,058 - - - - - - -
Inspection - - - - - - 550 -
Police - - - - - - - -
Parks, Open Space and Trails - - - - - - - -
Public Safety Fee - - - 1,060 - - - -
School - - - - - - - -
Transportation, Street, Road 19,545 - - - - - 18,640 -
Water Plant Investment Fees 10,500 4,140 4,500 5,830 3,940 - 1,250 -
Sewer Plant Investment Fees 6,800 10,060 9,000 2,910 3,683 - 4,776 -
Total Per Unit 53,903 14,200 13,500 9,800 7,623 19,805 25,216 27.3%
School District Mesa County Valley 51 Montrose County RE-1J Gunnison Watershed RE1J Pueblo City 60 RE-1 Valley Mesa County Valley 51 -
Fee - - - - - - -
Source Diana Sirko Laurie Laird Leslie Nichols Dave Horner Jan Delay Diana Sirko|
970-254-5100 970-252-7902 970-641-7770 719-549-7113 970-522-0792 970-254-5100
Lower Valley Fire Gunnison Volunteer Fire
Fire District Protection Montrose Fire Protection Dept. Pueblo Fire Dept. Sterling Fire Dept. Grand Junction Fire Dept. -
Fee - - - - - - -
Source Frank Cavaliere Lindsey Wiley Eric Jansen James Riddell Levon Ritter Ken Watkins|
970-858-3133 970-249-9181 970-641-8090 719-553-2830 970-522-3823 970-549-5801
Grand Junction Police
Police District Fruita City Police Dept. Montrose Police Dept. Gunnison Police Dept. Pueblo Police Dept. Sterling Police Dept. Dept. -
Fee - - - - - - -
Source Glenda Willis Tim Cox Keith Robinson Troy Davenport Tyson Kerr Doug Shoemaker|
970-858-3008 970-252-5200 970-641-8200 719-553-2420 970-522-3512 970-242-6707
Total DIF Per Building 53,903 14,200 13,500 9,800 7,623 19,805| | 25,216 27.3%
Source Footnotes (office)
(1) Metrostudy, Property Analysis, Steven Saules - 720-493-2020 *DIFs may vary by area or filing within each jurisdiction. Metrostudy has included all known DIFs dless of their inclusions or exch across areas. Metrostudy has only utilized location specific
(2) County GIS mapping system and Colorado Department of Local Affairs DIFs when DIFs are not uniform across the municipality. Develop specific DIFs, DIF waivers, land dedication requirements, and/or DIF credits may impact actual DIFs within each

(3) Fruita, Planning, Henry Hemphill - 970-858-0786

(4) Fruita, Engineering, Sam Atkins - 970-858-8377

(5) Ute Water Conservancy District, Jim Daugherty - 970-242-7491

(6) Montrose, Planning, Archie Byers - 970-240-1437

(7) Montrose, Engineering, Scott Murphy - 970-240-1498

(8) Gunnison, Building, Eric Jansen - 970-641-8090

(9) Pueblo, Planning, Alan Lamberg - 719-553-2241

(10) Pueblo, Land Use, Scott Hobson - 719-553-2244

(11) Pueblo, Board of Water Works, Rhonda Navarette - 719-584-0270
(12) Sterling, Public Works, George Good - 970-522-9700

(13) Grand Junction, Community Development, Lance Gloss - 970-244-1422
(14) Grand Junction, Residential Sewer, Amy Castaneda - 970-256-4027
(15) Grand Junction, Commercial Water/Sewer, Debi Overholt - 970-244-1520

Jjurisdiction. Does not include facility fees. Water and sewer plant investment fees do not include additional acquisition costs for raw water rights. Any applicable landscaping/irrigation costs are based on
T-ing off of the main water line. Colorado mill levy rates are based on 2018 figures. DIFs may be collected at time of annexation, platting, planning approvals, building permit issuance, certificate of
occupancy, or other.

**(Fruita) DIFs payable at time of planning approval for issuance of building permit. The base rate for transportation DIFs for a 10,000 square foot commercial office buildings is $1,589 per 1,000
square feet multiplied by a 1.23 factor.

*#%(Montrose) Park and/or street site requi are develop specific; are not p in lieu or DIFs.

*#%%(Pueblo) Drainage DIFs have the potential to exist; however, recent projects reviewed by the municipality have mitigated these costs by developer management of drainage slope on site as
opposed to entering into discussions of associated DIFs; this form/process is expected to continue. Public Saftey DIFS based on 0.106 cents per square foot of commercial structure.

#k44%(Sterling) Park and/or street site requi are develop: specific; requi are not p in lieu or DIFs.

#kdkk(Grand Junction) Commercial DIFs are project specific. Commercial sewer fees were estimated based on 20 employees and 500 square feet of space per employee. Transportation DIFs may
be deferred prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy and are based on $1,864 per 1,000 square feet. DIFs payable at time of planning approval for issuance of building permit.

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
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Disclaimer:

The development impact fees shown in this Analysis will vary depending on a multitude of factors, including; however, not limited to development
timing, specific municipality and/or subdivision and/or subdivision phase/filing, school/fire/police jurisdictions development impact fee collection
procedures, project size and square feet/acreage, number of units or buildings, water and sewer line requirements, landscaped area and/or
necessity for additional water lines, impervious area, etc. The development impact fees shown in the Analysis were based on the Municipalities
2019 or most recent fee schedule, which may not be revised after the production of this Analysis. This Analysis did not consider timeline and
upcoming changes to the development impact fees shown.

It is understood by the Client that Metrostudy can make no guarantees about the findings and/or recommendations in this Analysis. To protect
the Client and to assure that Metrostudy’s research results will continue to be accepted as objective and impartial by the business community,
Metrostudy’s fee for this Study is in no way dependent upon the specific conclusions reached or the nature of the advice given in this Analysis.

Reasonable efforts have been made to ensure that the data contained in this Analysis reflect the most accurate and timely information possible
and are believed to be reliable. This Analysis is based on estimates, assumptions, and other information developed by Metrostudy from its
independent research effort, general knowledge of the industry and consultations with the Client and its representatives. No responsibility is
assumed for inaccuracies in reporting by the Client, its agents and representatives or any other data source used in preparing or presenting this
Analysis. This Analysis is based on market-wide information that was current as of the production of the Analysis. While every reasonable effort
was made to collect this information and it is deemed reliable, it cannot be guaranteed for accuracy. Metrostudy makes no warranty or
representation that any of the estimated values or results in this Study will be achieved, and actual results will vary depending on project and
development specific details.

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
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Appendix:

Exhibit A: Development Impact Fee Assumptions

Assumptions Single-Family Detached Office

Square Feet 2,000 10,000

Project Acres 0.25 0.50

Project Impervious Percent 50% 90%

Water Tap Size 3/4" 1"

Project Address / Location
Fruita 1518 Myers Ln, Fruita, CO 81521 1672 Highway 6 50, Fruita, CO 81521
Montrose 3400 Ridgeline Dr, Montrose, CO 81401 1546 E Oak Grove Rd, Montrose, CO 81401
Gunnison 1499 W Gunnison Ave, Gunnison, CO 81230 499 W Georgia Ave, Gunnison, CO 81230
Pueblo 5601 Bellagio Way, Pueblo, CO 81005 718 W 6th St, Pueblo, CO 81003
Sterling 832 Nicole Rd, Sterling, CO 80751 218 N 2nd St, Sterling, CO 80751
Grand Junction 554 Crestwood Ave, Grand Junction, CO 81504 398 I-70BL, Grand Junction, CO 81501

Source: Municipality/Metrostudy
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Exhibit B: Development Impact Fee Municipality Map
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This Analysis was prepared by Metrostudy, a consulting firm and the nation’s leading provider of primary and secondary market information to
the housing, retail, and related industries nationwide.

metrostudy

A hanleyywood Company

CONTACT INFORMATION
Tom Hayden John Covert
Director of Consulting — Western U.S. Regional Director — Colorado / New Mexico
Denver Office: Denver Office:
9033 East Easter Place, Suite 116 9033 East Easter Place, Suite 116
Centennial, Colorado 80112 Centennial, Colorado 80112
(720) 493-2020 (720) 493-2020
thayden@metrostudy.com jcovert@metrostudy.com
www.metrostudy.com www.metrostudy.com
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TCP FEE INCREASE PROPOSALS

—&—Current Fee ~ ——City Proposed Fee = == Coalition Proposed Fee

$300,000
$250,000 $250,980
$200,000 $197,700
$164,3800
$150,000 S 144 420
$124,300
$100,000
$83,780
56%,040
$50,000 50,220 $50,640
S5,430
33,99 $35,380 $33,4 $34,920
25 75392 $19,170
S0
SINGLE-FAMILY (1,250- MULTI-FAMILY (20 HOTEL/MOTEL (60 SHOPPING CENTER/ OFFICE, GENERAL (5,000 ELEMENTARY/
1649 SQ FT) UNITS) ROOMS) RETAIL (20,000 SQ FT) SQ FT) SECONDARY SCHOOL

(30,000 SQ FT)



PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE OF
PROPOSED TCP FEES

180.00%
’ 164.16%

160.00%

140.00%

120.00% 112.61% 112.83%

96.71%
100.00%

83.83% 2.16%

80.00% 73780/0

6.30% 6.42%

60.00% 8.36%

0
1.94% 6.89%
40.00%

20.00%

0.00%
Single-Family (1,250-1649 Multi-Family (20 Units) ~ Hotel/Motel (60 Rooms) Shopping Center/ Retail Office, General (5,000 sq Elementary/ Secondary
sq ft) (20,000 sq ft) ft) School (30,000 sq ft)

H City % of Increase  ® Coalition % of Increase



All fees are for single-family detached units of any size unless

General Parks & Storm Recreation
Communities Government Police Recreation Schools Drainage Trails Fire District | District
Aurora $189 $94 $240 $589 $1,242| per acre $92 $0 [3] $550 No No
Aurora - 2019# $235 $116 $1,901 $612 $115
No No
Ca?tle Rock - 2019(Single family housing $355 $542 $3.720 $7.004 $1,098
unit of 2,500 sq ft) No No
Castle rock (Single-family detached or
325 497 3,406 7,004 843 1,005
attached unit of 2,000-2,499 sq ft) ? ? > > ? ? No No
$730 + $0.36
Fort Collins $523 $220 $1,743 $3,112 $1,548 [4] $440 per sq ft of lot [[5] Yes 10.95
area $3,537 mills No
Gl d Springs** 5,775 2,471 1,290 6
EnWood Springs > > 2 s5,004/® | 5,380 No No
| Hit
Golden $20,742 $3,486 No No
Greeley (Single-family residence) - $135 $3,131 $4,194 $392 $603 $434 $10,800 [1] $5,700 [2]

] Yes Yes
Littleton - 2019 $1,904 $399 - 51,049 51,170 9.25 mills | 8.496 mills
Lone Tree - 2018, TischlerBise Proposed Yes Yes

1,152 1 7,2 - -
Fee* S1.15 2619 27,286 9.25 mills | 8.496 mills
Longmont (For any residential unit
6,962|[10 1,746 923
between 1,601-2,400 sq ft) 2 [20] 2 2 No No
Yes Yes
M 9 919|[8 1,575 679 9 9
ontrose % >919| (8] °L > 1,882/ 3,889 8.56mills | 4.5 mills
Parker - 2019 Max Supportable Fee $381 $387 $5,289 $3,063 $293
W i 1,993 876 7 7
estminster 81, $ $15,039 (7] $5,733 (7] No No

Sources: Fees have been gathered from localities' websites and studies

[1], [2], [5] 'Plant Investment Fee' based on 3/4" tap size for residential units

[3] Water transmission development fee for extension of water transmission facilities is included in the water service connection fee; water connection fee = $6100 for single-family detached units of 1-2 bathrooms, not including half
baths

[4] Example fee for a single-family unit with lot soze or 8,600 sq ft plus 6,156 sq ft of common area. This 'Plant Invertment Fee' is based on a base rate of $9,142 per gross acre
[6] Fee for 1 EQR, or the equivalent of a single-family unit up to 3BR and 2BA in size.

[7] Fees for single-family detached units with < 4 BR; fee includes treatment and transportation costs, but does not include connection charge

[8] Known as the City Operations and Police Services (COPS) Fee - to be used for both general government and police services

[9] Capacity charge, but does not include connection fee

[10] Combination of Recreation Buildings Fee (51086.85) and Parks Improvement Fee ($8573.83)

* The fees listed for the City of Lone Tree

** Impact fees passed by Council

## Most recent development fee schedule is from January 1, 2014

% Does not adopt impact fees in according to Colorado statue requirements; so the fees are not technically impact fees

# Park Development Fee calculated as the fee-in-lieu option for park development. All fees listed are assessed on



Millions

Annual Sales Tax Increase per Annual Housing Unit Increase
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

ORDINANCE NO. ___

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 3641 CONCERNING GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREET POLICY

Recitals:

Safe and efficient streets are one of the most important services provided by the City,
the City Council finds and determines that it is proper to provide a specific financing
mechanism that will continue to allow safe and functional streets and for new growth
and development to pay its way to an equitable degree.

The Council further determines that the resources of the City are properly allocated to
maintaining and improving, including capital additions to, the existing streets and roads
and those annexed over time, as resources permit, together with additional
improvements to the system near and around developing areas of the City. The citizens
and users of the street system pay for the upkeep and general improvement to the
system by the payment of sales and use taxes. Sales and use taxes are not sufficient,
however, to pay for all the road needs and there are limited resources available to the
City, from other sources, to add to the system and/or to make improvements in the
rapidly developing areas of the City.

The Council has found and affirms that an equitable method of imposing a portion of the
costs of paying for additional or improved capacity, necessitated because of Growth,
and promoting safe and effective access to and from new developments to the public
street system is best addressed by requiring developers to pay for and install public
right-of-way improvements that are required for such safe and effective access.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
THAT ORDINANCE NO. 3641 AMENDED AS SHOWN: (For text, deletions are
struckthrough and additions are underlined; for graphics, deletions are crossed
through with an X.)
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This Ordinance shall be effective on January 1, 2021.

Introduced on first reading this day of March 2019.
PASSED and ADOPTED and ordered published in pamphlet form this day of
2019.

President of the Council

Barbara Traylor Smith

Attest:

Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

ORDINANCE NO. 3641

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 2750 AS CODIFIED AS SECTION
6.2 OF THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE
CONCERNING TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY PAYMENTS INCLUDING
CALCULATIONS THEREOF, CREDITS AND APPROVED METHODOLOGIES

Recitals:

The existing City ordinances require that a developer of land adjacent to a right-of-way
which is unimproved or does not meet current standards ("under-improved") either
improve the abutting half of the right-of-way for the frontage of the development or pay a
sum of money determined by an assumption of additional traffic that will be created from
the development. Also, current City policy allows the City to require additional
improvements to the existing roadway system when it is determined that the proposed
development has negative impacts to the capacity and/or safety of the existing system.

While this method assures that a development pays its fair share of the cost of the
associated impact to the transportation system, there has been concern raised that this
method of addressing traffic impacts is not always fair. This method has the
disadvantage of requiring the first development in an area of under-improved public
infrastructure to complete these improvements but allows others, who follow later, to
develop without similar costs.

Another disadvantage is that a developer of land immediately adjacent to one or more
unimproved or under-improved streets may be required to pay for the improvement of
all adjacent street improvements, yet another development, due to location or the
configuration of the parcels such that it does not abut an unimproved street, may not be
required to make the same improvements to the street system, even though each
development may add the same amount of traffic.

Because safe and efficient streets are one of the most important services provided by
the City, the Council does hereby amend the Code to provide a specific financing
mechanism, which will continue to allow safe and functional streets while refining the
calculation of payment for and costs attributable to development.

The Council determines that the resources of the City are properly allocated to
maintaining and improving, including capital additions to, the existing 370 miles of
streets and roads and that, as resources permit, additional improvements to the system
should be made near and around developing areas of the City as growth occurs. The
citizens and users of the street system pay for the upkeep and general improvement to



the system nearly exclusively by the payment of sales and use taxes. Sales and use
taxes are not sufficient, however, to pay for all the road needs and there are limited
resources available to the City, from other sources, to add to the system or to make
improvements in the rapidly developing areas of the City.

Therefore, the Council finds and affirms that it is in the public interest to continue the
practice of collecting Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP) and appropriately
increase the amount of that fee to more accurately reflect the cost of improvements that
are reasonably attributable to new development, new residents and new business
activities (collectively "Growth").

The Council further finds that the TCP shall be set at a level that a substantial portion of
the cost to build new transportation facilities caused by Growth is paid for by the Growth
that has caused the need.

The Council is well aware that Growth and new development creates additional
vehicular traffic that consumes a portion of the existing transportation infrastructure
capacity. In support of the TCP methodology, the City has adopted the data,
assumptions and conclusions of the Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip
Generation Manual ("ITE") for purposes of projecting the number of trips created by
development. The ITE is a valid, nationally recognized basis to estimate traffic
generated by a development and shall continue to be used by the City. The most
recent version of the ITE is incorporated herein by this reference as if fully set forth.

The Council has found and affirms that a fair method of imposing a portion of the costs
of paying for additional or improved capacity, necessitated because of Growth, is a fee
based on a formula that considers among other things the number of trips generated by
different types of development (based on ITE), the average trip length, and the
percentage of new trips as variables. The specific formula for the TCP provided for
herein has been studied and found to be valid by the 2002 Transportation Impact Fee
Study prepared by Duncan Associates. That study is incorporated herein by this
reference as if fully set forth.

Because the traffic impacts of new trips are not always easily ascertained or allocated to
a particular intersection or street, and because the City is not so large that there are
distinct areas of the City which are wholly unrelated to the others, the Council finds that
it is not reasonable to define discrete time and distance limits for the spending of TCP
funds in relation to each development. Nevertheless, expenditure and the prioritization
of projects for expenditure shall, to the extent reasonable, be as near in time and
distance as is possible to the location from which the payment was derived.

The Council has considered, but rejected as impracticable, a proposal whereby the City
would be divided into quadrants or other sub-areas, in which quadrant or sub-area
funds attributable to a particular subdivision or development must be spent within
certain specified time limits. Such a method, while attractive to a developer, ignores the
professional judgments which traffic engineers must make and ignores the reality that



sub-funds, which track TCP funds from particular areas or neighborhoods, may never
have enough money to pay for needed improvements.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
THAT SECTION 6.2 B1& B2 OF THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE ARE
AMENDED AS SHOWN:

Additions are shown in ALL CAPS, except for the entire section entitled “Growth and
Development Related Street Policy” which is new, even though it is not capitalized.
Adoption of this ordinance shall constitute a repeal of inconsistent terms and provisions
of the existing ordinance and/or the codification including the analytical and other
justification and descriptive materials which were adopted by reference in Ordinance
No. 2750.6.2B1(f) Dedications required by subparagraph shall be at no cost to
the City. Dedications shall not be eligible for, or require a refund or TCP credit.

6.2B1(f) Dedications required by subparagraph 6.2B1c shall be at no cost to the City.
Dedications shall not be eligible for or require a refund or TCP credit.
6.2B2 Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) and Right-of-Way Improvements.

6.2B2 a. The developer shall pay to the City a Transportation Capacity Payment
(TCP) and Right-of-Way Improvements as required by the Public Works Director
(DIRECTOR.)

a. The developer shall pay to the City a Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP)
as required by the Public Works Director (DIRECTOR).

b. THE DIRECTOR MAY REQUIRE THAT THE DEVELOPER PAY FOR AND/OR
CONSTRUCT IMPROVEMENTS necessary for the safe ingress and/or egress of
traffic to the development. THOSE IMPROVEMENTS ARE DEFINED AS MINIMUM
STREET ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS. MINIMUM STREET ACCESS
IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE DEFINED BY THE MOST RECENT VERSION OF
THE CITY’S GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREET POLICY
AND/OR TEDS. THE GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREET
POLICY SHALL BE REVIEWED BY CITY STAFF AND ADOPTED ANNUALLY BY
COUNCIL RESOLUTION.

c. No PLANNING CLEARANCE FOR A building permit for any use or activity
requiring payment of the TCP pursuant to this Ordinance shall be issued until the
TCP HAS BEEN PAID AND MINIMUM STREET ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS HAVE
BEEN CONSTRUCTED, PAID FOR OR ADEQUATELY SECURED AS
DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR. ADEQUATE SECURITY SHALL BE THAT
ALLOWED OR REQUIRED FOR A DEVELOPMENT IMPROVEMENT
AGREEMENT (DIA) UNDER SECTION 2.19 OF THIS CODE.

d. The amount of the TCP shall be as set forth ANNUALLY BY THE CITY
COUNCIL in ITS adopted fee RESOLUTION. THE TCP IS MINIMALLY SUBJECT



TO ANNUAL ADJUSTMENT FOR INFLATION BASED ON THE CONSUMER
PRICE INDEX FOR ALL URBAN CONSUMERS (CPI-U), WESTERN REGION,
SIZE B/C, PUBLISHED MONTHLY BY THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR. (THIS INFORMATION CAN BE FOUND AT THE INTERNET SITE OF
http://data.bls.gov/labjava/outside.jsp?survey=cu

e. THE TCP shall be used BY THE DIRECTOR TO MAKE capital improvements
to the transportation facilities in the City IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CITY’S
GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREET POLICY, THIS ORDINANCE,
AND OTHER APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT
CODE.

(1) TO PAY DEBT SERVICE ON ANY PORTION OF ANY CURRENT OR
FUTURE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND OR REVENUE BOND ISSUED
AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE AND USED TO
FINANCE MAJOR ROAD SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS;

(2) FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION AND REPLACEMENT OF EXISTING
ROADS, THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW MAJOR ROAD SYSTEMS, AND
IMPROVEMENTS AND/OR FOR THE PAYMENT OF REIMBURSABLE
STREET EXPENSES (AS THAT TERM IS DEFINED FROM TIME TO TIME
BY THE CITY'S GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT RELATED STREET
POLICY) THAT ARE INTEGRAL TO AND THAT ADD CAPACITY TO THE
STREET SYSTEM,;

(3) TRAFFIC CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS DO NOT INCLUDE ONGOING
OPERATIONAL COSTS OR DEBT SERVICE FOR ANY PAST GENERAL
OBLIGATION BOND OR REVENUE BOND ISSUED PRIOR TO THE
EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS SECTION OR ANY PORTION OF ANY
CURRENT OR FUTURE BOND ISSUED AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF
THIS SECTION AND NOT USED TO FINANCE MAJOR ROAD SYSTEM
IMPROVEMENTS.

(4) Capital spending decisions shall be guided by the principles, among
others, that TCP funds shall be used to make capacity AND SAFETY
improvements but not used to upgrade existing deficiencies except incidentally
in the course of making improvements; TCP fund expenditures which provide
improvements which are near in time and/or distance TO the development
FROM WHICH THE FUNDS ARE COLLECTED are preferred over
expenditures for improvements which are more distant in time and/or distance.

(5) No TCP funds shall be used for maintenance.

(6) TCP funds will be ACCOUNTED FOR SEPARATELY BUT may be
commingled with other funds of the City.



(7) The DIRECTOR shall determine when and where TCP funds shall be
spent.

(i) AS PART OF THE TWO-YEAR BUDGET PROCESS
(i) AS REQUIRED TO KEEP PACE WITH DEVELOPMENT

(8) The TCP shall not be payable if THE DIRECTOR IS SHOWN by clear and
convincing evidence, that at least one of the following applies:

(i) alteration or expansion of an existing structure will not create
additional trips;

(i) the construction of an accessory structure will not create additional
trips produced by the principal building or use of the land. A garage is an
example of an accessory structure which does not create additional trips;

(iii) the replacement of a destroyed or partially destroyed structure with a
new building or structure of the same size and use that does not create
additional trips;

(iv) a structure is constructed in a development for which a TCP fee has
been paid within the prior EIGHTY FOUR (84) months or the structure is in
a development with respect to which the developer constructed Street
Access Improvements and the City accepted such improvements and the
warranties have been satisfied.

f. IF THE TYPE OF IMPACT-GENERATING DEVELOPMENT FOR WHICH A
BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUESTED IS FOR A CHANGE OF LAND USE OR FOR
THE EXPANSION, REDEVELOPMENT OR MODIFICATION OF AN EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT, THE FEE SHALL BE BASED ON THE NET INCREASE IN THE
FEE FOR THE NEW LAND USE TYPE AS COMPARED TO THE PREVIOUS LAND
USE TYPE.

g. INTHE EVENT THAT THE PROPOSED CHANGE OF LAND USE,
REDEVELOPMENT OR MODIFICATION RESULTS IN A NET DECREASE IN THE
FEE FOR THE NEW USE OR DEVELOPMENT AS COMPARED TO THE
PREVIOUS USE OR DEVELOPMENT, THE DEVELOPER MAY APPLY FOR A
REFUND OF FEES PREVIOUSLY PAID WITH THE CONSENT OF THE
PREVIOUS PERSON HAVING MADE THE PAYMENT AND OR CONSTRUCTED
THE IMPROVEMENTS.

h. FOR FEES EXPRESSED PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET, THE SQUARE
FOOTAGE SHALL BE DETERMINED ACCORDING TO GROSS FLOOR AREA,
MEASURED FROM THE OUTSIDE SURFACE OF EXTERIOR WALLS AND
EXCLUDING UNFINISHED BASEMENTS AND ENCLOSED PARKING AREAS.



THE FEES SHALL BE PRORATED AND ASSESSED BASED ON ACTUAL FLOOR
AREA, NOT ON THE FLOOR AREA ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST 1,000
SQUARE FEET.

i. Any claim for credit shall be made not later than the time of application or
request for a planning clearance. Any claim not so made shall be deemed waived.
Credits shall not be transferable from one project or development to another nor
otherwise assignable or transferable.

2.5 MINIMUM STREET ACCESS IMPROVEMENTS INCLUDE street and road
improvements required to PROVIDE FOR THE SAFE ingress and egress needs of the
development AS DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR.

a. Quality of service FOR ANY NEW DEVELOPMENT AND/OR FOR TRAFFIC
CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS shall be DETERMINED BY THE DIRECTOR. THE
DIRECTOR SHALL DETERMINE THE ACCEPTABLE QUALITY OF SERVICE
TAKING INTO CONSIDERATION EXISTING TRAFFIC, STREETS, AND
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

b. REQUIRED RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATIONS SHALL BE AT NO COST TO
THE CITY.

2.6 Definitions. The following terms and words shall have the meanings set forth for
this section.

a. Average trip length: The average length of a vehicle trip as determined by the
limits of the City, the distance between principle trip generators and as modeled by
the CITY’S, THE COUNTY’S, THE STATE’S OR THE MPO’S COMPUTER
program(S). IN THE EVENT THAT THE MODELS ARE INCONSISTENT, THE
MOST ADVANTAGEOUS TO THE CITY SHALL BE USED.

b. "Convenience store," "hotel/motel," "retail," and other terms contained and with
the meaning set forth in the Trip Generation Manual.

c. Lane-mile: Means one paved lane of a right-of-way mile in length fourteen (14)
feet in width, including curb and gutter, sidewalk, storm sewers, traffic control
devices, earthwork, engineering, and construction management including
inspections. The value of right-of-way is not included.

d. Percentage of new trips: Based on THE MOST CURRENT VERSION of ITE
Transportation and Land Development Manual, and of the ITE Trip Generation
Manual.

e. Unimproved/under-improved floor area: Has the meaning as defined in the
adopted building codes.



2.7 CALCULATION OF FEE.

a. ANY PERSON WHO APPLIES FOR A BUILDING PERMIT FOR AN IMPACT-
GENERATING DEVELOPMENT SHALL PAY A TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MOST RECENT FEE SCHEDULE PRIOR TO
ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT. IF ANY CREDIT IS DUE PURSUANT TO
SECTION i ABOVE, THE AMOUNT OF SUCH CREDIT SHALL BE DEDUCTED
FROM THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE TO BE PAID.

Land Use Type ITE Code Unit Fee Factor
Residential
Single Family 210 Dwelling  $1,500 1.00
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling $1,039 0.69
Mobile Home/RV Park 240 Pad $ 754 0.50
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Room $1,414 0.94
Retail/Commercial
Shopping Center (0-99KSF) 820 1000 SF $2,461 1.64
Shopping Center (100-249KSF) 820 1000 SF $2,311 1.54
Shopping Center (250-499KSF) 820 1000 SF $2,241 1.49
Shopping Center (500+KSF) 820 1000 SF $2,068 1.38
Auto Sales/Service 841 1000 SF $2,223 1.48
Bank 911 1000 SF $3,738 2.49
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 851 1000 SF $5,373 3.58
Golf Course 430 Hole $3,497 2.33
Health Club 493 1000 SF $2,003 1.34
Movie Theater 443 1000 SF $6,216 4.14
Restaurant, Sit Down 831 1000 SF $3,024 2.02
Restaurant, Fast Food 834 1000 SF $6,773 4.52
Office/lnstitutional
Office, General (0-99KSF) 710 1000 SF $1,845 1.23
Office, General >100KSF 710 1000 SF $1,571 1.05
Office, Medical 720 1000 SF $5,206 3.47
Hospital 610 1000 SF $2,418 1.61
Nursing Home 620 1000SF $ 677 0.45
Church 560 1000 SF $1,152 0.77
Day Care Center 565 1000 SF $2,404 1.60
Elementary/Sec. School 520/522/530 1000 SF $ 376 0.25
Industrial

Industrial Park 130 1000 SF $1,091 0.73
Warehouse 150 1000 SF $ 777 0.52
Mini-Warehouse 151 1000 SF $ 272 0.18

b. IF THE TYPE OF IMPACT-GENERATING DEVELOPMENT FOR WHICH A
BUILDING PERMIT IS REQUESTED IS NOT SPECIFIED ON THE FEE
SCHEDULE, THEN THE DIRECTOR SHALL DETERMINE THE FEE ON THE
BASIS OF THE FEE APPLICABLE TO THE MOST NEARLY COMPARABLE LAND
USE ON THE FEE SCHEDULE. THE DIRECTOR SHALL DETERMINE



COMPARABLE LAND USE BY TRIP GENERATION RATES CONTAINED IN THE
MOST CURRENT EDITION OF ITE TRIP GENERATION MANUAL.

c. IN MANY INSTANCES, A BUILDING MAY INCLUDE SECONDARY OR
ACCESSORY USES TO THE PRINCIPAL USE. FOR EXAMPLE, IN ADDITION TO
THE PRODUCTION OF GOODS, MANUFACTURING FACILITIES USUALLY ALSO
HAS OFFICE, WAREHOUSE, RESEARCH AND OTHER ASSOCIATED
FUNCTIONS. THE TCP FEE SHALL GENERALLY BE ASSESSED BASED ON
THE PRINCIPAL USE. IF THE APPLICANT CAN SHOW THE DIRECTOR IN
WRITING BY CLEAR AND CONVINCING EVIDENCE THAT A SECONDARY LAND
USE ACCOUNTS FOR OVER 25% OF THE GROSS FLOOR AREA OF THE
BUILDING AND THAT THE SECONDARY USE IS NOT ASSUMED IN THE TRIP
GENERATION FOR THE PRINCIPAL USE, THEN THE TCP MAY BE
CALCULATED ON THE SEPARATE USES.

d. TCP FEE CALCULATION STUDY -- AT THE ELECTION OF THE APPLICANT
OR UPON THE REQUEST OF THE DIRECTOR, FOR ANY PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY, FOR A USE THAT IS NOT ON THE FEE SCHEDULE
OR FOR WHICH NO COMPARABLE USE CAN BE DETERMINED AND AGREED
BY THE APPLICANT AND THE DIRECTOR OR FOR ANY PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT FOR WHICH THE DIRECTOR CONCLUDES THE NATURE,
TIMING OR LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT MAKES IT LIKELY
TO GENERATE IMPACTS COSTING SUBSTANTIALLY MORE TO MITIGATE
THAN THE AMOUNT OF THE FEE THAT WOULD BE GENERATED BY THE USE
OF THE FEE SCHEDULE, A TCP FEE CALCULATION STUDY MAY BE
PERFORMED.

e. THE COST AND RESPONSIBILITY FOR PREPARATION OF A FEE
CALCULATION STUDY SHALL BE DETERMINED IN ADVANCE BY THE
APPLICANT AND THE DIRECTOR.

f. THE DIRECTOR MAY CHARGE A REVIEW FEE AND/OR COLLECT THE
COST FOR RENDERING A DECISION ON SUCH STUDY. THE DIRECTOR'’S
DECISION ON A FEE OR A FEE CALCULATION STUDY MAY BE APPEALED TO
THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH 2.18B OF THIS
CODE.

g. THE TCP FEE CALCULATION STUDY SHALL BE BASED ON THE SAME
FORMULA, QUALITY OF SERVICE STANDARDS AND UNIT COSTS USED IN
THE IMPACT FEE STUDY. THE FEE STUDY REPORT SHALL DOCUMENT THE
METHODOLOGIES AND ALL ASSUMPTIONS.



h. THE TCP FEE CALCULATION STUDY SHALL BE CALCULATED ACCORDING TO
THE FOLLOWING FORMULA.

FEE = VMT X NET COST/VMT X RF
WHERE:

VMT = TRIPS X % NEW X LENGTH + 2
DAILY TRIP ENDS GENERATED BY THE

TRIPS = 5EVELOPMENT DURING THE WORK WEEK
o, NEw = PERCENT OF TRIPS THAT ARE PRIMARY, AS
OPPOSED TO PASSBY OR DIVERTED-LINK TRIPS
LENGTH = AVERAGE LENGTH OF A TRIP ON THE MAJOR
ROAD SYSTEM
., = AVOIDS DOUBLE-COUNTING TRIPS FOR ORIGIN
AND DESTINATION
NET
cOSTANT = COSTVMT - CREDIT/VMT

COSTNVMT = COST/VMC X VMC/NVMT

AVERAGE COST TO CREATE A NEW VMC BASED
COST/VMC = ON HISTORICAL OR PLANNED PROJECTS ($306

EXCLUDING MAJOR STRUCTURES)

THE SYSTEM-WIDE RATIO OF CAPACITY TO

VMC/VMT = DEMAND IN THE MAJOR ROAD SYSTEM (1.0

ASSUMED)
CREDIT PER VMT, BASED ON REVENUES TO BE
GENERATED BY NEW DEVELOPMENT ($82)
REDUCTION FACTOR ADOPTED BY POLICY AT
52.6%

CREDIT/VMT =

RF =

i. ATCPFEE CALCULATION STUDY SUBMITTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CALCULATING A TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE MAY BE BASED ON DATA,
INFORMATION AND ASSUMPTIONS THAT ARE FROM:

(1) AN ACCEPTED STANDARD SOURCE OF TRANSPORTATION
ENGINEERING OR PLANNING DATA; OR

(2) A LOCAL STUDY ON TRIP CHARACTERISTICS PERFORMED BY A
QUALIFIED TRANSPORTATION PLANNER OR ENGINEER PURSUANT TO
AN ACCEPTED METHODOLOGY OF TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OR
ENGINEERING THAT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE DIRECTOR.
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Growth and Development Related Street Policy

The City of Grand Junction requires that new development pay a Transportation
Capacity Payment to help defray the cost to the City for the impact of development on
City streets. The City has experienced steady growth for over a decade and during that
time has struggled with how to fairly collect and administer impact fees assessed
against development, how to credit some or all of those fees against taxes otherwise
paid and what, if any, role the City should have in funding/contributing to the cost of
providing additional traffic/street capacity and/or traffic/street capacity in accordance
with community expectations.

The City has determined that there are three key components to a meaningful growth
and development related street/traffic policy. They are:

1. Collection of a realistic TCP for all new development projects. The TCP shall be
annually reviewed and adjusted in accordance with 6.2B2d of the ZDC.

2. A clear articulation of what minimum requirements (in addition to the TCP) each
development must construct; and

3. City funding and/or other means of participation in construction of street
improvements.

Because the City has determined that traffic is a community problem, the TCP shall be
uniform throughout the City and subject to criteria stated below; funding may be
provided to street improvements anywhere within the City.

The principles of this policy are:

1. All development projects that create a traffic impact, as defined by the City ZDC,
shall pay a TCP as established by and in accordance with the ZDC. The fundamental
precept of the City’s TCP policy is that new development must pay its fair share for the
added traffic that development creates.

2. The TCP fee has been set to ensure that trips from each new development are
calculated and that the developer contributes to the value of capacity consumption of
City streets in proportion to the traffic that the development is reasonably anticipated to
generate. The fee also recognizes as a credit the value of taxes generated from
development.

3. TCP funds are intended to be used for improvements to the major roadway

system as identified on the most current version of the Grand Valley Circulation Plan
functional classification map (Minor Collector or above). Improvements to the local
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roadway system will continue to be the responsibility of the property owners abutting the
local roadway. The TCP fee is not intended to be used for debt service for the
Riverside Parkway project.

4. Minimum Street Access Improvements -- The intent of this section is to describe
the improvements necessary to connect a proposed development to the existing street
system. SUCH IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS AND SHALL
BE THE MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CITY WHETHER SUCH PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS ARE IDENTIFIED THROUGH A TRAFFIC STUDY OR OTHERWISE
MADE A CONDITION OF APPROVAL FOR DEVELOPMENT. Construction of these
improvements will be the responsibility of the developer and shall be constructed or
guaranteed at the time of development. These improvements are needed to provide
safe ingress/egress and shall meet the minimum standards in Seetion CHAPTERS 5
AND 6 AND THE UNNUMBERED CHAPTER ENTITLED Fire Department Access of
the TEDS Manual — Fire Department Access. These improvements are not intended to
include off-site, Half Street or perimeter improvements necessary to increase the
capacity or improve the safety of adjacent or perimeter streets.

e Absent unique needs or characteristics of the development, Minimum Street
Access Improvements shall mean construction of full asphalt radii, and
necessary drainage improvements in accordance with the City standard detail for
each intersection with a perimeter street and/or improvements necessitated if the
proposed development creates lots with direct access to the perimeter street(s)
as determined by the Director. An owner or developer may appeal a
determination of Minimum Street Access Improvements to the Transportation
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) Exception Committee. That Committee
consists of the PW&U Director, the Fire Chief and the Community Development
Director.

e Curb, gutter and sidewalk improvements shall be constructed as part of minimum
access improvements when connecting directly to a street with like
improvements.

e The City’s multi-modal plan, including bike lanes, trails, paths, alternate
pedestrian connections and bus stops and transit shall be incorporated into
determining what improvements are required associated with a connection to the
adjacent street system.

¢ Right of Way - The development shall dedicate necessary ROW (per Code and
TEDS) to provide safe ingress/egress to the proposed development.

e Drainage Structures including Bridges - The development shall construct

drainage structures and/or bridges associated the connection of the development
to the street system.
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o Traffic Studies - Preparation of Traffic Studies shall be the responsibility of new
development as currently defined by the Code.

e Utilities — The extension of utilities including water, sewer, storm water
improvements gas, electric, cable and telephone, etc will continue to be the
responsibility of new development.

5. In addition to the TCP and Minimum Street Access Improvements, the
developer must fully construct ( or if current needs do not require construction, then
the developer must guarantee for future construction) all internal streets, roads, alleys,
and future connections in accordance with the development’s approved plan.

6. The developer is responsible for the cost of the design of all features of the
Minimum Street Access Improvements as required by TEDS, the GVCP, and other
applicable City code(s), ordinance(s), policy(ies) or resolution(s).

7. Reimbursable Street Expenses — In the event a development triggers the need
for public improvements beyond available City funding from the TCP, the City and the
developer may enter into an agreement that would provide for the reimbursement of a
portion of the costs of the public improvements.

Safe and adequate streets are a priority for the City. To help meet that need, a fund will
be established to allow the City to fund and/or partner with developers or other
governments. City funding or participation in street improvements shall be used for
three purposes:

1. Construction of larger scale improvements along corridors which are deficient in
street improvements (i.e., capacity, safety or physical improvements including
pavement, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks).

2. Specific street or intersection improvements either adjacent or off-site from a new
development where the existing condition is deficient as defined by City code.

3. Participation in a larger regional project in cooperation with the participating
agencies of the Grand Valley MPO.

City funding and/or other means of participation in street improvements is conditioned
on:

Construction will improve traffic safety;
Construction will improve traffic flow;
Construction will improve pedestrian safety;
Construction will improve capacity.
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Introduced on First Reading this 19" day of May 2004.

PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading this 2" day of June 2004.

/s/: Bruce Hill
President of the Council

Attest:

[s/: Stephanie Tuin
City Clerk
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

ORDINANCE NO. ___

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.06 OF THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING
AND DEVELOPMENT CODE CONCERNING THE UPDATING OF AND ADOPTION
OF NEW DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.

Recitals:

The City Council having duly considered the policy and pragmatic implications of
updating and enacting land development fees, which are also known as impact fees,
(“Fees”) finds that Fees are a necessary component of funding the capital costs of
infrastructure required to maintain the current level of service for city residents, and
further finds that development should pay its proportionate share of the capital costs of
fire, police, municipal facilities, parks and recreation and transportation infrastructure.

The City recently completed two Fee studies and pursuant to State law regarding the
purpose and methodology related to calculation and imposition of Fees, the fee studies
were presented to City Council. The Fee studies found that development created a
demand on capital facilities and that the City’s current fees do not support the Council
policy that development should pay a proportionate share of the capital costs of fire,
police, municipal facilities, parks and recreational and transportation infrastructure and
that and that updating and adopting new Fees as described in the Fee Studies would be
reasonably related to the overall cost of the services or improvements to be provided by
the City.

The City Council further finds and determines that resources of the City are properly
allocated to maintaining and improving streets and that further resources are needed to
defray the capital facilities costs related to new development.

Therefore, the City Council finds and affirms that it is in the public interest to continue
the practice of collecting transportation and parks and recreation impact fees and there
is a need to increase the amount of those Fees to more accurately reflect the cost of
improvements that are reasonably attributable to new development, new residents and
new business activities.

The Council further finds and affirms that it is in the public interest to collect impact fees
for the fire, police and municipal facilities to reflect the cost of capital improvements that
are reasonably attributable to new development, new residents and new business
activity.



NOW, THEEFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT SECTION 21.06. OF THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT
CODE IS AMENDED AS SHOWN: (Deletions struckthrough; additions underlined.)

ADD ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:
21.06.110 Development Impact Fees

(a) Title. This section shall be known and may be cited as the "Grand Junction, Colorado
Impact Fee Ordinance" or "Impact Fee Ordinance."

(b) Authority. The City has the authority to adopt this Chapter pursuant to Article XX, § 6 of
the Colorado State Constitution, the City's home rule charter, the City's general police
powers, and other laws of the State of Colorado.

(c) Application. This shall apply to all development within the territorial limits of the City,
except development exempted pursuant to §21.06.110(f)(2), Exemptions.

(d) Purpose.
(1) The intent of this Chapter is to ensure that new development pays a proportionate

share of the cost of city parks and recreation, fire, police, municipal government and
transportation capital facilities.

(2) Itis the intent of this Chapter that the impact fees imposed on new development are
no greater than necessary to defray the impacts directly related to proposed new

development.

(3) Nothing in this Chapter shall restrict the City from requiring an applicant for a
development permit to construct reasonable capital facility improvements designed
and intended to serve the needs of the applicant's project, whether or not such
capital facility improvements are of a type for which credits are available under
§21.06.110(q), Credits.

(e) Definitions.

For the purposes of this section, the following terms shall have the following meanings:

1) Planning Clearance. A planning clearance issued by the Director permitting the
construction of a building or structure within the City of Grand Junction.

2) Capital facilities. Any improvement or facility that: a. Is directly related to any service
that the City is authorized to provide; b. Has an estimated useful life of five years or
longer; and c. Is required by the Charter, ordinances or policy of the City pursuant to
a resolution or ordinance.

3) Commencement of impact-generating development. Commencement of impact-
generating development occurs upon either:




a. Planning Clearance for residential uses intended for fee simple ownership
such as single family homes, townhomes or condominiums, or

b. The submittal of a complete application for the development of a non-
residential development or multi-family for rent development for which
construction commences on or before two years from the date of complete
application submittal

4) Development. Any construction or expansion of a building, structure, or use, any
change in use of a building or structure, or any change in the use of land, which
creates additional demand for parks and recreation, fire, police and municipal
government capital facilities.

5) Development permit. Any final approval of an application for a rezoning, an approved
Planned Development Ordinance, conditional use permit, subdivision, development
or site plan, planning clearance, planning clearance or similar application for new
construction.

6) Fee payer. A person commencing impact-generating development who is obligated
to pay an impact fee in accordance with the terms of this section.

7) Fee schedule or impact fee schedule. The impact fees for Police, Fire, Municipal
Facilities, Parks and Recreation and Transportation established by this section. The
impact fee schedule is set forth in the Fee Schedule to this section and is
incorporated herein by reference.

8) Impact fee study. The study entitled City of Grand Junction, Colorado 2019 Impact
Fee Study, prepared by TischlerBise dated August 8, 2019 or the study entitled
Transportation Impact Fee Study by Duncan Associates dated November 2019 with
Minor Revisions February 28, 2019.

9) Independent fee calculation study. A study prepared by a fee payer, calculating the
cost of parks and recreation capital facilities, fire capital facilities, police capital
facilities and municipal government capital facilities required to serve the fee payer's
proposed development, that is performed on an average cost (not marginal cost)
methodology, uses the level of service standards, service units and unit construction
costs stated in the impact fee study, and is performed in compliance with any criteria
for such studies established by this section.

10) Level of service (LOS). A measure of the relationship between service capacity and
service demand for capital facilities.

11) Floor area. The total finished square footage of all levels included within the outside
walls of a building or portion thereof, but excluding courts, garages having no
habitable area, uninhabitable areas that are located above the highest habitable
level, or uninhabitable areas that are located below the first floor level.

12) Successor-in-interest. A person, as defined by this section, who is conveyed a fee
simple interest in land for which an impact fee is paid or a credit is approved
pursuant to the terms of this section.

For the purposes of this section, site-related improvements such as minimum street
improvements and safety improvements shall not constitute transportation capital facilities.
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(f) Development impact fees to be imposed.

(1) Fee obligation, payment and deposit.

Obligation to pay and time of payment. Commencing January 1, 2020,
any person who causes the commencement of impact-generating
development, except those exempted pursuant to §21.06.110(f)(2),
Exemptions, shall be obligated to pay impact fees before ... and pursuant
to the terms of this section. The obligation to pay the impact fees shall run
with the land. The amount of the impact fees shall be determined in
accordance with §21.06.110(f)(3), Calculation of amount of impact fees
and the Fee Schedule in effect at the time of issuance of a planning
clearance and paid to the Director at the time of issuance of a planning
clearance. If any credits are due pursuant to §21.06.110(h), Credits,
those shall be determined prior to the issuance of a planning clearance
and payment of the impact fees.

Fees promptly deposited into accounts. All monies paid by a fee payer
pursuant to this section shall be identified as impact fees and shall be
promptly deposited in the appropriate impact fee trust accounts
established and described in §21.06.110(h), Impact fee trust accounts.

Extension of previously issued development permit. If the fee payer is
applying for an extension of a development permit issued prior to January
1, 2020, the impact fees required to be paid shall be the net increase
between the impact fees applicable at the time of the current permit
extension application and any impact fees previously paid pursuant to this
section, and shall include any impact fees established subsequent to
such prior payment.

Fee based on development permitted. If the planning clearance is for less
floor area than the entire development approved pursuant to the
development permit, the fee shall be computed separately for the floor
area of development covered by the planning clearance, and with
reference to the use categories applicable to such development covered
by the planning clearance.

Permit for change in use, expansion, redevelopment, modification. If the
fee payer is applying for a planning clearance to allow for a change of use
or for the expansion, redevelopment, or modification of an existing
development, the impact fees required to be paid shall be based on the
net increase in the impact fees for the new use as compared to the




vi.

previous use and actual fee paid for the previous use, and shall include
any impact fees established subsequent to such prior payment.

Prior conditions and/or agreements. Any person who prior to January 1,
2020 has agreed in writing with the City, as a condition of permit approval
to pay an impact fee shall be responsible for the payment of the impact
fees under the terms of such agreement, and the payment of the impact
fees may be offset against any impact fees due pursuant to the terms of
this section.

(2) Exemptions. The following types of development shall be exempted from

payment of the impact fees. Any claim for exemption shall be made no later than

the time when the applicant applies for the first planning clearance. Any claim for

exemption not made at or before that time shall be waived. The Director shall

determine the validity of any claim for exemption pursuant to the standards set

forth below.

vi.

Vii.

Replacing existing residential unit with new unit. Reconstruction,
expansion, alteration or replacement of a previously existing residential
unit that does not create any additional residential units.

New impact-generating development creates no greater demand than
previous development. New impact-generating development that the fee
payer can demonstrate will create no greater demand over and above
that produced by the existing use or development.

Building after fire or catastrophe. Rebuilding the same amount of floor
space of a structure that was destroyed by fire or other catastrophe.

Accessory structures. Construction of unoccupied accessory structures
related to a residential unit.

Previous payment of same amount of impact fees. Impact-generating
development for which an impact fee was previously paid in an amount
that equals or exceeds the impact fee that would be required by this
section.

Government. Development by the federal government, the state, school
district, or the city.

Complete development application approved prior to effective date of
section. For development for which a complete application for a planning
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viii.

clearance was approved prior to January 1, 2020 and for non-residential
and multi-family development. For which a complete application was
submitted prior to January 1, 2020 so long as construction commences by
January 1, 2022. For the purposes of this section, a development
application shall not be considered complete unless and until (a) all the
required information and submittal materials required by all relevant city
ordinances, resolutions, rules and regulations are submitted and received
by the Director, and (b) the Director has determined the application is
complete. The decision of the Director with respect to completeness is
final.

Small additions and renovations for residential uses. Construction of an
addition to an existing dwelling unit of 500 square feet or less, or
expansion of finished space for an existing dwelling unit of 500 square
feet or less. This exemption shall only be used one time for each dwelling
unit and does not apply to accessory dwelling units.

(3) Calculation of amount of impact fees.

Except for those electing to pay impact fees pursuant to
§21.06.110(f)(3)(ii), Independent fee calculation study, the impact fees
applicable to the impact-generating development shall be as determined
by the Fee Schedule, which is hereby adopted and incorporated herein.
The Impact Fee Schedule is based on the impact fee study. It applies to
classes of land uses within the City, differentiates between types of land
uses, and is intended to defray the projected impacts caused by proposed
new development on city capital facilities. The determination of the land
use category(ies) in the Impact Fee Schedule that is applicable to impact-
generating development shall be made by the Director with reference to
the Impact Fee Study and the methodologies therein; the then-current
edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, published by the Institute of
Traffic Engineers; the City zoning code; the then-current land use
approvals for the development; and any additional criteria set forth in duly
administrative rules.

1. Annual adjustment of impact fees to reflect effects of inflation. The
Impact Fee Schedule, shall be adjusted annually. On January 1,
2023, and on January 1 of each subsequent year each impact fee
amount set forth in Fee Schedule shall be adjusted for inflation.




a. For transportation impact fees, the fees shall be adjusted
for inflation based on latest 10-year average of the
Colorado Department of Transportation Construction Cost
Index, published quarterly by CDOT.

b. For Fire, Police, Parks and Municipal Facilities, the fees
shall be adjusted for inflation based on the most recent
Construction Cost Index published by Engineering News
Record.

c. Adjusted Fees/the adjusted Impact Fee Schedule shall
become effective immediately upon calculation and
certification by the City Manager and shall not require
additional action by the City Council to be effective.

2. Impact-generating development not listed in the Impact Fee
Schedule. If the proposed impact-generating development is of a
type not listed in the Impact Fee Schedule, then the impact fees
applicable to the most nearly comparable type of land use. . The
determination of the most nearly comparable type of land use
shall be made by the Director with reference to the impact fee
study and City code.

3. Mix of uses. If the proposed impact-generating development
includes a mix of those uses listed in the Impact Fee Schedule,
then the impact fees shall be determined by adding the impact
fees that would be payable for each use as if it was a freestanding
use pursuant to the Impact Fee Schedule.

Independent fee calculation study. In lieu of calculating the amount(s) of

impact fees by reference to the Impact Fee Schedule, a fee payer may

request that the amount of the required impact fee be determined by

reference to an independent fee calculation study.

1. Preparation of independent fee calculation study. If a fee payer
requests the use of an independent fee calculation study, the fee
payer shall be responsible for retaining a qualified professional (as
determined by the Director) to prepare the independent fee
calculation study that complies with the requirements of this
section, at the fee payer's expense.

2. General parameters for independent fee calculation study. Each
independent fee calculation study shall be based on the same




(9) Credits.

(1) Standards.

LOS standards and unit costs for the capital facilities used in the
impact fee study, and shall document the relevant methodologies
and assumptions used.

Procedure.

a. An independent fee calculation study shall be initiated by
submitting f an application to the Director together with an
application fee to defray the costs associated with the
review of the independent fee calculation study.

b. The Director shall determine if the application is complete.
If it is determined the application is not complete, a written
statement outlining the deficiencies shall be sent by mail to
the person submitting the application. The Director shall
take no further action on the application until it is complete.

c. When it is determined the application is complete, the
application shall be reviewed by the Director and a written
decision rendered on whether the impact fees should be
modified, and if so, what the amount should be, based on
the standards in §21.06.110(g)(1), Standards.

Standards. If, on the basis of generally recognized principles of
impact analysis the Director determines the data, demand
information and assumptions used by the applicant to calculate
the impact fees in the Independent Fee Calculation Study more
accurately measures the proposed impact-generating
development's impact on the appropriate capital facilities, the
impact fees determined in the Independent Fee Calculation Study
shall be deemed the impact fees due and owing for the proposed
development. The fee adjustment shall be set forth in a fee
agreement. If the Independent Fee Calculation Study fails to
satisfy these requirements, the impact fees applied shall be the
impact fees established in the Impact Fee Schedule.

General. Any person causing the commencement of impact-generating

development may apply for credit against impact fees otherwise due, up

to but not exceeding the full obligation of impact fees proposed to be paid
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pursuant to the provisions of this section, for any contributions or
construction (as determined as appropriate by the Director) accepted in
writing by the City for capital facilities. Credits against impact fees shall be
provided only for that impact fee for which the fee should be collected.

ii. Valuation of credits.

1. Construction. Credit for construction of capital facilities shall be
valued by the City based on complete engineering drawings,
specifications, and construction costs estimates submitted by the
fee payer to the City. The Director shall determine the amount of
credit, if any, due based on the information submitted, or, if he/she
determines the information is inaccurate or unreliable, then on
alternative engineering or construction costs acceptable to the
Director.

2. Contributions. Contributions for capital facilities shall be based on
the value of the contribution or payment at the time it is made to

the City.

ii. When credits become effective.

1. Construction. Credits for construction of capital facilities shall
become effective after the credit is approved pursuant to this
section, a credit agreement is entered into and (a) all required
construction has been completed and has been accepted by the
City (b) suitable maintenance and financial warranty has been
received and approved by the City, and (c) all design,
construction, inspection, testing, financial warranty, and
acceptance procedures have been completed in compliance with
all applicable city requirements. Approved credits for the
construction of capital facilities may become effective at an earlier
date if the fee payer posts security in the form of an irrevocable
letter of credit or escrow agreement and the amount and terms of
such security are accepted by the City Manager. At a minimum,
such security must be in the amount of the approved construction
credit plus 20 percent, or an amount determined to be adequate to
allow the city to construct the capital facilities for which the credit
was given, whichever is higher.

2. Contribution. Credits for contributions for capital facilities shall
become effective after the credit is approved in writing pursuant to




iv.

vi.

this section, a credit agreement is entered into and the
contribution is actually made to the City in a form acceptable to

the City.

Transferability of credits. Credits for contributions, construction or
dedication of land shall be transferable within the same development and
for the same capital facility for which the credit is provided, but shall not
be transferable outside the development. Credit may be transferred
pursuant to these terms and conditions by a written instrument, to which
the City is a signatory that clearly identifies which credits issued under
this section are to be transferred. The instrument shall be signed by both
the transferor and transferee, and the document shall be delivered to the
Director for registration of the change in ownership. If there are
outstanding obligations under a credit agreement, the City may require
that the transferor or transferee, or both (as appropriate) enter into an
amendment to the credit agreement to assure the performance of such

obligations.

Total amount of credit. The total amount of the credit shall not exceed the
amount of the impact fees due for the specific facility fee (eq. Fire, Police,

Parks).

Capital contribution front-ending agreement. The City may enter into a
capital contribution front-ending agreement with any person who
proposes to construct capital facilities to the extent the fair market value
of the construction of these capital facilities exceed the obligation to pay
impact fees for which a credit is provided pursuant to this section. The
capital contribution front-ending agreement shall provide proportionate
and fair share reimbursement linked to the impact-generating
development's use of the capital facilities constructed.

(2) Procedure.

Submission of application. In order to obtain a credit against impact fees
otherwise due, the fee payer shall submit an offer for contribution or
construction. The offer shall be submitted to the Director, and must
specifically request a credit against impact fees.

Contribution Offer contents. The offer for contribution credit shall include
the following:
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1. Construction. If the proposed credit involves construction of capital
facilities:

a. The proposed plan of the specific construction certified by
a duly qualified and licensed Colorado engineer.

b. The projected costs for the suggested improvement, which
shall be based on local information for similar
improvements, along with the construction timetable for the
completion thereof. Such estimated costs may include the
costs of construction or reconstruction, the costs of all
labor and materials, the costs of all lands, property, rights,
easements and franchises acquired, financing charges,
interest prior to and during construction and for one year
after completion of construction, costs of plans and
specifications, surveys of estimates of costs and of
revenues, costs of professional services, and all other
expenses necessary or incident to determining the
feasibility or practicability of such construction or
reconstruction;

c. A statement under oath of the facts that qualify the fee
payer to receive a contribution credit.

2. Contribution. If the proposed offer involves a credit for any
contribution for capital facilities, the following documentation shall
be provided:

a. A copy of the planning clearance for which the contribution
was established;

If payment has been made, proof of payment; or

c. If payment has not been made, the proposed method of
payment.

iii. Determination of completeness. The Director shall determine if the
application is complete. If it is determined that the proposed application is
not complete, the Director shall send a written statement to the applicant
outlining the deficiencies. No further action shall be taken on the
application until all deficiencies have been corrected.

iv. Decision. The Director shall determine if the offer for credit is complete,
the offer shall be reviewed and approved if it complies with the standards
in §21.06.110(g)(1) Standards.

(3) Credit agreement. If the offer for credit is approved by the Director, a credit
agreement shall be prepared and signed by the applicant and the City Manager.
The credit agreement shall provide for the construction or contribution of capital
facilities, the time by which it shall be dedicated, completed, or paid, , and the
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value (in dollars) of the credit against the impact fees the fee payer shall receive

for the construction or contribution.

(4) Accounting of credits. Each time a request to use approved credits is presented

to the City, the Director shall reduce the amount of the impact fees, and shall

note in the City's records and the credit agreement the amount of credit

remaining, if any.

(h) Impact fee trust accounts.

(1) Establishment of trust accounts.

Establishment of trust accounts. For the purpose of ensuring impact fees
collected pursuant to this section are designated for the mitigation of
capital facility impacts reasonably attributable to new impact-generating
development that paid the impact fees.

Establishment of accounts. Impact fees shall be deposited into four (4)
accounts: parks and recreation, capital facilities, fire capital facilities,
police capital facilities, and municipal government capital facilities
accounts.

(2) Deposit and management of accounts.

Managed in conformance with CRS 29-1-801 et. seq. The impact fee
accounts shall be maintained as interest bearing and shall be managed in
conformance with CRS 29-1-801 et. seq.

Immediate deposit of impact fees in appropriate account. All impact fees
collected by the City pursuant to the Chapter shall be promptly deposited
into the appropriate account.

Interest earned on trust account monies. Any Impact Fees not
immediately necessary for expenditure shall be deposited in interest-
bearing accounts. Interest earned on monies in the accounts shall be
considered part of such account, and shall be subject to the same
restrictions on use applicable to the impact fees deposited in such
account.

Income derived retained in accounts until spent. All income derived from
the deposits shall be retained in the accounts until spent pursuant to the
requirements of this section.

Expenditure of impact fees. Monies in each account shall be considered
to be spent in the order collected, on a first-in/first-out basis.

(i) Expenditure of impact fees.

(1) Capital facilities impact fees. The monies collected from each capital facilities

impact fee shall be used only to acquire or construct capital facilities within the

city.

(2) No monies spent for routine maintenance, rehabilitation or replacement of capital

facilities. No monies shall be spent for periodic or routine maintenance,
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rehabilitation, or replacement of any city parks and recreation, fire, police or
municipal government capital facilities.

(3) No monies spent to remedy deficiencies existing on effective date of section. No
monies shall be spent to remedy existing deficiencies in parks and recreation
capital facilities, fire capital facilities, police capital facilities, or municipal
government capital facilities.

(4) Transportation impact fee monies may be used to pay debt service on any
portion of any current or future general obligation bond or revenue bond issued
after July 6, 2004, and used to finance major road system improvements.

(4) Transportation impact fee monies may be spent for the reconstruction and
replacement of existing roads, the construction of new major road systems and
improvements and/or for the payment of reimbursable street expenses.

(5)

(6) Annual impact fee budget. At least once during each fiscal year of the City, the
City Manager shall present to the City Council a proposed impact fee capital facilities
budget for parks and recreation, fire, police, municipal facilities and transportation
The impact fee capital facilities budget shall recommend the City Council appropriate
monies from each impact fee account to specific city parks and recreation capital
facilities, fire capital facilities, police capital facilities, and municipal government
capital facilities. Any monies, including any accrued interest, not budgeted and
appropriated to specific capital facility projects and not expended shall be retained in
the same impact fee account until budgeted, appropriated and expended according
to the City Charter and ordinances.

() Refund of impact fees paid.

(1) Refund of impact fees not spent or encumbered in ten years. A fee payer or the
fee payer's successor-in-interest may request a refund of any impact fees not
been spent or encumbered within ten years from the date the fee was paid, along
with interest actually earned on the fees. Impact fees shall be deemed to be
spent on the basis of the first fee collected shall be the first fee spent.

(2) Procedure for refund. The refund shall be administered by the Director, and shall
be undertaken through the following process:

i. Submission of refund application. A refund application shall be submitted
within one year following the end of the 10th year from the date on which
the planning clearance was issued. The refund application shall include
the following information:

1. A copy of the dated receipt issued for payment of the impact fee;
2. A copy of the planning clearance; and
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Determination of completeness. The Director shall determine if the refund
application is complete. If the application is nhot complete, the Director
shall mail the applicant a written statement outlining the deficiencies. The
Director shall take no further action on the refund application until it is
complete.

Decision on refund application. \When the refund application is complete,
it shall be reviewed and approved if the Director determines a fee has
been paid which has not been spent within the 10-year period. The refund
shall include the fee paid plus interest actually earned on the impact fee.

(3) Limitations.

Expiration of planning clearance without possibility of extension. If a fee
payer has paid an impact fee required by this section and obtained a
planning clearance, and the planning clearance for which the impact fee
was paid later expires without the possibility of further extension, then the
fee payer or the fee payer's successor-in-interest shall be entitled to a
refund of the impact fee paid, without interest. In order to be eligible to
receive a refund of impact fees pursuant to this subsection, the fee payer
or the fee payer's successor-in-interest shall be required to submit an
application for such refund to the Director within 30 days after the
expiration of the planning clearance for which the fee was paid. If a
successor-in-interest claims a refund of impact fee, the City may require
written documentation that such rights have been conveyed to the
claimant. If there is uncertainty as to the person to whom the refund is to
be paid, or if there are conflicting demands for such refund, the City
Attorney may interplead such funds.

No refund if project demolished, destroyed, altered, reconstructed or
reconfiqured. After an impact fee has been paid pursuant to this section,
no refund of any part of such fee shall be made if the development for
which the impact fee was paid is later demolished, destroyed, or is
altered, reconstructed, reconfigured, or changed in use so as to reduce
the size or intensity of the development or the number of units in the

development.

(k) Low-Moderate Income Housing.

In order to promote the provision of low-moderate income housing in the City, the City

Council may agree in writing to pay some or all of the impact fees imposed on a proposed

low income housing development by this section from other unrestricted funds of the City.

Payment of impact fees on behalf of a fee payer shall be at the discretion of the City Council

and may be made pursuant to goals and objectives adopted by the City Council to promote

affordable housing.
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() Administration, Appeals and Updates of determination or decision of Director to City
Manager.

(1) Review every seven years. The impact fees described in this section and the
administrative procedures of this section shall be reviewed at least once every
seven years by the City Manager to ensure that (a) the demand and cost
assumptions underlying the impact fees are still valid, (b) the resulting impact
fees do not exceed the actual costs of constructing capital facilities that are of the
type for which the impact fees are paid and that are required to serve new
impact-generating development, (c) the monies collected or to be collected in
each impact fee accounts have been and are expected to be spent for capital
facilities for which the impact fees were paid, and (d) the capital facilities for
which the impact fees are to be used will benefit the new development paying the

impact fees.

(2) _Appeal.

i. Any determination or decision made by the Director under this section
may be appealed to the City Manager by filing with the City Manager
within 30 days of the determination or decision for which the appeal is
being filed: (1) a written notice of appeal on a form provided by the city
manager, (2) a written explanation of why the appellant feels the
determination or decision is in error, and (3) an appeal fee established by
the city.

i. City manager review. The City Manager shall fix a time and place for
hearing the appeal, and shall mail notice of the hearing to the appellant at
the address given in the notice of appeal. The hearing shall be conducted
at the time and place stated in the notice given by the City Manager. At
the hearing, the City Manager shall consider the appeal and either affirm
or modify the decision or determination of the Director based on the
relevant standards and requirements of this section. The decision of the
City Manager shall be final.

(3) Administrative rules. The City Manager and Director, and their respective
designees may from time to time establish written administrative rules, not
inconsistent with the provisions of this section, to facilitate the implementation of
this section. Without limiting the foregoing, the Director is authorized to establish
written administrative rules, not inconsistent with the provisions of this section, for
use in the determination of the land use category(ies) in the impact fee schedule
that is applicable to impact-generating development. All administrative rules
adopted pursuant hereto shall be published in written form and copies thereof
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maintained in the offices of the community development department and City
Clerk. Fee payers shall be advised of any administrative rules adopted pursuant
hereto and a copy of such rules shall be made available without charge to such
fee payers and other persons requesting a copy thereof.
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FEE SCHEDULE

FIRE, POLICE, PARKS AND RECREATION, AND MUNICIPAL FACILITIES IMPACT FEE

SCHEDULE

| Unit | Current Fees

Jan 12020

Jan 12021

Jan 12022

Land Use Type
Single Family
Fire Dwelling $234
Police Dwelling ] $101 $201 $305
= Parks and Recreation Dwelling $225 $680 $1,136 $1,605
E Municipal Services Dwelling $259
2 Multi-Family
& | Fire Dwelling $154
Police Dwelling S0 $66 $132 $200
Parks and Recreation Dwelling $225 5499 §773 $1,055
Municipal Services Dwelling S0 $170 $341 $516
JRetail/Commercial
Fire 1,000 sf ] S161 $323 $489
Police 1,000 sf S0 $68 $136 5206
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf ] S0 S0 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf ] $155 $311 $471
Office/Institutional
® Fire 1,000 sf S0 $63 $126 $191
'; Police 1,000 sf ] 527 $53 $81
2 Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf S0 S0 S0 S0
e Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 $197 $395 §598
E Fire 1,000 sf S0 $22 S44 $66
£ Police 1,000 sf S0 $9 518 528
S Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf S0 S0 S0 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 S77 $154 $234
Fire 1,000 sf S0 $511 522 534
Police 1,000 sf S0 $5 S9 s14
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf S0 50 S0 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 $23 546 $69

All fees to be adjusted annually commencing January 1, 2023 in accordance with this chapter.




FEE SCHEDULE
TRANSPORATION IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Jan12020 July12020 Jan12021 July 12021 Jan12022  July1,2022

16.7% 3% 50% 67% 83% 100%

All Multi-Family Dwelling |5 1,893 )5 S 2,140 5 $ 12,3875
1,250 sq.ft of living area Dwelling J5 261215 26705 22,7295 22,7875 284515 3,252
1,250 to 1,649 sq.ft of living area Dwelling S 2,794 15 30335 327315 351315 375315 5,430
1,650 to 2,299 sq.ft of living area Dwelling J5 2,868 15 3,181 Q5 349505 3,809 5 41235 6,318
2,300 or more of living area Dwelling 5 3,053 Q5 35525 4050045 454915 504815 8,538
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad ] 147645 1667 5 185905 2,050 45 224215 3,583
Hotel/Motel Room 5 255505 2,703 5 28515 29995 3,147 5 4,183
Retail/Commercial/Restaurant 1,000 sf 3 452715 486415 520205 5,540 | 5 587715 8,240
Convenience Commercial (gas/drive thru)s 1000sf S 7360f5 836015 93615 10,362 | S 11363 § 18,365
[Office 1000sf S 34365 373215 402715 43235 46185 6,685
JInstitutional/Public 1000sf |5 1,194 )5 123915 128415 13295 13745 1,688
Industrial 1,000 sf S 18825 190085 1918]5 19355 195315 2,078

S S S S S S

All fees to be adjusted annually commencing January 1, 2023 in accordance with this chapter.
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Delete Strikethrough Text, Add Underlined Text [Parks and Open Space]

21.06.020 Public and private parks and open spaces.

(@)

(a)

Public Parks-and Open-Space Fee Required.

Open Space Dedication.

(1) The owner of any residential development of 10 or more lots or dwelling units shall
dedicate 10 percent of the gross acreage of the property or the equivalent of 10 percent of
the value of the property. The decision as to whether to accept money or land as required
by this section shall be made by the Director. Subdivisions with less than 10 lots or
residential dwelling units are not required to dedicate 10 percent of the gross acreage of
the property or the equivalent of 10 percent of the value of the property unless the
developer or owner owns land adjacent to the proposed subdivision, in which case the
Planning Commission shall determine the open space requirement.

(2) For any residential development required to provide open space, the owner shall hire
an MAI appraiser to appraise the property. For purposes of this requirement, the property
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shall be considered the total acreage notwithstanding the fact that the owner may develop
or propose to develop the property in filings or phases.

(3) The appraiser’s report shall be submitted to the City for purposes of determining fair
market value and otherwise determining compliance with this section. The owner shall pay
all costs of the appraisal. The owner waives any privilege and/or protection that may exist
or be asserted to exist over the details of the appraisal. The appraisal is and shall be
considered by the City as an open record under the Colorado Open Records Act.

(4) The required dedication and/or payment shall be subject to and made in accordance
with this code. The City Council may accept the dedication of land in lieu of payment so
long as the fair market value of the land dedicated to the City is not less than 10 percent of
the value of the property.

(5) As part of any project approval, the owner shall dedicate, at no cost to the City,
public trails, rights-of-way and waterfront greenbelts/access as designed on and as
needed to implement adopted plans of the City. If such dedication is claimed to exceed
constitutional standards, the owner shall so inform the City Attorney who, if he agrees,
shall ask the City Council to pay a fair share of the value of such dedication or waive all or
part of such required dedication.

(6) For creation of a homeowners’ association, each subdivision of five or more lots shall
record covenants which shall contain provisions for assessments, liens and enforcement
of maintenance of all private open space areas and provisions for enforcement by and
reimbursement to the City should the homeowners’ association fail to maintain the areas
properly and the City elects to do so.

(7) For subdivisions, the land dedication or open space fee is required and payable at the
time of platting, when applicable. [moved from section 21.06.020(a)(3)]

(8) Private open space and/or recreational area in any development, or outdoor living
area required in a multifamily development, shall not be a substitute for the required epen

space-fee, parkimpactfee-or land dedication. [moved from section 21.06.020(a)(4)]
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Delete Strikethrough Text, Add Underlined Text [Transportation Impact Payments/Infrastructure
Standards]

21.06.010 Infrastructure standards.

(@)

General.

(1) Public Improvements. The improvements described in this section must be built by
the applicant and constructed in accordance with adopted standards unless otherwise
|nd|cated

below] No improvements shall be made until the following required plans, profiles and
specifications have been submitted to, and approved by, the City:

(i) Roads, streets and alleys;

(i) Street lights and street signs for all street intersections;
(i) Sanitary sewer pipes and facilities;

(iv) Fire hydrants and water distribution system and storage;
(v) Storm drainage system;

(vi) Irrigation system;

(vii) Right-of-way landscaping;

(viii)  Other improvements and/or facilities as may be required by changing
technology and the approval process;

(ix) Permanent survey reference monuments and monument boxes (see § 38-51-
101 C.R.S.).

(2) Guarantee of Public Improvements. No development shall be approved until the City
has accepted constructed infrastructure or the developer has executed a development
improvements agreement along with adequate security (see GJMC 21.02.070(m)).

(3) No planning clearance for any use or activity shall be issued until minimum street
access improvements have been constructed, paid for or adequately secured. [moved
from iii, below]

(4) City Participation. The City may elect to require the developer to coordinate

construction with the City as required in this chapter. {the-developer—in-orderto-provide
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(b)

Streets, Alleys, Trails and Easements.

(1)

Design Standards.

(i) Streets, alleys, sidewalks, trails and bike paths shall be designed and

constructed in accordance with applicable City standards—meludmg—S#eet—and—aHey
TEDS

(i) No owner or developer shall propose a site design or plan which could result in
the applicant controlling access to a street, alley or right-of-way.

(i) Easements shall be provided as required for improvements and utilities. Alleys
may be used for placement of utilities and infrastructure—may-be-used.

(iv) If needed to provide safe and adequate access and circulation for residents,
visitors, users and occupants, the applicant shall provide off-site infrastructure.

(v) Each project with one or more buildings (except detached dwellings) shall
provide paved pedestrian walkway/sidewalk connections to nearby rights-of-way.
Said connections shall be separate from parking and driveway areas.

Fransportation-Capacity Payment{TCP)-and Right-of-\Way Right of Way Dedication

(i) A developer shall dedicate to the City such rights-of-way (e.g., streets,
sidewalks, trails, bicycle paths and easements) needed to serve the project in

accordance with:{A) the adopted-Functional-Classification-Map-and-Grand Junction
Circulation Plan, as amended. from-time-to-time. [moved from iii, above]

(ii) Required right-of-way dedications shall be at no cost to the City. [moved from B.
below]. Such dedications shall not be eligible for transportation impact fee credit.

(3) Required Improvements.

(i) The developer shall pay-to-the-Citya-transportation-capacity-payment{TCP}and
construct right-ef-way-improvements considered minimum street improvements, local
streets, alleys, sidewalks, trails and bike paths as-minimum-street-acecess
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of-traffic-to-the-development; as required by the Code. Director-The type of
improvements and required design (eg. Cross sections) shall be those provided in

TEDS.

improvements: Minimum street improvements shall be those required for the
safe ingress and egress of traffic to and from the development and include
the design and construction of all streets internal to and fronting a
development that are designed as Local or Unclassified in the Grand Junction

(b) Any unbuilt street that is designated in the Grand Junction Circulation Plan as
a Collector or Arterial and is internal to the development shall be constructed
to a Local street standard by the developer.

a. The City may require the developer based on the City’s Circulation
Plan and input from the Public Works Director to design and construct
the street to a Collector or Arterial standard, thereby requiring the
oversizing of streets.

b. When oversizing is required, the developer may be eligible for a city
cost-share agreement in the differential amount between the required
Local street improvement and the required Collector or Arterial street
improvement

(c) All streets connecting the existing street network to the development shall be
at least 20 feet wide, or as required by the development’s traffic demands
and the Fire Code, and designed structurally to meet fire equipment load

requirements.

(i) Commencing January 1, 2021, The developer shall construct improvements
necessary for the safe ingress and/or egress of traffic to the development, [moved from
above] as required by the Director.

(d) To achieve safe ingress and/or egress, if turn lanes to and from the
development are warranted based on a Traffic Impact Study, the developer
will be responsible for the construction of said lanes.

(e) Where a safety improvement is for the benefit of a development but will
benefit other future developments, the developer may request the City to
provide a reimbursement agreement for a period of 10 years to recapture a
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portion of the improvement costs. Based on a proportionate usage of the
improvement as determined by an approved traffic study.
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Existing Streets

Existing Local Residential-Streets.

(a) General. Many areas of the City were developed in the unincorporated areas

of Mesa County without modern urban street and drainage facilities. In many
such neighborhoods and areas, the existing local residential streets do not

have curbs, gutters or sidewalks. Whe#e—stmetwestse&am—a#eady—bmlt

established: Given that there are no serious safety or drainage problems
associated with these local residential streets, there is no current reason to
improve these streets or to install curbs, gutters and/or sidewalks. When an
owner in one of these well-established neighborhoods or_chooses to
subdivide a lot or parcel or an owner in a commercial or industrial area
chooses to develop a lot or parcel, unless such improvements are extended
off site to connect to a larger system, the new “short runs” of curbing, gutters
and/or sidewalks are of little value as drainage facilities or pedestrian ways
until some future development or improvement district extends them to other
connecting facilities.

+mp¥e¥emen¥s—(@-)—|~f—a#ef—the—en¢ena—ha¥e—been—met— Instead of ¢ onstructlng

requiring these “short run” improvements, the Public-\Weorks-and-Planning owner may
apply to the Director to defer full and permanent improvements (“permanent

improvements”) by 1. Signing an agreement to form an may;-determine-the-in-his-or
herdiscretion-a-signed-agreementifrom-the-owner an improvement district for the

construction of certain required curb(s), gutter(s), and sidewalk(s) and street
improvement(s) (“Temporary Improvements”) in lieu of construction at the time of
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approval of the development application and 2. Constructing, as required by the City,
certain temporary curb(s), gutters(s), sidewalk(s), and street improvement(s) required
by the City as a condition of approval of the development application. Temporary
improvements shall be constructed with the same materials and to the same
standards as required of permanent improvements. The agreement to form an
improvement district shall be in a form approved by the City Attorney. The agreement
shall run with the land and shall be recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and
Recorder.

The Director may defer residential street improvements if all of the following criteria
are met:

(A) The development is for three or less residential lots;

(B) The zoning or existing uses in the block or neighborhood are residential.
The Director shall determine the boundaries of the block or neighborhood,
based on topography, traffic patterns, and the character of the neighborhood;

(C) The existing local residential street that provides access to the lots or
development meets minimum safety and drainage standards, and has a design
use of less than 1,000 average daily traffic (“ADT”) based on an assumed typical
10 trips per day per residence and the volume is expected to be less than 1,000
ADT when the neighborhood or block is fully developed;

(D) Atleast 80 percent of the lots and tracts in the neighborhood or block are
already built upon, so that the street and drainage character is well established;

(E) If an existing safety hazard or drainage problem, including pedestrian or
bicycle traffic, exists and it can be improved or remedied without the street
improvements being built; and

(F) There is at least 250 feet from any point on the development to the nearest
existing street improvements (on the same side of the street) that substantially
comply with the City standard for similar street improvements.

County-Clerk-and-Recerder—[incorporated into above]
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; i . The Director may
defer nonresidential street improvements if all of the following criteria have been met:

(A) The development is for a single commercial or industrial lot or parcel that
does not create a new lot or parcel;

(B) The proposed development or use of the lot or parcel must be consistent
with the allowed uses and requirements of the current zone district;

(C) The lot or parcel size is two acres or less;

(D) The lot or parcel does not have more than 500 feet of frontage on the local
nonresidential street;

(E) If an existing safety hazard or drainage problem, including pedestrian or
bicycle traffic, exists and it can be improved or remedied without the local
nonresidential street improvements being built; and

(F) There is at least 250 feet from any point on the development to the nearest
existing street improvements (on the same side of the street) that substantially
comply with the City standard for similar local nonresidential street
improvements.
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(4) Public Right-of-Way and Private Parking Lot Use.

(i) No structure, fence, sign, parking lot, detention/retention pond, or other
temporary or permanent object or structure shall be constructed, maintained, or
erected in any portion of any public right-of-way first obtaining a revocable permit has
been issued by the City. The City Engineer or other City official may allow traffic
control devices, street signs, public notices, utility poles, lines and street banners

consistent with this Code. {see-this-chapter)-

(i) No person shall use, store, display or sell any goods, merchandise or any
structure without having first obtained a revocable permit, except that this provision
shall not be enforced in a manner which limits unreasonably any person’s freedom of
speech or assembly.

(i) No commercial vehicle which exceeds one and one-half tons rated carrying
capacity shall be parked in a public right-of-way which abuts any residential zone.

(iv) Parking of an RV or any vehicle for more than 72 hours shall not be allowed in a
public right-of-way or on any vacant lot.*

GCity-Council” [effective date is May 19, 2019]

(6) Street Naming and Addressing System. A street naming system shall be maintained
to facilitate the provisions of necessary public services (police, fire, mail), reduce public
costs for administration, and provide more efficient movement of traffic. For consistency,
this system shall be adhered to on all newly platted, dedicated, or named streets and
roads. The Director shall check all new street names for compliance to this system and
issue all street addresses. Existing streets and roads not conforming to this system shall
be made conforming as the opportunity occurs.
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CITY O

Grand Junction
("_Q COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #3.a.

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Trent Prall, Public Works Director

Department: Public Works - Engineering

Submitted By: Kirsten Armbruster - Project Engineer

Information
SUBJECT:
Change Order for 2019 Monument Road Bicycle Path (Lunch Loop Connector) Trail
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the City Purchasing Division execute a Construction Contract
Change Order with Sorter Construction, Inc of Grand Junction, CO for the 2019
Monument Road Bicycle Path Trail increasing the total amount of the contract to
$2,185,236.19.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The project to construct a new concrete multi-use path between the existing trail at D
Road to the Lunch Loops (Tabeguache) Trailhead along Monument Road, as well as
improvements to the trailhead area has encountered a number of challenges primarily
associated with extremely wet conditions that have increased costs. Construction
began in the middle of May and is proposed for completion in December.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Lunch Loop Trail (also referred to as the Monument Road Trail) is a proposed 1.5
mile trail that connects the No Thoroughfare Trail to the Lunch Loop Trailhead. This
link will connect users from the Riverfront Trail system to one of the most popular trail
systems in Mesa County. The proposed shared use path will extend from D Road and
Monument Road, where the No Thoroughfare trail ends, south to the Lunch Loop
trailnead. Once complete, the paved trail will help promote walkability and bikeability
and connect people of all ages and abilities to trail recreation.



Sorter Construction started construction in May and has encountered a number of
challenges. While soils were anticipated to be wet through some portions of the
project, much more material was required to provide a stable foundation for the trail.
Pumping of subsurface water was also required in order to place the concrete box
crossings across No Thoroughfare Wash. Based on pre-bid geotechnical
investigations, piles for the bridge abutments were anticipated to extend to between 40
feet and 50 feet in depth. Actual depths reached over 70 feet increasing costs. Casting
of the concrete headwalls and retaining walls at the concrete boxes in the wet areas
has increased concrete quantities over and above the contract quantities.

The City's Purchasing policy provides for the City Manager up to $200,000 in authority
for change orders. Change Orders approved to date total $122,943 with an anticipated
$77,057 for extra pile length being approved by the City Manager within the City's

policy.

The proposed $138,873.44 change order is for additional material to stabilize
approximately 1450 feet of trail along No Thoroughfare Wash as well as additional
concrete required for the culvert retaining walls in the wet areas.

The total amount of the contract will be increased to $2,185,236.19.

FISCAL IMPACT:

$2,512,000 Project Budget
$50,370 Additional revenue from Frog Pond LLC
$2,562,370 Total Project Budget

$1,846,362.75 Construction Contract
$200,000.00 Change Orders approved up to City Manager's Authority
$138,873.44 This change order

$2,185,236.19 Proposed Revised Contract

$326,763.81 Amount remaining in Budget

Remaining budget will be rescoped for additional trailhead improvements to be
constructed in 2020.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to authorize the City Purchasing Division to execute a Change Order with Sorter
Construction, Inc of Grand Junction, CO for the 2019 Monument Road Bicycle Path
Trail in the amount of $138,873.44.



Attachments

1. 2019 MRT Vicinity Map
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Item #3.b.

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner/CDBG Admin

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner/CDBG Admin

Information
SUBJECT:

2019 Community Development Block Grant Subrecipient Agreements between the
Western Slope Center for Children and HomewardBound of the Grand Valley and the
City of Grand Junction

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Subrecipient Contract formalizes the City's award of CDBG funds to various
agencies allocated from the City's 2019 CDBG Program Year as approved by City
Council at its June 5, 2019 meeting. The allocation includes the following grants: 1)
$31,500 to the Western Slope Center for Children for improvements to its main
program office; 2) $22,300 to HomewardBound of the Grand Valley for improvements
to services provided at the homeless shelter; and 3) $26,000 to HomewardBound of
the Grand Valley to make improvements to exterior client space and air circulation
systems at the homeless shelter. The contracts outline the duties and responsibilities
of the agencies and ensures that the subrecipients comply with all Federal rules and
regulations governing use of the funds.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

CDBG funds are a Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) entitlement
grant to the City of Grand Junction which became eligible for the funding in 1996. The
City has received $461,255 for the 2019 Program Year and Council approved an
amendment to 2018 Action Plan to utilize $100,000 remaining funds to be allocated



with the 2019 funds for a total allocation of $561,255. The final funding decision of 17

projects was made by the City Council at its hearing on June 5, 2019. The City’s 2019
Program Year began on September 1, 2019 therefore, contracts between the City and
the agencies may now be executed.

Western Slope Center for Children Program Office Improvements

WSCC is a nationally accredited child advocacy center with the mission to minimize the
pain and trauma for children and their families who are victims of abuse, primarily
sexual abuse. WSCC recently acquired a building in order to expand their services
located at 2350 G Road. The agency has been remodeling and upgrading the building
to better serve clients and meet accreditation requirements. CDBG funds will be used
to move and soundproof the direct victim service rooms.

HomewardBound Homeless Shelter Service Improvements

HomewardBound provides overnight emergency shelter for adults and families
experiencing homelessness (approximately 1,300 persons). CDBG funds would be
used to upgrade the services provided through the purchase of a commercial oven,
additional lockers, bunk beds and food for meals served.

HomewardBound Homeless Shelter Exterior Client Space Improvements
HomewardBound is changing check-in procedures for guests to streamline intake and
improve safety at the homeless shelter. CDBG funds will be used to provide infrared
heaters, lighting and a magnetic gate opener in the exterior client space, provide air
curtains at entries to improve health conditions in the shelter and repair the parking lot.

The agencies listed above are considered "subrecipients” to the City. The City will
"pass through" a portion of its 2019 Program Year CDBG funds to the agencies but the
City remains responsible for the use of these funds. The contracts outline the duties
and responsibilities of the agencies and ensures that the subrecipients comply with all
Federal rules and regulations governing the use of the funds. The contracts must be
approved before the subrecipients may obligate or spend any of the Federal funds.
The Subrecipient Agreement with each agency contains the specifics of the projects
and how the money will be used by the subrecipients.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Previously approved 2019 CDBG Program Year Budget:

2019 CDBG Allocation: $461,255
Remainder Previous Years: $100,000
Total Funding Allocated: $561,255

Total allocation includes $25,000 for program administrative costs.



The City will "pass through" a total of $79,800 of its 2019 Program Year CDBG funds to
the agencies listed above.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to authorize the City Manager to sign the Subrecipient Contracts between the
City of Grand Junction and the Western Slope Center for Children and
HomewardBound of the Grand Valley for funding through the City's 2019 Community
Development Block Grant Program Year.

Attachments

1. 2019 CDBG Subrecipient Agreements



2019 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS
EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF SERVICES

Date Approved:
Amount of Grant: $31,500
Subrecipient: Western Slope Center for Children
Completion Date: August 31, 2020

1. The City agrees to pay the Subrecipient, subject to the subrecipient agreement, this
Exhibit and attachment to it, $31,500 from its 2019 Program Year CDBG Entitlement
Funds to make improvements to its main program office located at 2350 G Road, Grand
Junction, Colorado (“Property”). Subrecipient is an accredited child advocacy center that
provides services to minimize the pain and trauma for children and their families who are
victims of abuse, mainly sexual abuse.

2. The Subrecipient certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low/moderate
income benefit (570.202(c)). It shall meet this objective by completing the above-
referenced improvements to its main program office.

3. CDBG funds will be used for building modifications to move and soundproof the direct
victim service rooms to include: new drywall and sound board added to walls, installation
of new doors and doubling the ceiling tiles. The Property is currently owned and
operated by Subrecipient which will continue to operate the facility. It is understood that
the Amount of the Grant of City CDBG funds shall be used only for the improvements
described in this agreement. Costs associated with any other elements of the project
shall be paid for by other funding sources obtained by the Subrecipient.

4. This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2019 Subrecipient
Agreement and the completion of all necessary and appropriate state and local licensing,
environmental permit review, approval and compliance. The project shall be completed
on or before the Completion Date.

5. The total budget for the project is estimated to be $70,000 as follows:

CDBG: $31,500
WSCC Building Acquisition, In-Kind and Ongoing Building Upgrades: $38,500

6. This project will better serve an estimated 400 Subrecipient clients with improved
soundproofing for confidentiality and privacy in its victim assistance rooms.

7. The City shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the Subrecipient to
assure that the terms of this agreement are met in accordance with City and other
applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and standards. The Subrecipient shall
cooperate with the City relating to monitoring, evaluation and inspection and compliance.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction



8. The Subrecipient shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to the City.
Reports shall describe the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what
activities are still planned, financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other
information as may be required by the City. A final report shall also be submitted when
the project is completed.

9. During a period of five (5) years following the Completion Date the use of the Properties
improved may not change unless: A) the City determines the new use meets one of the
National Objectives of the CDBG Program, and B) the Subrecipient provides affected
citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on any proposed
changes. If the Subrecipient decides, after consultation with affected citizens that it is
appropriate to change the use of the Properties to a use which the City determines does
not qualify in meeting a CDBG National Objective, the Subrecipient must reimburse the
City a prorated share of the Amount of the Grant the City makes to the project. At the end
of the five-year period following the project closeout date and thereafter, no City
restrictions under this agreement on use of the Properties shall be in effect.

10. The Subrecipient understands that the funds described in the Agreement are received by
the City from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development under the
Community Development Block Grant Program. The Subrecipient shall meet all City and
federal requirements for receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, whether
or not such requirements are specifically listed in this Agreement. The Subrecipient shall
provide the City with documentation establishing that all local and federal CDBG
requirements have been met.

11. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V. (E) will not
be required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement
basis.

12. A formal project notice will be sent to the Subrecipient once all funds are expended and a
final report is received.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction



Attachment 1 — Performance Measures

1. Output Measures

A. Total Number of unduplicated clients anticipated to be served by the project during the 12 mo.
FY contract: 400

B. Number of unduplicated LMI City residents to be served with grant funds during the 12 mo.
FY contract: 180

C. Of the City residents to be served: i) how many will have new or continued access to the
service/benefit ; ii) how many will have improved access to the service or benefit: 1807 And
iii) how many will receive the service or benefit that is improved/no longer substandard___ ?

2.) Schedule of Performance

Estimate the number of unduplicated City resident to be served per calendar quarter of the 12
mo. FY contract Q1: 45 Q2: 45 Q3: 45 Q4: 45

3) Payment Schedule
During the 12 month FY contract funds will be drawn Q1__ Q2: 50% Q3: 50% Q4

4) Outcome Measures

Activity (select one) _ Senior Service X_Youth Service  Homeless Service
____ Disabled Service _ LMI Service __ Fair Housing Service

Primary Objective (select one) X Create a suitable living environment __ Provide decent,
affordable housing __ Create economic opportunity (ies)

Primary Outcome Measurement (select one) X Availability/Accessibility  Affordability
___ Sustainability

Summarize the means by which outcomes will be tracked, measured and reported.
The types of households or persons served are of special need (presumed benefit) as abuse
victims.

The Center's Family Support Advocates track each case from intake and initial forensic interview
through to case completion in the criminal justice system. Gathered data provides information for
two completely different purposes, each being uniquely accessible: 1) Case-specific and
confidential data, restricted to use by WSCC; and 2) Data required by various funding sources —
e.g. medical services information the number of mental health counseling sessions, and
information regarding Center services and contacts with a victim.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction



The Center uses data to track various victim demographics, case status and outcomes; provides
for specific agency use of the data (e.g. Grand Junction Police Department); and reports
numbers to appropriate local, state and national databases. The Center utilizes an online system
(NCAtrak) to track the objective and outcomes for the specific goals as mentioned above.

The Center also uses an Outcome Measurement System (OMS) to get feedback on services
provided at and through the Center. This system is a web-based format that includes multiple
ways and opportunities for participants to take the surveys. Families that visit the Center are
asked to complete an Initial Caregiver Survey during their initial visit or within a few days after
their initial visit. Families are then asked to complete a follow-up survey within 60 days of initial
visit.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction



2019 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS
EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF SERVICES

Date Approved:

Amount of Grant: $22,300

Subrecipient: HomewardBound of the Grand Valley
Completion Date: August 31, 2020

1.

The City agrees to pay the Subrecipient, subject to the subrecipient agreement, this
Exhibit and attachment to it, $22,300 from its 2019 Program Year CDBG Entitlement
Funds to improve services to homeless persons in Grand Junction, Colorado
(“Property”).

The Subrecipient certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low/moderate
income benefit 570.201(c). It shall meet this objective by providing the above-
referenced services for the homeless population in Grand Junction, Colorado.

This project consists of improving meal services and overnight accommodations for
homeless individuals and families including commercial-grade appliances, installation of
lockers, and new bunkbeds. It is understood that $22,300 of City CDBG funds shall be
used only for the services described in this agreement. Costs associated with any other
elements of the project or above and beyond this amount shall be paid for by other
funding sources obtained by the Subrecipient.

This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2019 Subrecipient
Agreement and the completion of all necessary and appropriate state and local licensing,
environmental permit review, approval and compliance. The project shall be completed
on or before the Completion Date.

The total budget for the project is estimated to be $22,300.

This project will provide improved services for an estimated total of 1,322 clients.

The City shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the Subrecipient to
assure that the terms of this agreement are met in accordance with City and other
applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and standards. The Subrecipient shall
cooperate with the City relating to monitoring, evaluation and inspection and compliance.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction

City of GJ/HomewardBound of the Grand Valley Sub -Recipient Agreement Page 1 of 16



8. The Subrecipient shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to the City.
Reports shall describe the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what
activities are still planned, financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other
information as may be required by the City. A final report shall also be submitted when
the project is completed.

9. During a period of five (5) years following the Completion Date the use of the Properties
improved may not change unless: A) the City determines the new use meets one of the
National Objectives of the CDBG Program, and B) the Subrecipient provides affected
citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on any proposed
changes. If the Subrecipient decides, after consultation with affected citizens that it is
appropriate to change the use of the Properties to a use which the City determines does
not qualify in meeting a CDBG National Objective, the Subrecipient must reimburse the
City a prorated share of the Amount of the Grant the City makes to the project. At the end
of the five-year period following the project closeout date and thereafter, no City
restrictions under this agreement on use of the Properties shall be in effect.

10. The Subrecipient understands that the funds described in the Agreement are received by
the City from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development under the
Community Development Block Grant Program. The Subrecipient shall meet all City and
federal requirements for receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, whether
or not such requirements are specifically listed in this Agreement. The Subrecipient shall
provide the City with documentation establishing that all local and federal CDBG
requirements have been met.

11. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V. (E) will not
be required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement
basis.

12. A formal project notice will be sent to the Subrecipient once all funds are expended and a
final report is received.

Subrecipient
City of Grand Junction
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Attachment 1 — Performance Measures

1. Output Measures

A. Total Number of unduplicated clients anticipated to be served during the contract: 1,322

B. Number of unduplicated LMI City residents to be served during the contract: 1,322

C. Of the City residents to be served, how many will: i) have new or continued access to the
service/benefit: __ 16; ii) have improved access to the service or benefit__ ; and iii) receive

the service or benefit that is improved/no longer substandard: 1,322.

2.) Schedule of Performance
Estimate the number of unduplicated City residents to be served per quarter of the contract:
Q1:330 Q2: 331 Q3:330 Q4: 331

3) Payment Schedule
During the contract, funds will be drawn Q1_50% Q250% Q3 Q4

4) Outcome Measures
Activity (select one) __ Senior Service ____ Youth Service _X_Homeless Service
____ Disabled Service ____ LMI Service __ Fair Housing Service Housing Other

(insert specify)

Primary Objective (select one) X  Create a suitable living environment __ Provide decent,

affordable housing __ Create economic opportunity(ies)

Primary Outcome Measurement (select one) ___ Availability/Accessibility _ Affordability

_X_Sustainability

Summarize the Means by which Outcomes will be Tracked, Measured and Reported

All guests checking in to the shelter for the first time must complete the Homeless Management
Information System Intake Packet, which includes a request for income information. HMIS data
is updated every six months. The income information recorded is based on self-reporting. If a
person is requesting emergency shelter, it is generally accepted that they are homeless and
eligible for services.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction
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Date Approved:

2019 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS
EXHIBIT A
SCOPE OF SERVICES

Amount of Grant: $26,000
Subrecipient: HomewardBound of the Grand Valley
Completion Date: August 31, 2020

1.

The City agrees to pay the Subrecipient, subject to the subrecipient agreement, this
Exhibit and attachment to it, $26,000 from its 2019 Program Year CDBG Entitlement
Funds for improvements to exterior and interior client spaces at the community homeless
shelter located at 2853 North Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado (“Property”).
Subrecipient provides a variety of services to homeless individuals and families.

The Subrecipient certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low/moderate
income benefit (570.202(c)). It shall meet this objective by completing the above-
referenced facility improvements for homeless persons in Grand Junction, Colorado.

CDBG funds will be used to improve exterior client spaces and improve interior air
circulation for health/sanitation concerns at the community homeless shelter located at
2853 North Avenue to include: install infrared heaters, lighting and a magnetic gate
opener to improve the outdoor waiting/check-in area and install improved climate control
systems for health and sanitation concerns inside the shelter. The Property is currently
owned and operated by Subrecipient which will continue to operate the facility. Itis
understood that the Amount of the Grant of City CDBG funds shall be used only for the
improvements described in this agreement. Costs associated with any other elements of
the project shall be paid for by other funding sources obtained by the Subrecipient.

This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2019 Subrecipient
Agreement and the completion of all necessary and appropriate state and local licensing,
environmental permit review, approval and compliance. The project shall be completed
on or before the Completion Date.

The total budget for the project is estimated to be $26,000.

This project will improve the safety and efficiency and extend the useful life of this facility
for the 1,322 clients provided services in the building.

The City shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the Subrecipient to
assure that the terms of this agreement are met in accordance with City and other
applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and standards. The Subrecipient shall
cooperate with the City relating to monitoring, evaluation and inspection and compliance.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction



8. The Subrecipient shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to the City.
Reports shall describe the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what
activities are still planned, financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other
information as may be required by the City. A final report shall also be submitted when
the project is completed.

9. During a period of five (5) years following the Completion Date the use of the Properties
improved may not change unless: A) the City determines the new use meets one of the
National Objectives of the CDBG Program, and B) the Subrecipient provides affected
citizens with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on any proposed
changes. If the Subrecipient decides, after consultation with affected citizens that it is
appropriate to change the use of the Properties to a use which the City determines does
not qualify in meeting a CDBG National Objective, the Subrecipient must reimburse the
City a prorated share of the Amount of the Grant the City makes to the project. At the end
of the five-year period following the project closeout date and thereafter, no City
restrictions under this agreement on use of the Properties shall be in effect.

10. The Subrecipient understands that the funds described in the Agreement are received by
the City from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development under the
Community Development Block Grant Program. The Subrecipient shall meet all City and
federal requirements for receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, whether
or not such requirements are specifically listed in this Agreement. The Subrecipient shall
provide the City with documentation establishing that all local and federal CDBG
requirements have been met.

11. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V. (E) will not
be required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement
basis.

12. A formal project notice will be sent to the Subrecipient once all funds are expended and a
final report is received.

Subrecipient
City of Grand Junction



Attachment 1 — Performance Measures

1. Output Measures

A. Total Number of unduplicated clients anticipated to be served by the project during the 12 mo.
FY contract: 1,322

B. Number of unduplicated LMI City residents to be served with grant funds during the 12 mo.
FY contract: 1,322

C. Of the City residents to be served: i) how many will have new or continued access to the

service/benefit ; ii) how many will have improved access to the service or benefit: 1,322
And iii) how many will receive the service or benefit that is improved/no longer substandard:
?

2. Schedule of Performance

Estimate the number of unduplicated City resident to be served per calendar quarter of the 12
month FY contract Q1:330 Q2: 331 Q3: 330 Q4: 331

3. Payment Schedule
During the 12 month FY contract funds will be drawn Q1___ Q2: 50% Q3:50% Q4__

4. Outcome Measures

Activity (select one) _ Senior Service __ Youth Service X Homeless Service
____Disabled Service __ LMI Service __ Fair Housing Service

Primary Objective (select one) X  Create a suitable living environment __ Provide decent,
affordable housing __ Create economic opportunity (ies)

Primary Outcome Measurement (select one) __ Availability/Accessibility  Affordability
_X_ Sustainability

Summarize the Means by which Outcomes will be Tracked, Measured and Reported

All guests checking in to the shelter for the first time must complete the Homeless Management
Information System Intake Packet, which includes a request for income information. HMIS data
is updated every six months. The income information recorded is based on self-reporting. If a
person is requesting emergency shelter, it is generally accepted that they are homeless and
eligible for services.

Subrecipient

City of Grand Junction
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Department:  City Manager's Office
Submitted By: Greg LeBlanc

Information
SUBJECT:
Resolution Adopting the Strategic Plan
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this item is to adopt the Strategic Plan.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Strategic Plan is a tool used by elected officials and city staff to both guide policy
creation and focus efforts during the next two years. The overall purpose of the
Strategic Plan is to direct decision-making and budgeting by the City of Grand Junction
and to provide guidance to staff. The plan also communicates the City’s priorities as set
by City Council.

This plan is organized around a framework of four strategic directives. A strategic
directive is a high-level priority that is articulated in a way that effectively describes a
community priority. Each strategic directive is accompanied by a number of key
initiatives. These key initiatives are more specific actions, programs, and ideas
designed to aid in achieving the goals set by the strategic directives. These directives
include:

* Public Safety
* Planning & Infrastructure



* Diversification of our Economic Base
» Community Building & Engagement

This draft update to the plan added Community Building & Engagement to the list of
directives based on the input provided by Council. Council also indicated that the other
three directions should remain as they are core to the City’s mission.

Four guiding principles accompany the strategic directives. Since they do not represent
specific directives or action steps, they are intended to guide the way in which specific
strategic directives and initiatives are implemented. These principles include:

* Fiscal Responsibility

* Partnerships & Intergovernmental Relationships
« Communication & Engagement

* Leadership

The previous plan included two guiding principles. Through the strategic planning
session, Council indicated that leadership should be added as a guiding principle and
that Communication & Engagement should be removed from the list of directives and
revised as a guiding principle.

The attached Strategic Plan draft is the final draft for content. Upon approval of the
substantive content in the Plan, a final product will be produced with refreshed images.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 62-19, a resolution adopting the 2019 Strategic Plan.

Attachments

1.  RES-2019STRATPLAN
2. Council Draft_Grand Junction 2019 Strategic Plan Draft



RESOLUTION NO. __ -19
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE 2019 STRATEGIC PLAN

Recitals:

In 2017 the City Council adopted a Strategic Plan, a plan that carefully and diligently
considered and formulated a direction for the City to continue to grow and prosper.
That plan was successfully implemented and served the City well. In 2019, following
the seating of three new Councilmembers, the City Council reviewed, revised and
renewed the Plan for 2019 and beyond.

The 2019 Plan continues, with some refinement, the four strategic directives of the prior
plan and with its adoption and implementation will carry on the successes that resulted
from the prior plan. By and with this resolution the City Council adopts, approves and
endorses the 2019 Strategic Plan (“Strategic Plan.”)

The strategic directives of the Strategic Plan, which are the cornerstones for developing
and implementing high level and high priority policy for the City are, Diversification of
the City’s economic base, as well as a continuing emphasis on Planning and
Infrastructure, Public Safety and Community Building and Engagement.

In addition to the strategic directives the Strategic Plan include four guiding principles,
which provide overarching direction for implementation of the Plan. Those guiding
principles are Partnership and Intergovernmental Relationships, Fiscal
Responsibility, Communication and Leadership. The guiding principles do not
provide specific mandates or actions but instead are intended to guide the way in which
the specific strategic directives and initiatives are implemented

The four strategic directives, together with the four guiding principles are realized by a
number of key initiatives. Those initiatives describe more specific actions, programs and
ideas designed to bring about the accomplishment of the strategic directives.

The City Council and City staff will use the Strategic Plan to both guide policy creation
and focus efforts during the next two years. The overall purpose of the Strategic Plan is
to inform and direct decision-making and budgeting by and for the City.

The Strategic Plan communicates the City’s priorities and focus; each strategic directive
is designed to highlight the priorities, whether as a strength or weakness, of the City and
provide an administrative structure for the Council and staff to attend to those priorities
in a defined, deliberate structure. While specific actions are not outlined in the Strategic
Plan, City staff will implement, track and regularly report on the progress of the
implementation of the Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

The 2019 Strategic Plan is hereby approved and adopted as generally and specifically
provided therein and in accordance with this resolution.



PASSED AND APPROVED this 2" day of October 2019.

J. Merrick Taggart
President of the Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk



GRAND JUNCTION
STRATEGIC PLAN

PC: James Alsop PC: Visit Grand Junction

September 2019



Introduction

The central purpose of this undertaking was to provide the City of Grand Junction with a tool that can be used
during the next two years by elected officials and city staff to guide goal setting and strategy. This plan
incorporates the priorities identified as most important by City Council. To truly be effective, this plan must
become part of how elected officials and city staff operate and think about programs and services. The test of
this plan's usefulness will be defined by how effective it is in guiding decisions and how it aids in measuring
success.

In the process of examining this strategic plan, the reader will encounter various terms and phrases associated
with key elements of the plan. It is important that we place an understanding of the strategic plan within the
context of what these elements are intended to contribute.

Guiding Principles
Four guiding principles have been added to the plan. They do not represent specific directives or action steps
but are intended instead to guide the way in which specific strategic directives and initiatives are implemented.

Strategic Directives

This plan contains four strategic directives. A strategic directive is a high-level priority that is articulated in a
way that effectively describes a community priority and is not intended to describe specific initiatives, ideas,
programs, or services. It merely summarizes what we believe is most important.

Key Initiatives
Each strategic directive is accompanied by a number of key initiatives which assist in bringing the directive to
the level of application. In other words, key initiatives are more specific actions, programs, and ideas designed
to bring about the realization of the strategic directives. We consider the directive to be the destination and the
initiatives represent the path that will enable us to arrive at our destination.

What Does Success Look Like?

This section of each strategic directive is designed to describe some of the key indicators we will look to in
evaluating the success of that directive. Specific actions are not outlined in this document, and city staff have
internal mechanisms that will be used to implement this plan.

b Grand Junction
S \_\



Guiding Principles

Partnerships & IntergovernmentalRelationships

While some cities may be able to “go it alone” and find success, the City of Grand Junction must effectively
partner with both public and private agencies. As a regional hub with urban challenges unique to a community
of our size and composition, it will take collective action to succeed in advancing our most important
initiatives. Partnerships may include, but are not limited to, organizations or agencies in these areas:
government, education, economic development, transportation, and business development.

We view partnership in its broadest sense and not merely through the lens of delivering municipal services.
Partnership with a common purpose is the key to success with public and private collaboration. Whether
evaluating opportunities for shared services, partnering for economic development, or creating a shared vision
for the future of our community, we recognize that our residents will be best served as we work together with
other organizations to find solutions. We take every opportunity to celebrate past successful partnerships to
build momentum for future collaboration.

Fiscal Responsibility

The foundation of effective local governance is trust. To continue to build the trust placed in us by our citizens,
we must be responsible stewards of the resources entrusted to our care. In a world of scarce resources, we must
be effective in prioritizing our spending to focus on the things that citizens have identified as most important.

As we establish plans and priorities, we do so with an eye to the future. It is not enough to merely find a way to
fund a new project or amenity. We must also ensure that we are planning for long-term ongoing operations and
maintenance with each item that we prioritize.

Communication

We want to be a part of a community where residents are well informed about matters of local government and
their involvement is encouraged. Expectations have changed over the years, and we as a City must adapt to
share helpful information with our residents and stakeholders through channels that meet them where they are.

Communication is a two-way street. It is not enough for us to proclaim what we are doing and expect citizens
to listen and follow along. We need to create channels for citizens to approach the city and communicate their
priorities. This builds trust and ensures we continue to focus limited resources on our community’s highest
priorities.

Leadership

Grand Junction was founded by innovative leaders, ready to lead the way to a new future. Our city continues in
that tradition of leadership today. We are not content to wait around for the future, but rather desire to actively
shape it. Our City holds a key position in the region. We must be a driving force in issues of regional importance
and play a leading role in the growth occurring on the Western Slope. We will do this by setting an example of
how local government should operate — in our conduct, in our words, and in our ideas. The status quo will not
satisfy us, nor will it work, as we continue to push ourselves outside of our comfort zone to be innovative leaders.

3 Grand Junction
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Strategic Directives
1. Public Safety

Grand Junction is geographically isolated from other population centers which creates unique public safety
needs, especially for a community of our size. We are a stand-alone regional hub with urban challenges not
found in other communities on the Western Slope. It is critical that we ensure our public safety efforts meet
current needs as well as anticipate and adapt to future public safety challenges and opportunities.

This will require us to develop a framework to evaluate effective levels of service. To do this, we will consider
modeling communities that share similar challenges. Because of our unique needs, we will also analyze best
practices from other agencies and assess current workloads to develop an effective staffing model. In the spirit
of partnership with surrounding communities, we should also evaluate regionalization opportunities. This will
include a review of our current mutual aid agreements.

Lastly, we must establish clear policy direction for new funding. With the passage of a First Responder Sales
Tax (Measure 2B) to fund the expansion of our police and fire emergency services, we must continue to ensure
that policies and funding mechanisms align with our public safety model and service delivery standards. Over
the coming years, we will move steadily to fill open positions at a pace that allows us to make best use of the
resources while maintaining a high level of professionalism in our public safety departments.

CITY OF
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Strategic Directives
1. Public Safety

KEY INITIATIVES:

e Establish community policing efforts as the heart of our service delivery function with an emphasis on
proactive policing efforts

e Promote safety in our public spaces by working with community partners to address vagrancy,
homelessness, and vandalism

e Plan for, build, and staff essential public safety infrastructure

e Active enforcement of city codes to improve the physical appearance of our community

e Community risk reduction through prevention and education efforts

SUCCESS METRICS:

e Consistent staffing levels appropriate for community needs through enhanced recruiting and retention
efforts

e Response Times — meeting or exceeding national standards

« Feeling of safety — satisfaction survey results for both perceptions of safety and aesthetics

e Continue implementation of community education efforts addressing vagrancy

CITY OF
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Strategic Directives

2. Planning & Infrastructure

To fully understand the values, vision and needs of the community, the City must seek robust input from the
community and distill that input into a plan. This effort is being undertaken in the Comprehensive Plan 2020:
One Grand Junction, a plan that will provide guidance to the City in all that we do for the next 10+ years.
Further, to support future growth in our city, we must make plans to expand infrastructure in areas where that
growth is most likely to occur. In order to ensure that we are making the right infrastructure investments, the
Comprehensive plan adopted in 2009, will be reviewed and updated.

A core function of the City is to maintain and expand infrastructure as needed for future growth. The City will
allocate fiscal resources consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and will ensure existing infrastructure is
adequately maintained. The City will continue to evaluate the current state of its infrastructure, and actively
work with funding partners to implement maintenance plans and construction of core infrastructure.

Infrastructure is defined as the fundamental facilities and systems serving the city such as water and sewer
lines, roads, and sidewalks. Given the potential for significant growth in the community, we must also focus on
planning for future infrastructure needs that can support quality of life, economic growth, and core municipal
service delivery. Many people that have moved to this area have done so and chosen to stay because of the
unique quality of life we enjoy. Careful planning will ensure that our lifestyle will be both preserved and
enhanced. Building and maintaining infrastructure can be a key ingredient to both attracting businesses as well
as attracting and retaining workforce talent.

PC: GJVCB
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Strategic Directives

2. Planning & Infrastructure

KEY INITIATIVES:

e Securefundingsources formaintenance ofexisting infrastructure, and building of essential new
infrastructure

* Incorporate sustainable practices into City operations and encourage citizens to embrace sustainability
practices

e Evaluate, construct and maintain a transportation system that supports citizen needs, including multi-
modal transportation (cyclists, pedestrians, etc.)

* Develop, adopt, and implement community plans (parks, circulation, transportation, Comprehensive)

« Establish sustainable annexation criteria for new developments outside of the city and revise approach
for annexing areas that are not quickly urbanizing

» Establish indices to monitor the condition of infrastructure assets (pavement condition, etc.) and build
plans for maintenance of these assets

SUCCESS METRICS:

e Adoption of Comprehensive Plan 2020

e Completion and adoption of community plans

e Funding levels for needed infrastructure projects

e Substantial progress on riverfront developments in two years
e Infrastructure condition indices

e Become an AARP Age-Friendly Community

PC: Sharon Jungert
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StrategicDirectives

3. Diversification of our Economic Base

Throughout our history, we have experienced boom and bust cycles. In preceding decades, the boom and bust has
tied to the fluctuations of volatile energy prices. Population in the Grand Valley has now grown to the point where
greater economic diversity is not only possible, but imperative. We have begun to take proactive steps to diversify
our economic base to moderate the peaks and valleys in economic activity that we have experienced in the past.
We must continue those efforts. Because economic development is driven by factors well beyond the core
services and functions of the city, we have made the choice to collaborate with other organizations and outsource
the majority of our economic development activities. However, due to the importance of economic development
to our community, ongoing support and monitoring of these activities iscritical.

PC: Allison Blevins
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StrategicDirectives

3. Diversification of our Economic Base
KEY INITIATIVES:

e Develop catalytic development projects such as Riverfront at Las Colonias and Riverfront at Dos Rios
e Build City Place Brand

e Continue partnerships with Economic Development partners and encourage regular reporting

e Continue to support the economic development efforts of Visit Grand Junction

e Expand student employment opportunities from Colorado Mesa University (CMU)

e Partner with Economic Development organizations to develop and implement plans of action

e Continue progress on a Foreign Trade Zone

SUCCESS METRICS:

e Job growth and employment rates

e Wage growth to close the gap with the state average

e Development, expansion, and retention of business

e Increased sales tax revenue

e Increased number of visitors as evidenced by lodging tax revenue

e Square feet developed in catalytic development projects

e Industry specific job growth - number of new business licenses and/or positions in manufacturing, tech,
and other select industries

e Occupancy rate of commercial developments

PC: GJVCB
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Strategic Directives

4. Community Building & Engagement

Bring People Together through Great Public Spaces — There is perhaps no greater way to build a community
than by bringing people together for shared experiences. While the city is not the primary source of these
experiences, we play a significant role in creating spaces where these experiences happen. Public parks, art
exhibits, sporting competitions, and other public community events bring together individuals from every age,
ethnicity, income level and background. Such activities build pride in our community, encourage volunteerism,
and create a feeling of connectedness. We will invest in the resources that provide space for these shared
experiences for our residents: establishing arts and culture, improving and building public parks, and hosting
quality events for the public to enjoy.

Visibility & Engagement — To honor the trust placed in us by our citizens, we must continue to expand
transparent sharing of information. We will communicate and celebrate our significant achievements and also
share how we are actively learning from our mistakes. We will strive to ensure the accuracy of any information
produced and distributed by the City. Lastly, communication is a two-way street. We need to create more
opportunities for engagement with citizens. Rather than wait at City Hall to hear from our residents, we will
look at ways to diversify our public outreach and expand our channels of two-way communication and
engagement with members of our community.

PC: Allison Blevins
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Strategic Directives

4, Community Building & Engagement

KEY INITIATIVES:

e Plan & develop public spaces and places to serve broad, yet diverse uses

e Increase community engagement in public processes by diversifying methods of public outreach

* Engage in public relations and place-branding campaign, involving the community in the process

e Increase use of and diversify citizen engagement platforms (social media, email, public meetings, etc.)
*  Plan specific events with cross-generational appeal

e Rebuild the city’s neighborhood program

e Partner in the success of the Downtown Creative District

e Support recruitment of sporting events through Greater Grand Junction Sports Commission

SUCCESS METRICS:

« Attendance levels for City-sponsored community events

e Participation levels in comprehensive planning process

e Social media engagement metrics

e Community satisfaction from citizen surveys

e Usage rates of parks and other public open space

e Enhancement of existing and creation of new public spaces

PC: Callie Berkson
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.b.

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Ken Sherbenou, Parks and Recreation Director

Department: Parks and Recreation

Submitted By: Ken Sherbenou, Parks and Recreation Director

Information
SUBJECT:

Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to Great Outdoors
Colorado (GOCO) for a Local Park and Outdoor Recreation Grant for Land Acquisition
of Approximately 21 Acres along Monument Road on Behalf of the Mesa County Land
Conservancy, Inc. with the Trade Name of Colorado West Land Trust

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City of Grand Junction and the Colorado West Land Trust (CWLT, formerly the
Mesa County Land Conservancy) have a long history of collaboration that has and
continues to improve the trail system, especially in the Lunch Loop Trail area. Most
recently, a $1.5M Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) Connect Grant was earned in
2018 to connect the trail system to downtown Grand Junction on 10’ bike path mostly
separated from traffic. This connection is on the north side of Lunch Loop and
connects to Downtown, and construction is nearing completion. In this Local Park and
Outdoor Recreation (LPOR) grant request, the City and the CWLT propose to improve
the connection on the south end, to connect the trail to the many nearby
neighborhoods.

Per the constitutional amendment that created GOCO, a non-profit must partner with
an eligible entity, such as a local government to pursue a GOCO grant. This project
does not compete with any other City of Grand Junction request. This resolution will
provide authorization for a $156,920 grant request to GOCO for acquisition of
approximately twenty-one acres of land included within the parcel at 2312 Monument



Road Trail. The total budget is $287,920 and the CWLT has requested a $30,000
contribution. This matching contribution is in the 2020 proposed budget that is
balanced and will be presented to Council soon. Along with a match of $101,000 for
the CWLT, this makes the match 46%, which is competitive.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Colorado West Land Trust is a private, non-profit land conservation

Corporation that has requested sponsorship from the City of Grand Junction for
acquisition of approximately twenty-one acres of land included with the parcel at 2312
Monument Road Trail. The owner plans to subdivide the parcel in the near future
creating a parcel along Monument Road.

The construction of the Lunch Loop Connector Trail, connecting the Riverfront to the
Lunch Loop Trailhead along the Monument Corridor is expected to be completed by
the end of 2019. Since 2014, when the Colorado West Land Trust and the City of
Grand Junction participated in a visioning for the Monument Corridor, the Land Trust,
the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and the BLM staff members have worked to
determine the best possible trail alignment to connect the Lunch Loop Trailhead to the
S. Camp paved trail. The ultimate goal has been to connect the Riverfront Trail along
the Monument Corridor to the S. Camp paved trail in order to complete a 10-mile
bike/pedestrian loop that connects some of our areas finest outdoor assets to
neighborhoods and the downtown.

The trail alignment selected lies along No Thoroughfare Wash on the south side of
Monument Road and requires the acquisition of approximately 20 acres as well as the
acquisition of trail-width (20 feet) rights of way from three other landowners. Colorado
West Land Trust has negotiated a fair market value with the owner of the 20 acres,
requiring a minor subdivision of the property at 2312 Monument Road. CWLT will work
with the landowner to direct the minor subdivision. This request is for authorizing the
City’s grant application to GOCO to purchase the 20 acres, with CWLT as the partner
applicant. The grant is due on October 24th, and, if awarded, will issue funds in March
of 2020. Once the purchase is complete, CWLT will place a conservation easement on
the property, and transfer to the City of Grand Junction for public open space.

The construction of the Lunch Loop Connector Trail, connecting the Riverfront to the
Lunch Loop Trailhead along the Monument Corridor is expected to be completed by
the end of 2019. Since 2014, when the Colorado West Land Trust and the City of
Grand Junction participated in a visioning for the Monument Corridor, the Land Trust,
the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and the BLM staff members have worked to
determine the best possible trail alignment to connect the Lunch Loop Trailhead to the
S. Camp paved trail. The ultimate goal has been to connect the Riverfront Trail along
the Monument Corridor to the S. Camp paved trail in order to complete a 10-mile
bike/pedestrian loop that connects some of our areas finest outdoor assets to



neighborhoods and the downtown.

The trail alignment selected lies along No Thoroughfare Wash on the south side of
Monument Road and requires the acquisition of approximately 20 acres as well as the
acquisition of trail-width (20 feet) rights of way from three other landowners. Colorado
West Land Trust has negotiated a fair market value with the owner of the 20 acres,
requiring a minor subdivision of the property at 2312 Monument Road. CWLT will work
with the landowner to direct the minor subdivision. This request is for authorizing the
City’s grant application to GOCO to purchase the 20 acres, with CWLT as the partner
applicant. The grant is due on October 24th, and, if awarded, will issue funds in March
of 2020. Once the purchase is complete, CWLT will place a conservation easement on
the property, and transfer to the City of Grand Junction for public open space.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Total project cost is $287,920 with a GOCO Grant request of $159,920. The City's
cash match is $30,000 and is derived from the Conservation Trust Funds and is
planned in the 2020 CIP Budget.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 63-19, a resolution supporting the application for a
Local Park and Outdoor Recreation Grant from the State Board of the Great Outdoors
Colorado Trust Fund for land acquisition of approximately 21 acres of land included
within the parcel at 2312 Monument Road for the ongoing development of the
Monument Road Trail.

Attachments

1. Resolution - Mesa Land Conservancy - 090619
2.  Mesa Land Conservancy Inc. IGA - 090619 Lunch Loop Acquisition Oct 2019



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTIN, COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO. _ -19

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE APPLICATION FOR A LOCAL PARK AND
OUTDOOR REREATION GRANT FROM THE STATE BOARD OF THE GREAT
OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND FOR LAND ACQUISITION OF
APPROXIMATELY 21 ACRES OF LAND INCLUDED WITHIN THE PARCEL AT 2312
MONUMENT ROAD FOR THE ONGOING DEVELOPMENT OF THE MONUMENT
ROAD TRAIL

Recitals:

Mesa County Land Conservancy, Inc., with the trade name of Colorado West Land
Trust, a private, non-profit land conservation corporation (“Trust”), requested
sponsorship from the City of Grand Junction for acquisition of approximately twenty-one
acres of land included within the parcel at 2312 Monument Road in the City of Grand
Junction for the purpose of ongoing trail development of the Monument Road Trail
(“Project”).

The Project plan depends in significant part on receipt of funding in an amount up to
$156,920 from The Great Outdoors Colorado (“GOCQ”) grant. The Trust is an ineligible
recipient of the grant and desires the City to be the conduit through which the Trust, and
ultimately the City, will benefit from the Grant. In order for the grant application to be
made, the City must agree to serve as the applicant and grantee of the grant. The intent
of the Trust is to place a conservation easement on the property and eventually deed it
to the City as open space.

After due consideration, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction supports the
Project and desires the City to assist the Trust’s efforts to submit a GOCO grant
application to obtain the necessary funding for the Project, and if the grant is awarded,
to enter into such further agreements as are necessary and proper to obtain and pass
through the grant funds to the Trust and complete the Project.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

1: The City Council of the City of Grand Junction strongly supports the
application to GOCO to obtain funds needed to complete the Project. The
City Manager is authorized and directed to work with the Trust to review,
finalize and timely submit such GOCO grant application.

2: If the grant is awarded, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction
strongly supports the completion of the Project, and authorizes the City
Manager to sign an appropriate grant agreement on behalf of the City as
grantee of the GOCO grant.



3: If the grant is awarded, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction
further authorizes the City Manager to negotiate and sign an
intergovernmental agreement between the City and the Trust regarding
the GOCO grant. Such agreement shall provide for, but may not be limited
to—

a. Pass through to the Trust of GOCO grant funds received by the

City for the Project;

b. The Trust’s assumption of the City’s obligations under the GOCO
grant agreement,

C. Confirmation that the Trust has raised and set aside sufficient funds
to satisfy GOCQO’s matching funds requirement(s) for the Project;
and,

d. The Trust’s payment of acquisition costs as they come due.

6: This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage
and adoption.
Passed and adopted this __ day of , 2019.
Mayor, Grand Junction City Council
ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk



INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT (“Agreement”), is made and entered
into this day of October, 2019, by and between THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, a
Colorado home rule municipality, hereinafter called “City,” and MESA COUNTY LAND
CONSERVANCY, INC., trade name of Colorado West Land Trust, a nonprofit corporation,
hereinafter called “Trust;” collectively the “Parties.”

RECITALS

A. The real property known as 2312 Monument Road situated in Mesa County, Colorado,
is owned by 2312 Monument Road LLC. Owner plans to subdivide the parcel in the near future,
creating a parcel of approximately twenty-one acres along Monument Road that will become the

real property known as the “Property” for purposes of this agreement.

B. Trust requests sponsorship from the City on application for a Local Park and Outdoor
Recreation Grant from the State Board of the Great Outdoors Trust Fund for land acquisition of
Property for ongoing trail development. The intent of Trust is to place a conservation easement on

the Property and eventually deed all rights to such Property to City to be used as open space.

C. Pursuant to City Council Resolution No. entitled “A Resolution

Supporting The Application For a Local Park and Outdoor Recreation Grant From The State Board
of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund For Land Acquisition of Approximately 21 Acres of
Land Included Within The Parcel at 2312 Monument Road For the Ongoing Development of the
Monument Road Trail,” the City applied for a grant in an amount up to $156,920 (the “Grant™)
from The State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund (“GOCQ”) for the purchase of
the Property for trail development (the “Project”); and

D. The Trust is an ineligible recipient of the Grant and the Parties desire the City to be
the conduit through which the Trust, and ultimately the City, will receive the benefit of the Grant;
and

E. In order to obtain and pass through the grant funds to the Trust and complete the
Project, the City must complete and sign a grant agreement with GOCO in substantially the form

attached to this Agreement as Exhibit “A” (the “Grant Agreement”); and



F. The City and the Trust desire to enter into this Agreement to set forth their
agreement concerning the terms and conditions of the City’s execution of the Grant Agreement
and pass-through of the Grant funds to the Trust and to clarify the parties’ rights and obligations
regarding the Project and the Grant Agreement; and

G. Anintergovernmental agreement is authorized pursuant to Section 18, Article XIV
of the Colorado Constitution, Section 29-1-203, C.R.S., Section 22-32-110(1)(f), C.R.S., and other
applicable laws.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions
contained herein and other valuable consideration the sufficiency of which is acknowledged, the
Parties agree as follows:

1. The Trust hereby covenants and agrees to assume all of the City’s obligations under
the Grant Agreement, including, but not limited to, contribution of the matching cash and/or in-
kind contributions up to $101,000 for the Project as reflected in the Project budget and as required
by GOCO policy, and shall provide such evidence of the same as GOCO may require.

2. In furtherance of this Agreement, the Trust shall cause the land acquisition to be
limited to the Property as described in the Project Application submitted to GOCO in connection
with the Grant (herein “Improvements”). After acquisition of the Property and completion of the
Project, Trust agrees to transfer all legal rights in Property by deed to City. The City does not and
shall not be required to assume any obligation to the Trust to construct, operate, or maintain the
Improvements encompassed within the Project or contemplated by the Grant. The Trust and the
City further agree that the City will provide up to $30,000 under the Grant and/or the Grant
Agreement with respect to construction of the Project. The Trust shall be responsible for paying
all Project construction costs as they come due. City hereby covenants and agrees to submit to
GOCO reimbursement requests or progress reports, together with any supporting documentation,
prepared or provided by the Trust for funds expended on the Project and to remit to the Trust the
Grant proceeds, including any Grant progress payments it receives prior to completion of the
Project, upon receipt thereof from GOCO pursuant to the Grant Agreement until the full amount
of the Grant has been received and remitted to the Trust. In the event the Grant Agreement sets
forth a different method for distribution of Grant funds, the parties agree to abide by the terms of
the Grant Agreement.



3. The City shall use its best efforts to fulfill all of the conditions precedent to obtaining
the Grant, including execution and delivery of the Grant Agreement. The Trust will cooperate with

the City and provide all documents necessary for the City to fulfill the conditions precedent, if any.

4.  Subject to annual appropriation, the Trust will, at its own expense, operate, repair
and maintain the Project Improvements to the same standards observed by the Trust in
maintenance and operation of other Trust outdoor facilities for the useful life of the Improvements.
Upon transfer of Property from Trust to City by deed, the City will assume, at its own expense,
operate, repair and maintain the Project to the same standards observed by the City in maintenance

and operation of other City outdoor facilities for the useful life of the Improvements.

5. The City will assist with the administration of the Grant, including but not limited

to preparing and submitting any and all reports required by the Grant Agreement.

6. The Trust agrees to involve a representative from the City’s Parks and Recreation
Department in the decision-making process involving alterations, if any, to the Project that

materially affect the City’s obligations under the Grant Agreement.

7. This Agreement shall not terminate until the Grant Agreement is fully performed
and satisfied as required by the Grant Agreement. Upon termination, the Improvements shall be

and remain the property of the Trust.

8. Should either party fail to substantially perform its obligations hereunder, the other
party may give written notice of the exact nature of the default. The party in default shall correct
the default or provide written schedule of when and how the default will be corrected within fifteen
(15) days from receiving such notice. Failure to perform shall entitle the non-defaulting party to

pursue any other remedy in law or equity to enforce the terms hereof.

9. Nothing contained herein shall be construed as a limitation upon the Trust’s right
to make additions to the Property or any portion thereof, so long as such is done as required by the
Grant Agreement and the changes do not materially interfere with the public’s right to use the

Improvements as specified in Paragraph 5 above.

10. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the successors in

interest of the respective parties.



11. The City’s rights and obligations hereunder may not be assigned without the
District’s written consent, and any attempt to do so will be deemed a default by the City for failure

to substantially perform a material covenant and obligation hereunder.

12. The Trust’s rights and obligations hereunder may not be assigned without the City’s
written consent, and any attempt to do so will be deemed a default by the Trust for failure to

substantially perform a material covenant and obligation hereunder.
13.  General Provisions.

a. Entire Agreement — Merger- Modifications — No Waiver. This Agreement contains

the entire understanding of the Parties and is intended as a complete and final expression of their
agreement and of the terms thereof. All prior statements and representations, including those
which may have been negligently made, and all prior understandings and agreements are merged
herein. The Parties specifically waive any claims they may have for negligent misrepresentations
in the formation of this Agreement. This Agreement shall not be modified except by a writing
signed by the Parties hereto or their duly authorized representatives. No waiver by either Party of

any default shall be deemed a waiver of any subsequent default.

b. Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence of this Agreement, and in the event of

the failure of either Party to perform any term or condition hereof, including but not limited to
terms pertaining to delivery and payment, such party shall be in default and the other party shall

be entitled to all remedies provided by law and the terms of this Agreement.

c. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance

with the laws of the City of Grand Junction, State of Colorado. Venue for all actions connected

herewith shall be in Mesa County, State of Colorado.

d. Invalidity. Ifany clause or provision of this Agreement be determined to be illegal,
invalid or unenforceable under present or future laws, then it is the intention of the parties that the

other terms and provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected thereby.

e. Captions. Article titles and paragraph titles or captions contained in this Agreement
are inserted only as a matter of convenience and for reference and in no way define, limit, extend

or describe the scope of this Agreement or the intent of any provisions thereof.



f. Pronouns. All pronouns and any variations thereof shall be deemed to refer to the
masculine, feminine or neuter, singular or plural, as the identity of the person, persons, entity or

entities may require.

g. Attorney’s fees. If, on account of any breach or default by a Party hereto under the

terms and conditions hereof, any judicial proceeding shall be commenced to enforce any
provision(s) of this Agreement, the substantially prevailing party shall (in addition to other relief
granted) be awarded all reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs resulting from such litigation to the

extent permitted by law.

h. No Third Party Beneficiaries. This Agreement does not create any rights in any

individual or entity not a party to this Agreement.

1. TABOR. No provision of this Agreement shall be construed or interpreted: 1)
to directly or indirectly obligate either Party to make any payment in any year in excess of amounts
appropriated for such year; 2) as creating a debt or multiple fiscal year direct or indirect debt or
other financial obligation whatsoever within the meaning of Article X, Section 6 or Article X,
Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) or any other constitutional or statutory
limitation or provision; or 3) as a donation or grant by any Party in aid of any person, company or

corporation under applicable Colorado law.

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MESA COUNTY LAND CONSERVANCY,
INC. also known as COLORADO WST LAND
TRUST
By By
Greg Caton Robert J. Bleiberg
City Manager Registered Agent
ATTEST: ATTEST:
Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.c.

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk

Department:  City Clerk
Submitted By: Wanda Winkelmann

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Assigning City Councilmembers to Various Boards, Commissions, and
Authorities

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this item is to appoint City Councilmembers to various boards,
committees, commissions, authorities, and organizations.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City Council assigns its members to serve on a variety of Council appointed
boards, committees, commissions, and authorities as well as a number of outside
organizations.

A vacancy on the Riverview Technology Corporation (RTC) occurred as a result of
District C Councilmember Bennett Boeschenstein's term expiration. Councilmember
Phyllis Norris will serve on the RTC effective October 2, 2019.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 64-19, a resolution appointing and assigning City



Councilmembers to represent the City on various boards, committees, commissions,
authorities, and organizations.

Attachments

1. Resolution - Council Assignments



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO. XX-19

A RESOLUTION APPOINTING AND ASSIGNING
CITY COUNCILMEMBERS TO REPRESENT THE CITY
ON VARIOUS BOARDS, COMMITTEES, COMMISSIONS, AUTHORITIES, AND
ORGANIZATIONS

Recitals:

Through various boards, committees, commissions and organizations the citizens of the
City have a longstanding tradition of service to the community. The City Council by and
through its creation of many of those boards and its participation there on and there with
is no exception. The City is regularly and genuinely benefitted by the service performed
by its boards, committees, commissions and organizations.

In order to continue that service, the City Council annually or at convenient intervals
designates certain Council members to serve on various boards, committees and
commissions.

A vacancy on the Riverview Technology Corporation (RTC) occurred as a result of
District C Councilmember Bennett Boeschenstein’s term expiration. Councilmember
Phyllis Norris will serve on the RTC effective October 2, 2019.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION COLORADO THAT:

Until further action by the City Council, the appointments and assignments of the
members of the City Council are as attached.

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS ____ day of October, 2019.

Mayor and President of the City Council
ATTEST:

City Clerk



CITY COUNCIL FORMAL ASSIGNMENT WORKSHEET 2019/2020

Board/Organization

External Agencies

Meeting Day/Time/Place

2018/2019
Assignments/Number of
Years Served

2019/2020
Assignments

Avalon Theatre
Committee*

Third Thursday at 8:00 a.m.

Bennett Boeschenstein - 6
years

NA

Associated
Governments of
Northwest Colorado
(AGNC)

3rd Wednesday of each
month @ 9:00 am different
municipalities

Duncan McArthur — 2
years

Kraig Andrews

Business Incubator 1st Wednesday of each Bennett Boeschenstein Phyllis Norris
Center month @ 7:30 am, 2591

Legacy Way
Colorado Municipal | CML Office Duncan McArthur — 2 Anna Stout
League Legislative years
Liaison
Colorado Water Meets 3-4 times a year in Duncan McArthur - 4 years Anna Stout
Congress Denver
Downtown 27 and 4 Thursdays @ Phyllis Norris — 2 years Anna Stout
Development 7:30 am @ DDA Offices,
Authority/Downtown | 437 Colorado, BID board
BID meets monthly 2" Thursday
5-2-1 Drainage Meets quarterly, generally Duncan McArthur — 6 Phyllis Norris

Authority

the 4" Wednesday of month
at 3:00 p.m. in Old
Courthouse in Training

Rm B

years

Kraig Andrews

Grand Junction

3rd Wednesday of every

Chris Kennedy — 2 years

Duke Wortmann

Economic month @ 7:30 am @ GJEP
Partnership offices, 122 N. 61" Street
Grand Junction 4t Monday @ 5:00 pm @ Phyllis Norris- 2 years Rick Taggart
Housing Authority GJHA Offices at 8 Foresight
Circle
Grand Junction Usually 3 Tuesday @ 5:15 Rick Taggart — 4 years Chuck McDaniel
Regional Airport pm @ the Airport Terminal
Authority Building (workshops held
the 15t Tuesday)
Grand Valley 4t Monday every other Bennett Boeschenstein — 2 Phyllis Norris

2




Regional
Transportation
Committee (GVRTC)

month @ 3:00 pm @ GVT
Offices, 525 S. 6t St., 2nd
Floor

years

Development
Corporation

scheduled

Homeless Coalition | Meets on the 3 Thursday Duncan McArthur — 3 Chuck McDaniel
of the month at 10 a.m. at years Phyllis Norris
St. Mary’s Hospital, 5t Bennett Boeschenstein — 3
Floor, Saccomanno Room 3 years

Horizon Drive 3rd Wednesday of each Bennett Boeschenstein — 1 NA

Association Bus. month at 10:30 a.m. year

Improvement Dist*

Las Colonias Meets as needed and Phyllis Norris — 1+ years Phyllis Norris

Mesa County
Separator Project
Board (PDR)

Quarterly @ Mesa Land
Trust, 1006 Main Street

Barbara Traylor Smith — 2
years

Mayoral Assignment

One Riverfront

3rd Tuesday of every other
month @ 5:30 p.m. in
Training Room A, Old
Courthouse

Duke Wortmann — 2 years

Rick Taggart

Internal Boards

* = No Council representative required or assigned - City Council either makes or ratifies appointments - may
or may not interview dependent on particular board

Board Name

Meeting Day/Time/Place

2018/2019

Assignments/Number of

2019/2020
Assignments

Years Served

Board*

at 4:00 p.m.

years

Commission on Arts | 4" Wednesday of each Bennett Boeschenstein — 3 Anna Stout

and Culture® month at 4:00 p.m. years

Forestry Board* First Thursday of each NA NA
month at 8:00 a.m.

Historic Preservation | 15t Tuesday of each month Bennett Boeschenstein — 3 NA

Orchard Mesa Pool
Board

Meets twice a year at 8:00
a.m. at a designated
location.

Duke Wortmann — 2 years

Duke Wortmann

Parks Improvement
Advisory Board
(PIAB)

Board Name

Quarterly, 15t Tuesday @
noon @ various locations
(usually Hospitality Suite)

Meeting Day/Time/Place

Barbara Traylor Smith — 2
years as alternate, 4 years
as primary
Alternate — Duke
Wortmann — 2 years
2018/2019

Phillip Pe’a
Alternate: Duke
Wortmann

2019/2020




Assignments/Number of
Years Served

Assignments

Parks & Recreation | 18t Thursday @ noon @ Duke Wortmann — 2 years Phillip Pe’a
Advisory Committee | various locations (usually at

Parks Administration

Offices)
Persigo Board (All Annually and as needed All All
City and County
Elected)
Planning 2" and 4t Tuesday at 6:00 NA NA

Commission*

p.m.

Property Committee

Meets as needed and

Barbara Traylor Smith - 5

Chuck McDaniel

scheduled years Phyllis Norris
Phyllis Norris — 1 year

Riverview Annual meeting in January | Bennett Boeschenstein — 3 | Need-Ex-Officio-Member
Technology years Phyllis Norris
Corporation
Urban Trails 2nd Tuesday of each month | Bennett Boeschenstein — 3 NA
Committee* at 5:30 p.m. years
Visit Grand 2n Tuesday of each month Phyllis Norris — 3 years NA
Junction® at 3:00 p.m.
Zoning Code Board | As needed NA NA

of Appeals*
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #5.a.i.

Meeting Date: October 2, 2019

Presented By: Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner/CDBG Admin

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

An Ordinance to Vacate a Portion of the East-West Alley Right-of-Way on the South
Side of the Property Located at 845 Orchard Avenue

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this item at its September 24, 2019 meeting and
recommended approval of the vacation request.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Consider a request by the Applicant, Colorado Mesa University (CMU) on behalf of the
property owner, Johnny Jr. and Colleen Martin, to vacate a portion of the East-West
Alley right-of-way (2,348 square feet) on the south side of the property located at 845
Orchard Avenue. CMU is currently under contract to purchase the property and the
vacated area would become part of the campus.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Colorado Mesa University (CMU) is in the process of acquiring the property on the
north side of the alley that is presently owned by Johnny Jr. and Colleen Martin located
at 845 Orchard Avenue. The property currently has three dwelling units on it. The
sales contract on the property is conditioned upon the current owner having an
opportunity to move the existing structures to a different location. Thus, final purchase
of the property by CMU is not scheduled to occur until November 2019.

In the meantime, CMU, is requesting the vacation of a portion of the public right-of-way
(2,348 square feet) in the east-west alley on the south side of the property. CMU



already owns the two properties on the south side of the alley that abut this segment
proposed to be vacated. The vacation will aid in the continued westward expansion
efforts planned for the campus. Consistent with CMU’s approved Civic and Institutional
Master Plan, this area of the campus is proposed to be a new outdoor track and field
facility.

This particular segment of alley lies outside of the CMU Master Plan area boundary
subject to Ordinance 4754 which established an agreement between the City and CMU
to enable rights-of-way to be vacated through an administrative process. Since it is
outside that area, the vacation process for this segment of alley right-of-way is subject
to the City’s standards processes as defined by the Zoning and Development Code
and may only be approved by recommendation of the Planning Commission to City
Council for final action.

Presently, the alley contains a City sewer line and Xcel Energy electrical and gas
infrastructure. The relocation and/or easement needs for the City utility are subject to
the Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and
Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus executed in September 2016. The
Agreement was executed with the common understanding that 1) CMU has relied, and
will continue to rely, on the City’s water, sanitary sewer and other services to other
citizens and landowners within the City; and 2) the City desires to support the
expansion of the CMU campus and agrees that the City should continue to own,
operate and maintain the main or trunk lines providing service to and within the campus
as it exists and as it plans to exist. The Agreement outlines the responsibilities of each
agency in providing access to and maintenance of utilities within rights-of-way
proposed to be vacated and stipulates that the City will agree to vacations of rights-of-
way, so long as at least 10 feet of unobstructed access is provided, centered over each
wet utility line (e.g. sewer and water). The Agreement does not state that the access
need be provided via an easement.

The alley does contain Xcel Energy infrastructure (electric and natural gas), however
these existing utilities will be moved and relocated by Xcel Energy as part of the
construction of the new track and field facility and if necessary, appropriate easements
to Xcel Energy will be dedicated at that time.

The Grand Junction Fire Department has no objections to the proposed right-of-way
vacation provided remaining existing and all future access roads created with new
construction on the CMU campus are compliant with the state and locally adopted
International Fire Code. Given the requirement and CMU’s intention to develop and
construct fire access lanes, it is Staff's assessment that the proposed vacation would
not impede traffic, pedestrian movement or access to private property or obstruct
emergency access.



NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on August 26, 2019. There were 20 people in
attendance. The Applicant provided a presentation with an update on various activities
going on across campus and information regarding the most recent vacation requests.
The discussion concerned alley access to the east, trash service in the alley, how traffic
will be addressed to prevent people from driving through driveways that connect to
Orchard Avenue, and emergency access to go south from Orchard Avenue on what
used to be the Cannell Avenue alignment.

Notice was completed consistent with the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the
Zoning and Development Code. The subject property was posted with an application
sign and mailed notice of the public hearings before Planning Commission and City
Council in the form of notification cards was sent to surrounding property owners within
500 feet of the subject property on September 13, 2019. The notice of the public
hearing for the Planning Commission meeting was published September 17, 2019 in
the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

ANALYSIS
Pursuant to Section 21.02.100 of the Zoning and Development Code, the vacation of
public right-of-way shall conform to the following:

(1) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans
and policies of the City,

Granting the request to vacate a portion of an existing alley right-of-way meets the
following Goal and Policy of the Comprehensive Plan by supporting the University in
their facilities and building expansion projects, enhances a healthy, diverse economy
and improves the City as a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism.

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

Policy A: Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will improve
as a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism.

In addition to the goal and policy above the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan
states: “Due to the inefficiencies of low density sprawl, a significant amount of projected
future growth is focused inward on vacant and underutilized land throughout the
community. This takes advantage of land that already has roads, utilities and public
services. Infill and redevelopment is especially focused in the City Center.
Reinvestment and revitalization of the center, and maintaining and expanding a ‘strong
downtown’, is a high priority of the Comprehensive Plan and essential for the area’s
regional economy. (Guiding Principle 1: Centers - Downtown)”



The requested vacation also does not conflict with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan
and other adopted plans and policies of the City.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.
(2) No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation.

No private parcels shall be landlocked as a result of the proposed vacations as all
remaining private properties west of this requested vacation will continue to have
access to street and alley rights-of-way.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(3) Access to any parcel shall not be restricted to the point where access is
unreasonable, economically prohibitive, or reduces or devalues any property affected
by the proposed vacation;

All properties abutting the proposed portion of alley requested for vacation are owned
by or soon to be owned by CMU. Therefore, provided CMU follows through with the
acquisition of 845 Orchard Avenue prior to recording the vacation ordinance, there are
no other properties in the vicinity that will rely on this alley for access to their property.

Therefore, this criterion will be met.

(4) There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of the
general community, and the quality of public facilities and services provided to any
parcel of land shall not be reduced (e.g., police/fire protection and utility services);

There are both City and Xcel utilities located within the segment of alley right-of-way
requested to be vacation. City utilities will be accommodated via the previously-
mentioned agreement which preserves a minimum 10-foot wide access centered on all
wet utility lines. Xcel has not requested an easement be retained at this time for the
existing utilities. Xcel utilities will be relocated and/or easements provided at the time
the future facilities are to be constructed. CMU has provided an emergency access
plan for this area of the campus including with the construction of the new track and
field facility and the Fire Department has approved the plan. In addition, for City
Sanitation, CMU will provide a hammerhead turnaround at the east end of the vacated
alley that can still accommodate trash pick-up in the alley. The requested vacation
does not adversely impact police/fire protection to the remaining adjacent private
properties.

Therefore, the requested vacation has no identified adverse impacts on the health,



safety, and/or welfare of the general community, and the quality of public facilities and
services provided to any parcel of land shall not be reduced.

Thus, Staff has found this criterion has been met.

(5) The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be inhibited to any
property as required in Chapter 21.06 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development
Code; and

No adverse comments concerning the proposed right-of-way vacations were received
from the utility review agencies during the review process including Xcel Energy.
Sanitary sewer is located in the alley but its future relocation and/or need for easement
is addressed in the Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Utility
Easement and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus. Xcel utilities will be
relocated if needed and/or easements provided at the time the future facilities are to be
constructed.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

(6) The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance
requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc.

Maintenance requirements for the City will be reduced as a result of the proposed
portion of alley right-of-way to be vacated since the City will not have to maintain the
right-of-way. The benefit to the City is the expansion of CMU and its mission to
educate and by enhancing and preserving Grand Junction as a regional center. The
proposed alley right-of-way vacation is needed by CMU as part of their continued
campus expansion to the west.

Therefore, this criterion has been met.

STAFF AND PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF
FACT

After reviewing the Colorado Mesa University Vacation of Alleyway Right-of-Way, VAC-
2019-444, located at 845 Orchard Avenue, the following findings of fact have been
made with the recommended conditions of approval:

1. The request conforms with Section 21.02.100 (c) of the Zoning & Development
Code.

2. The requested vacation does not conflict with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.



Condition 1. The applicant shall provide evidence of ownership of the property located
at 845 Orchard Avenue (parcel number 2945-111-08-006) prior to the ordinance being
recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder in order for the vacation to take
effect.

Condition 2. The Applicant shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation
Ordinance.

Condition 3. The Applicant shall meet all terms and conditions of the Colorado Mesa
University and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and Maintenance Agreement-
CMU Main Campus and all requirements of the Grand Junction Fire Department for
construction of proposed campus facilities.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Values of the real property associated with right-of-way differ depending on the current
market and the area of the City. The alley right-of-way requested to be vacated is 2,348
square feet and will become part of the Colorado Mesa University campus and allow for
development of additional facilities.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Ordinance No. 4877, an ordinance vacating a portion of alley
right-of-way located between Orchard Avenue and Hall Avenue on the south side of the
property located at 845 Orchard Avenue on final passage and order final publication in
pamphlet form.

Attachments

845 Orchard Avenue Vacation Location Maps

. Proposed Track and Field Facility Showing Access

3. CCON 3946 Contract - 2016 - Utility Easement and Maintenance Agreement
within Campus - Colorado Mesa University (CMU)

4. CMU Alley Vacation 845 Orchard Ave Ordinance

N —
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COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY AND CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION UTILITY EASEMENT AND MAINTENANCE

AGREEMENT-CMU MAIN CAMPUS

This Agreement is made by and between the City of Grand Junction, a Colorado home rule city (“City”),
and the Board of Trustees of Colorado Mesa University (“CMU"), and is effective as of the date that both
parties have signed below.

Recitals.

A.

CMU continues to expand its campus to serve the needs of Western Colorado and of the entire
State of Colorado. For this Agreement, “campus” means the area generally bounded by North
Avenue, Orchard Avenue, 7' Street and 12" Street, in Grand Junction, Colorado, within which
exists the main CMU campus and within which CMU is expected to expand.

CMU has adopted a master plan, the current iteration of which shows that in the years to come
the campus can be expected to encompass many existing properties west of the now developed
main campus. A copy of the current master plan is attached as Exhibit A. When land use is
changed from residential to campus buildings and facilities, the number of service lines will
decrease substantially yet the size of the lines and the complexity of the maintenance of the
lines may increase and/or some lines may need to be relocated. A ‘service line’ for purposes of
this Agreement is the water and/or the sewer pipe(s) connecting the structures on the campus
with the City water or sewer pipe(s) that carry water or sewage, respectively, to and/or away
from the campus and other structures served by such service lines.

CMU has relied, and will continue to rely, on the City’'s water, sanitary sewer and other services
provided to other citizens and land owners within the City.

To utility providers and engineers, there is a distinction between ‘main’ or ‘trunk’ water, sanitary
sewer and storm sewer lines (typically 4” or larger for water, 8" or larger for sanitary sewer and
12" or larger for storm sewer) and ‘service’ lines that are typically smaller and are owned and
maintained by the owner of the served parcel. For purposes of this Agreement, the larger

‘main’ or ‘trunk’ lines as described above are the primary concern of the City and CMU under
this agreement, not ‘service lines (Wet Utilities)

The City desires to support the expansion of the CMU campus, and agrees that the City should
continue to own, operate and maintain the main or trunk lines providing service to and within
the campus as it exists and is planned to exist.

At the present time, CMU is requesting City approval of a plat and vacation of existing City
rights-of-way as shown on said plat, attached as Exhibit B. This Agreement is agreed to in part
to facilitate the City's approval of such plat.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the many benefits received by CMU and the City, individually and
collectively, as a result of this Agreement, the City of Grand Junction and Colorado Mesa University
agree as follows:



. CMU, as the owner of the property described on Exhibit B, hereby grants to the City as the owner
and service provider of the Wet Utilities serving the property shown on Exhibit B, a perpetual and
non-exclusive easement to be used by the City to access, operate, maintain, improve, repair and
replace as necessary the Wet Utilities serving the property shown on Exhibit B in accordance with
City standards.

. The City agrees that it will continue to own, operate, maintain, improve, repair and replace as
needed the main and trunk lines as described in recital C above, that serve the property shown
on Exhibit B now and as it is planned to exist in the future except as the deviation procedure in
paragraph 4 below applies.

. While the City standards ordinarily require unobstructed ten-foot-wide access on either side of
the centerline of Wet Utilities, the City recognizes that doing so within the campus may unduly
limit the ability of CMU to make the most efficient use of its limited area and lands. Thus, the
City agrees to accept existing accesses to existing Wet Utilities, so long as at least ten feet of
unobstructed access is provided, centered over the Wet Utility in question.

. CMU shall deliver its construction plans to the City with respect to Wet Utilities so that the City
has an opportunity to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of Wet Utility service line that will
serve the campus both now and in the future. When, CMU determines that one or more City
standard(s) must be deviated from when constructing or locating Wet Utilities, CMU shall consult
with the City’s Engineers to obtain City approval of such deviation(s). If the City's Engineers do
not approve such deviation(s}, then CMU may request review of such denials by the City Director
of Public Works and if said Director does not approve such deviation(s) then CMU may request
the City Manager to review such denial and if said City Manager does not approve such
deviation(s}, and CMU elects to construct the deviations anyway CMU shall be responsible for
maintenance, repair and replacement of such service, trunk or main line(s) for that segment or
portion of the Wet Utilities that do not meet the City’s specifications. Deviations that are
approved shall be described in writing, typically including drawing(s) specifying the deviation(s).

. For buildings and other improvements within the area described on Exhibit A, and for future
easements for the campus as it will exist, CMU agrees to provide ready and safe access to the
City for Wet Utilities.

. In the event the City concludes that it cannot reasonably obtain access to Wet Utilities because
the CMU design access is too narrow, short or small, City Engineers will inform the City Director
of Public Works who shall consult with the CMU consultant/engineer to determine a practical
solution, on a case-by-case basis.

. In any instance where the wet utilities do not meet city standards and where the Campus surface
has been improved {e.g., sidewalks and landscaping) , including within the area described in
Exhibit A, if the City cannot reasonably obtain access to or perform its necessary maintenance,



10.

11.

12.

13,

Colorado

improvement, repairs or replacement to Wet Utilities owned by the City, the City shall inform
CMU which shall perform the needed maintenance, improvement, repair or replacement;
however, in an emergency, the City may damage or remove such surface improvements without
notice to CMU and in such event, the City shall not be obligated to replace the improved surface
of the damaged area to its prior condition, but shall return the surface to a substantially
equivalent of grade and elevation.

CMU shall pay for the costs to repair or replace any improvements damaged by the City as a
result of the reasonable exercise of maintenance, repair or replacement of City Wet Utilities in
locations where such Wet Utilities do not meet City standards.

Notwithstanding any provision of this Agreement to the contrary, CMU shall prohibit the
construction of any structures on the Campus as it exists or will exist that are not at least ten feet
at the centerline from any Wet Utilities existing as of the date of the Agreement.

The parties agree that the existing rights-of-way for Cannell and Elm and any existing multi-
purpose easements ("MPE"s) shall be vacated, and title thereto shall vest in CMU, subject to
reservation by the City of easements (the “Cannell and Elm Easements”) for any such MPEs and
for access for utilities. The legal description of the Cannell and Elm Easements that are being
vacated shall be identical to the description of the vacated rights-of-way and any adjacent MPEs.

The City agrees that CMU shall have the right to install improvements such as fiber optic lines and
related facilities within the Cannell and Elm Easements, subject to CMU’s duty to abide by the
law applicable to easements.

To facilitate the logical and efficient expansion of CMU on land presently owned or owned in the
future either in the name of the CMU Real Estate Foundation or titled in the name of the State of
Colorado for the benefit of CMU, or in the name of any entity controlled by the CMU Board of
Trustees, this Agreement shall apply to all Wet Utilities serving the present and future CMU main
campus.

The term of this Agreement shall be for a five year period and can be renewed for another five year
term provided both parties are agree able. The term also provides for a two year review by both
parties from the effective date of the agreement. This two year review will be an opportunity for
the two parties to meet and assess how the agreement is working and make appropriate changes
to the agreement as agreed upon by both parties.

iversi resident City of Grand Junction, City Manager

By: Tim Foster




Dated: c!)__”/ /e Dated: Cfr/{z_l/'l_ol(o
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Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project

PREFACE

The project described herein continues the activities associated with the main campus
land acquisition project begun in 1999. Since then, the Mesa State College Foundation
has been acquiring property and, beginning in 2004 with the approval of the “House
Demolition and Ground Recovery Project” program plan, began gifting the properties to
the College. Originally the 2004 program plan was expected to take 15 years to complete;
however, with only five remaining properties to be acquired, it is approaching its
successful completion in half the time. This coupled with the unprecedented enrollment
growth that has occurred during this time period places the College in a position where it
needs to proceed with phase two its land expansion plan. Approval of this program plan
will authorize the Foundation to acquire the additional properties described herein.

Coordinators for this project were Pat Doyle, Vice President, Finance and Administrative
Services, Derek Wagner, Director, Strategic Initiatives, Kent Marsh, Director of Facilities
Services; and Andy Rodriguez, Director of Purchasing. Program plan documentation
was accomplished by Ed Chamberlin, Chamberlin Architects, Campus Architect. This
document has been approved by Tim Foster, President of Mesa State College, as well as
by the senior administration of the College.

This document responds to the outline requirements of CCHE policy Section IILE,
Guidelines for Facilities Program Planning last revised April 5, 2001. Some outline
sections have been omitted because the project does not deal with new capital
construction or building renovation.

18]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

it is the purpose of this project to consolidate activities associated with the main campus
land acquisition project begun in 1999. Since then, the Mesa State College Foundation
has been acquiring property and giving it to the College through Foundation, Trustee,
Colorado Commission on Higher Education, and Legislative actions. The College now
needs to be able to accept the gift of additionally acquired properties and to consolidate
those and prior associated properties into useful capital construction expansion sites.

This project is necessitated by the continued growth of Mesa State College. In the past
ten years, unduplicated fiscal year FTE has increased from 4302 to 6555 or 52.4%.
Likewise, unduplicated fiscal year headcount has grown from 5212 to 8131 or 56.0%.
These figures indicate a growth rate of almost 4.5% per year.

The specific additional property being considered by the College by its Foundation
consists of 214 residential lots, 2 churches, and 21 commercial properties comprising a
total of 77.3 acres. Other property that is being given to the College consists of city
streets and alleys that will become within the College boundaries.

The land gifts are part of the Land Acquisition Project begun in 1999 with donations
from the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and numerous community organizations,
institutions, leaders, and individuals. The original acquisition project was identified in
the 1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan. This project will allow for the
acceptance of gifted properties within specified boundaries which have yet to be acquired
by the College, the Mesa State College Foundation, or through subsequent capital
construction projects. The boundaries for the main campus will be North Avenue on the
south, Orchard Avenue on the north, Seventh Street on the west, and with the addition of
one block east of 12" Street, 12" Street on the east. There are also two other large tracts
that, if they become available, will be valuable additions to the campus. These are at the
northwest and southeast corners of 12" and Orchard.

Consolidation of the properties into useful sites will consist of demolition of the existing
structures and surveying and replatting of the individual lots, streets, and alleys into one
parcel that belongs to the College. Existing structures include those being donated to the
College under this project as well as those yet to be acquired by the Foundation. The
consolidated parcel will then be available for construction of temporary parking lots and
green spaces, provide ongoing revenue sources and sites for significant campus
expansion projects.

The project will be self-financed over time by the College through the use of cash exempt
funds and donations. As those funds become available, parts of the project will be
finished. No endowment is included with the gified properties. It is understood that the
College will maintain them within its own budgeted resources.
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PROGRAM INFORMATION
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM

For the past several years, Mesa State College has been increasing its enrollment.
In 1996, it was recognized that this enrollment growth would require additional land and
facilities, placing its main campus in need of a significant boundary expansion. Since
approval of the Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan in 1999, the Mesa State
College Foundation with the help of the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, and
numerous community organizations, institutions, leaders, and individuals, has acquired
several properties to help meet expansion needs. The Foundation has already gifted
many of these to the college. The project described herein continues this gifting process
that began in 2004. The project gives additional properties to the college in accordance
with current and future facilities master plan needs.

HISTORY, ROLE AND MISSION, NEEDS AND TRENDS

Mesa State College’s current role and mission:

There is hereby established a college at Grand Junction, to be known as Mesa
state college, which shall be a general baccalaureate and specialized graduate
institution with moderately selective admission standards. Mesa state college
shall offer liberal arts and sciences, professional and technical degree programs
and a limited number of graduate programs. Mesa state college shall also
maintain a community college role and mission, including career and technical
education programs. Mesa state college shall receive resident credit for two-year
course offerings in its commission-approved service area. Mesa state college
shall also serve as a regional education pn:)v.fider.l

As regional education provider, Mesa State College serves 14 counties in western
Colorado. The region’s population continues to grow, providing the College with
additional students every year. According to the State’s Demographic Office, all of the
counties in Mesa State’s region have grown and will continue to grow.? (The period in
question is from 2000 to 2040 for 15 to 25 year olds. These dates are the period analyzed
for the Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan.) Historically, well over half of the
College’s enrollment comes from this region.> However, recent enrollment growth from
outside Mesa County and outside Colorado has been dramatic. Non-resident student FTE
has grown from 438 to 614 since 2007 — a 40% increase confirming the College’s need
for additional land to support its mission.

' Colorado Revised Statutes 23-53-101, College Established — Role and Mission.

* Rather than reprint the demographic information within this document, the reader is referred to
http://dola.colorado.gov/demosn/demog.cfin for backup information from the Colorado Demography Office
on the population trends for each county.

? See Appendix A of this document for student demographic information.
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RELATION TO ACADEMIC/STRATEGIC PLANS

Mesa State College anticipates continued enrollment growth. The Mesa State
College Strategic Plan’ recognizes the need to balance sustainable growth with
maintaining the institution’s role as a regional education provider for 14
counties in western Colorado. With a focus on enhancing quality in the
institution's programs, faculty, students, technology and facilities, sustainable
enrollment growth is likely over the life of the plan. As financial support fiom
the State of Colorado continues to dwindle, the institution is focused on
strategic growth initiatives that enhance our competitiveness and strengthen our
Jfinancial position.

The following graph presents enroliment growth, actual and projected, for the thirty-five
year period from 2000 to 2033.

Enroliment Growth
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Using 2000 as the base year, the graph shows that for fiscal year 2010, the actual FTE of
6555 and actual headcount of 8131 represent a growth rate of over 2.1% and 4.5%
respectively. The trend for both FTE and headcount is continued growth especially
among out of town students who will need on-campus housing. The projection anticipates
a growth rate of 2.125% per year.

The College is reevaluating its strategic planning documents in the light of the current
economic climate in its current role and mission. However, it is known that, because of
its designation as regional education provider for 14 counties, the College will need to be
able to respond to the increasing educational needs of a growing western Colorado

* http://www.mesastate.edu/president/documents/StrategicPlan01-27-11.PDF
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population. It is anticipated that College growth and the subsequent need for additional
land will continue.?

RELATION TO OTHER PROGRAMS OR AGENCIES

This program is integral to the college being able to fulfill its role and mission. Without
the ability to expand the campus boundaries, the college will be limited in its ability to
provide access to students outside of its immediate geographic location i.e. Mesa county.
Having the capacity to continue to grow enrollment throughout Colorado and
surrounding Western Undergraduate Exchange ( WUE) states is key to the long term
linancial stability of the institution.

PROGRAM ALTERNATIVES

The only alternative to this project is to cap enrollment. This is not acceptable and
contrary to the College’s role and mission.

* It should be noted that this Program Plan discusses only the needs of the main campus. Enrollment
growth with subsequent land and facility needs are also anticipated for the UTEC and Montrose campuses.
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FACILITIES NEEDS
TOTAL SPACE AND SITE REQUIREMENTS

Prior to the 2004 acquisition project, the main campus contained approximately 45 acres
of land. The 1999 Facilities Master Plan identified several areas of potential expansion in
accordance with the map shown below.®
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® This map is a reprint of that in the 1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan, page 113,
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The background of this map shows concepts developed for the 1999 Facilities Master
Plan. Several of the capital building projects indicated with diagonal lines on the map
have already occurred.

The 2004 House Demolition & Ground Recovery project added most of the property
between Cannell and Houston. All but 5 lots within this area have been acquired as
shown on the inserted graphic titled Property Acquisitions 2004-2011.

The second inserted graphic titled Acquisition Priorities shows the new priority areas.
Priority | areas are those the college is actively trying to purchase. Priority Il areas are
those the college will pursue if they become available.
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ACQUISITION OF REAL PROPERTY

Appendix B includes a listing of properties under consideration by the College. The list
indicates the street address and parcel number.

The property locations are shown by their street address number. Within the Priority |
area there are 214 single family houses most of which were constructed in the 1950’s and
1960’s. Some are vacant while others are rentals. There are also 20 commercial and
church properties.

Following discussion with the City of Grand Junction the streets and alleys will be
vacated and deeded to the College in sections at different times where property
ownership surrounding the various rights-of-way has been completed.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Improvements:

As stated, it is the intention of this phase of the land acquisition project to establish
complete new boundaries for the main campus of Mesa State College. The western
boundary from North Ave. to Orchard Ave. will move from Cannell Ave to Seventh
Street. The southern boundary of North Ave. will not change. The eastern boundary of
12" Street will also not change except for the area bounded by Orchard Ave., 13" Street,
and Glenwood Ave. The northern boundary may include the Community Hospital
property if it becomes available.

Once acquired, it is the intention of the College to replat the land parcels into one parcel
belonging to the College, remove structures, and to prepare the ground for construction of
College related facilities, parking areas, and green space in accordance with the Mesa
State College Facilities Master Plan.

The first part of this project will consolidate all properties between Cannell Street, North
Avenue, Seventh Street and Orchard Avenue, and within the block shown east of 12"
Street. The maps on the next several pages show the campus after completion of
incremental consolidation work on a five year basis. Once all structures have been
demolished, the lots, streets, and alleys will be surveyed and replatted to identify one
parcel belonging to the College.

Initially, the area will become either green space or temporary parking. Green space
work will consist of leveling the ground and providing dust and weed control. As more
houses are removed and large areas become available, the area will be covered with grass
and sprinklered. Lights and appropriate sidewalks will also be provided. Temporary
parking work will consist of leveling the ground and providing a gravel surface with dust
and weed control, parking bumpers, parking control equipment, and appropriate lighting.
Mature trees in good condition will be flagged and protected during construction.
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It will take a period of time to acquire all properties, remove all structures, and convert all
areas to either parking or green space. All work under this program plan, whether
designated as parking or green space, should be viewed as temporary, as all areas will
serve as sites for future capital construction projects.’

The building areas, parking and land area requirements are based on projected enrollment
by prorating approximate facilities in use today. A spreadsheet showing these projections
follows.

Mesa State College

Campus Expansion Projection CHAMBERLIN ARCHITECTS

Aprd 7, 2011
2010-11 Factor Growth  2015-16 _ Growth  2020-21  Growth 202526  Growth  2030-31  Growth 203538
Student Enroliment
Main Campus only
Headcount
On Campus 1624 1M1% Syear 180 1.804 200 2,004 222 2228 247 2473 274 2747
Off Campus 8486 11% S-year 718 1.205 799 8,004 887 8.891 988 9877 1085 10872
Total 8,110 [IT) 2009 999 10008 1,109 1,117 1.232 12350 1369 13,718
Bulldings
Main Campus only
Academic 688,000 85 sf per Student 78272 784,272 84,727 848,990 94,120 943,119 104554 1047873 118145 1182818
Residence Halls 402,500 62 of per Stodent 44 621 447121 40 568 496 629 55,083 551.752 81,167 8129190 67048 680887
Non-Academic $1,500 118f 11,268 112812 12.517 125420 12.905 139334 15.447 154.781
Tolal 1,182,000 158 per Student 131,037 1313037 145583 1458600 161,700 1620300 178,626 1, 7 109540 19954686
Parking
Main Campus only
Residential 1.056 65% OnCampus 117 1173 130 1.303 144 1447 160 1.607 178 1788
Commuter 1,881 26% Off Campus 209 2,080 232 2321 257 2,578 288 2864 k1] 3,182
Reserved
~ Tolal 26 3262 382 3624 402 4025 448 4472 456 4,967
Land Aroa
Main Campus only
Total SF 3,189,330 353580 3542899 369,719 3932618 432588 4365208 480.173 4845370 532882 5.378.370
Acres 73 8 81 9 80 10 100 1 m 12 123

" Program Plans for future capital construction projects within the revised boundary areas will be submitted
to CCHE for consideration and approval.
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Project Cost Estimate:

Each property will be independently appraised to determine a fair acquisition price.
Based on the results of the 2004 House Demolition and Ground Recovery project, the
average purchase price over the past seven years was $180,000. However, with the
housing market somewhat depressed this may be higher than what the market currently
reflects but can serve as a conservative estimate. In the end, each house will be based on
its unique characteristics. Total estimated average recovery costs per parcel:

Property Acquisition (projected average):  $180,000

Testing, Abatement, Demolition $ 36,000
Temporary Parking Improvements $ 16,500
Planning and Approvals $ 500
PER RESIDENTIAL LOT TOTAL $233,000

The initial consolidation work includes environmental assessments and removal of
hazardous material in accordance with current laws and regulations. Acquisition will be
accomplished by the College or the Mesa State College Foundation through donation,
nonexempt funds, or through other capital construction projects.

Projected acquisition cost for the residential lots is based on the average of 17 recently
purchased in the neighborhood. The projected acquisition cost for commercial property
is an average of the values on a per acre basis considering comparable sales, lease rates
and other factors. Projected testing, abatement, demolition, lighting, grading and gravel
cost is based on the average of 67 lots recently completed.

Financial Analysis:

The project will be self-financed by the College through the use of cash exempt funds
and donations. The Board of Trustees will be requested to authorize the transfer of funds
to the Mesa State College Foundation for property acquisition identified in this program
plan. This request will be part of the annual budget process. It should be noted that
funds to accomplish the entire project are not currently available.

Project Schedule:

It is anticipated that the project will be completed incrementally over the next ten years,
Parts of the project will be completed as money becomes available and as the final
properties become available for acquisition. In addition, many of the properties will
become rentals providing a revenue stream that can assist in the funding of the
acquisition program.
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RELATION TO THE MASTER PLAN / OTHER PROJECTS

This project is part of “Project Al — Land Acquisition, Main Campus” as described in the
1999 Mesa State College Facilities Master Plan, Volume 1, pages 114 - 116. In
coordination with CCHE and the State of Colorado, Mesa State College has already
accepted other properties under this project and will quite probably be working to accept
additional properties as they become available within the priority areas established in this
plan.
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APPENDIX A
STUDENT DEMOGRAPHICS

Actual Student and FTE Enrollment Data

Head
YearCount  FTEs

1997 4900 4135

1998 5042 4219

1999 4904 4096

2000 5212 4302

2001 5303 4405

2002 5572 4625

2003 5765 4751

2004 6235 5096

2005 6062 4992

2006 5994 4891

2007 6199 4961

2008 6261 4973

2009 7042 5661

2010 8131 6555

Student Number of Percent
Origin Studenis

Mesa State’s

14 County Region 5488 67.5%
All Other Colorado 1667 20.5%
Out of State 941 11.6%
International 35 0.4%

Total 8131
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APPENDIX B
PROPERTY LISTING
Number PARCEL_NUM

1 2945-114-08-010
2 2945-114-11-008
3 2945-114-08-023
4 2945-114-10-009
5 2945-114-09-019
6 2945-114-10-012
7 2945-114-08-016
8 2945-114-11-005
9 2945-114-08-014
10 2945-114-09-008
11 2945-114-08-020
12 2945-114-11-004
13 2945-114-10-004
14 2945-114-09-020
15 2945-114-09-006
16 2945-114-09-018
17 2945-114-09-014
18 2945-114-09-007
19 2945-114-08-021
20 2945-114-10-011
21 2945-114-08-019
22 2945-114-10-005
23 2945-114-08-012
24 2945-114-08-017
25 2945-114-10-001
26 2945-114-09-005
27 2945-114-08-013
28 2945-114-09-011
29 2945-114-11-009
30 2945-114-08-006
31 2945-114-09-010
32 2945-114-10-007
33 2945-114-11-010
34 2945-114-09-002
35 2945-114-09-951
36 2945-114-08-015
37 2945-114-08-018
38 2945-114-038-001

LOCATION

1825 CANNELL AVE
850 TEXAS AVE
1816 N 8TH ST
1727 CANNELL AVE
725 ORCHARD AVE
1717 CANNELL AVE
860 HALL AVE

828 TEXAS AVE
888 HALL AVE

1720 N 7TH 5T

820 HALL AVE

816 TEXAS AVE
847 HALL AVE

743 ORCHARD AVE
1742 N 7TH 5T
1808 N 7TH 5T
1825 N BTH ST
1730 N 7TH ST

810 HALL AVE
1735 CANNELL AVE
330 HALL AVE

855 HALL AVE

890 HALL AVE

348 HALL AVE
1750 N 8TH ST
1752 N7TH ST
880 HALL AVE
1801 N 8TH ST

858 TEXAS AVE
845 ORCHARD AVE
1737 N 8TH ST

875 HALL AVE

866 TEXAS AVE
1828 N 7TH ST
730 MESA AVE

868 HALL AVE

340 HALL AVE
1842 N 7TH ST

15
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39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
475
78
79
80
81

2945-114-08-025
2945-114-09-013
2945-114-11-003
2945-114-08-003
2945-114-10-010
2945-114-10-002
2945-114-08-002
2945-114-08-022
2945-114-05-004
2945-114-11-007
2945-114-08-008
2945-114-11-002
2945-114-08-001
2945-114-09-017
2945-114-11-001
2945-114-11-006
2945-114-08-011
2945-114-09-021
2945-114-09-009
2945-114-10-006
2945-114-10-013
2945-114-08-009
2945-114-10-003
2945-114-08-005
2945-114-10-008
2945-114-08-004
2945-114-10-014
2945-114-05-012
2945-114-08-024
2945-114-13-021
2945-114-14-032
2945-114-15-013
2945-114-13-017
2945-114-14-006
2945-114-12-011
2945-114-14-026
2945-114-15-003
2945-114-13-001
2945-114-13-024
2945-114-12-009
2945-114-12-003
2945-114-15-004
2945-114-15-012

905 ORCHARD AVE
1815 N 8TH ST
804 TEXAS AVE
817 ORCHARD AVE
895 HALL AVE

829 HALL AVE

809 ORCHARD AVE
802 HALL AVE
1806 N 7TH ST
842 TEXAS AVE
911 ORCHARD AVE
1616 N 8TH ST
759 ORCHARD AVE
1816 N 7TH ST
1622 N 8TH ST
836 TEXAS AVE
898 HALL AVE

723 ORCHARD AVE #N
1727 N 8TH ST
B6S5 HALL AVE
1707 CANNELL AVE
921 ORCHARD AVE
835 HALL AVE

841 ORCHARD AVE
885 HALL AVE

829 ORCHARD AVE
825 HALL AVE
1805 N 8TH ST
901 ORCHARD AVE
888 ELM AVE

1416 N 7TH ST
1343 CANNELL AVE
873 TEXAS AVE
843 ELM AVE

727 MESA AVE
830 KENNEDY AVE
771 KENNEDY AVE
1524 N 7TH ST
860 ELM AVE

1625 N 8TH ST
1628 N 7TH ST
775 KENNEDY AVE
885 KENNEDY AVE
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82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
108
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124

2945-114-14-010
2945-114-13-011
2945-114-13-028
2945-114-14-013
2945-114-12-001
2945-114-14-024
2945-114-13-007
2945-114-14-019
2945-114-13-003
2945-114-13-032
2945-114-13-034
2945-114-14-027
2945-114-13-019
2945-114-13-031
2945-114-13-014
2945-114-13-016
2945-114-13-033
2945-114-11-014
2945-114-13-005
2945-114-15-020
2945-114-14-007
2945-114-15-005
2945-114-11-013
2945-114-13-026
2945-114-15-002
2945-114-14-011
2945-114-13-027
2945-114-13-004
2945-114-15-015
2945-114-12-008
2945-114-13-972
2945-114-13-009
2945-114-15-009
2945-114-14-030
2945-114-14-002
2945-114-13-002
2945-114-15-019
2945-114-13-035
2945-114-15-008
2945-114-11-011
2945-114-11-012
2945-114-14-031
2945-114-13-013

803 ELM AVE

827 TEXAS AVE
820 ELM AVE

749 ELM AVE
1630 N 7TH ST
810 KENNEDY AVE
755 TEXAS AVE
740 KENNEDY AVE
1516 N 7TH ST
760 ELM AVE

740 ELM AVE

840 KENNEDY AVE
889 TEXAS AVE
774 ELM AVE

849 TEXAS AVE
865 TEXAS AVE
748 ELM AVE

898 TEXAS AVE
743 TEXAS AVE
824 BUNTING AVE
833 ELM AVE

805 KENNEDY AVE
890 TEXAS AVE
834 ELM AVE

755 KENNEDY AVE
769 ELM AVE

830 ELM AVE

735 TEXAS AVE
874 BUNTING AVE
1613 N 8TH ST
704 ELM AVE

811 TEXAS AVE
845 KENNEDY AVE
890 KENNEDY AVE
883 ELM AVE
1520 N 7TH ST
834 BUNTING AVE
730 ELM AVE

835 KENNEDY AVE
874 TEXAS AVE
882 TEXAS AVE
701 ELM AVE

841 TEXAS AVE
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125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167

2545-114-14-004
2945-114-14-012
2945-114-13-012
2945-114-12-012
2945-114-14-018
2945-114-13-030
2945-114-15-006
2945-114-13-010
2945-114-15-011
2945-114-13-029
2945-114-15-017
2945-114-14-005
2945-114-14-001
2945-114-13-008
2945-114-14-021
2945-114-14-003
2945-114-15-007
2945-114-12-007
2945-114-12-010
2545-114-12-004
2945-114-13-022
2945-114-13-023
2945-114-13-025
2945-114-14-023
2945-114-14-029
2945-114-14-028
2945-114-12-002
2945-114-15-010
2945-114-13-036
2945-114-13-015
2945-114-13-018
2945-114-14-017
2945-114-14-008
2945-114-14-025
2945-114-14-009
2945-114-13-020
2945-114-13-006
2945-114-15-018
2945-114-14-020
2945-114-15-016
2945-114-14-014
2945-114-14-022
2945-114-17-012

863 ELM AVE

761 ELM AVE

835 TEXAS AVE
1604 N 7TH ST
1400 N 7TH ST
780 ELM AVE

815 KENNEDY AVE
819 TEXAS AVE
865 KENNEDY AVE
818 ELM AVE

854 BUNTING AVE
855 ELM AVE

889 ELM AVE

803 TEXAS AVE
760 KENNEDY AVE
875 ELM AVE

825 KENNEDY AVE
1603 N 8TH 5T
1635 N 8TH ST
1616 N 7TH ST
886 ELM AVE

880 ELM AVE

850 ELM AVE

800 KENNEDY AVE
860 KENNEDY AVE
850 KENNEDY AVE
721 MESA AVE
855 KENNEDY AVE
1510 N 7TH ST
859 TEXAS AVE
881 TEXAS AVE
1410 N 7TH 5T
817 ELM AVE

820 KENNEDY AVE
809 ELM AVE

895 TEXAS AVE
753 TEXAS AVE
844 BUNTING AVE
750 KENNEDY AVE
864 BUNTING AVE
745 ELM AVE

780 KENNEDY AVE
856 GLENWOOD AVE
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168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
77
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189
190
191
192
153
194
155
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210

2945-114-16-014
2945-114-19-006
2945-114-18-001
2945-114-17-013
2945-114-17-014
2945-114-17-017
2945-114-16-006
2945-114-19-007
2945-114-16-012
2945-114-15-023
2945-114-17-024
2945-114-15-028
2945-114-16-010
2945-114-16-003
2945-114-15-025
2945-114-17-021
2945-114-19-005
2945-114-17-006
2945-114-19-008
2945-114-16-008
2545-114-19-003
2945-114-17-018
2945-114-15-024
2945-114-15-021
2945-114-17-009
2945-114-21-951
2945-114-19-002
2945-114-16-004
2945-114-19-001
2945-114-16-016
2945-114-17-002
2945-114-18-003
2945-114-17-003
2945-114-16-005
2945-114-17-005
2945-114-19-004
2945-114-16-001
2945-114-18-005
2945-114-18-002
2945-114-17-015
2945-114-17-016
2945-114-17-004
2945-114-16-013

752 GLENWOOD AVE
865 GLENWOOD AVE
763 GLENWOOD AVE
846 GLENWOOD AVE
836 GLENWOOD AVE
804 GLENWOOD AVE
727 BUNTING AVE

875 GLENWOOD AVE

730 GLENWOOD AVE #B

768 BUNTING AVE
888 GLENWOOD AVE
710 BUNTING AVE
720 GLENWOOD AVE
748 BUNTING AVE
750 BUNTING AVE
866 GLENWOOD AVE
845 GLENWOOD AVE
853 BUNTING AVE
911 GLENWOOD AVE
1226 N7TH ST

825 GLENWOOD AVE
867 BUNTING AVE
762 BUNTING AVE
814 BUNTING AVE
887 BUNTING AVE
1350 N 7TH ST

815 GLENWOOD AVE
745 BUNTING AVE
805 GLENWOOD AVE
1204 N 7TH ST

815 BUNTING AVE
751 GLENWOOD AVE
825 BUNTING AVE
739 BUNTING AVE
843 BUNTING AVE
835 GLENWOOD AVE
769 BUNTING AVE
727 GLENWOOD AVE
759 GLENWOOD AVE
824 GLENWOQD AVE
814 GLENWOOD AVE
833 BUNTING AVE
740 GLENWOOD AVE

19



Mesa State College — Program Plan, West Expansion Property Acquisition Project

211
212
213
214
215
216
217
218
219
220
221
222
223

2945-114-16-002
2945-114-17-007
2945-114-17-001
2945-114-18-004
2945-114-15-030
2945-114-18-006
2945-114-15-026
2945-114-16-007
2945-114-16-015
2945-114-15-022
2945-114-17-950
2945-114-10-953
2945-114-10-954

757 BUNTING AVE
859 BUNTING AVE
805 BUNTING AVE
733 GLENWOOD AVE
730 BUNTING AVE
705 GLENWOOD AVE
740 BUNTING AVE
1236 N 7TH ST

760 GLENWOOD AVE
804 BUNTING AVE
875 BUNTING AVE
1704 N 8TH ST
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EXHIBIT

)

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY SUBDIVISION

A TRACT OF LAND ENCOMPASSING ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY PREVIQUSLY SUBDIVIDED AS LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF ELAM SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2261431 IN THE RECORDS OF THE OFFICE OF THE MESA COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER,
LOT 1 OF ELAM il SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2455622, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6, MCMULLIN & GORMELY SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 349926, SAID MESA COUNTY
RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND &, GARFIELD PARK SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE RE-FILING PLAT THEREOF, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 444756, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, LOTS 1 THROUGH 38, INCLUSIVE AND LOT 40, SOUTH GARFELD
PARK SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 539508, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, MESA COLLEGE CAMPUS SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AT RECEPTION NUMBER 459010, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, TOGETHER WITH THOSE
RIGHTS-0OF=WAY AND ALLEY WAYS DEDICATED BY THE ABOVE REFERENCED SUBDIVISION PLATS AND VACATED BY THOSE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION ORDINANCES NUMBERED 1120, 1299, 1675, 2913, 3356, 3759, 4106, 4252, 4431, 4580 AND 4628,
ALL IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO

REDICATION AND OWNERSHIP STATEMENT

K'sw’: M.I.w;ﬂl BY THESE PRESENTS THAT COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY IS THE CWNER OF TMAT REAL PROPERTY DESCRIBED
AS FOLLOWS;

A TRACT OF LAND ENCOMPASSING ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY PREVIOUSLY SUBOMDED AS I.Of 1, &0@( 1 0F BLaM

SUBDIVISION, A SUBDNWISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2281431 iN THE RECORDS OF THE OFFICE OF THE MESA
COUNTY CLERK AMD RECORDER, LOT | OF ELAM N SUBDIWISION, A SUBDIVSION RECORDED AS NEC(FTIW NUMBER 2435812,
SAD MESA COUNTY RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2. 1, 4, 3 AND 6, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS
RECEPTION WUMBER 349928, S0 WESA COUNTY RECORDS. BLOCKS 1. 2. 3. 4, 3 AND €. GARRIELD PARK SUBDIMISION,
ACCORDING TO THE RE-FILNG PLAT THERCOF, A SUBDIWVISION ﬂimDED A5 RECEPTION WUMBER 444758, SAD MESA COUNTY
RECMDS. LOTS ¥ THRNM 3B, INCLUSIVE AND LOT 40, SOUTH CARFIELD PARK SUSOIVSION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS

CEPTION NUMBER 439308, Sclll WESA COUNTY RECORDS, WESA CG..LEG CAMPYUS SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIMSIDN RECORDED At
IECCP'I'IM NUIIBER mmm. SARD MESA COUNTY RECORDS, TOSCTHCR WITH THOSE RICHTS=OF =WAY AND ALLEYWAYS
DEDICATED BY THE AGOVE REFERENCED SUBDIVISION PLATS AND VACATED BY THOSE CITY OF CRAMD JUNCTICH DROINANCES
WUMBERED 1124, 1299, 1075. 23, 3356 3739, A108, 4257, 4431, 4590 AND 4828, ALL BN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF
SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP | SOUTH, RANGE 1 OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, OTY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF WHESA, STATE
OF COLORADQ, BEING MTHI:R DESCRIBED AS :

it AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 11 AKD CONSIDERSNG THE SOUTH UNE OF SAD SECTIOH 11 TO
Bil-ﬂ Nmm 8!'31 39" WEST, WTH ALL BEARINGS CONTANED HERON RELANVE THERETC. TMENCE NORTH B931'39 WEST,
LINE, SAID LNE BEING ALSD THE CEMTERLINE OF NORTH AVENUE, A D:STANCE OF 40.50 FEET. THENCL
NOﬂI‘N OO‘UJ 55' EAST. A DISTANCE OF 4000 FEET TO A POMT AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE mmmr WT-W-I‘AI‘
UNE OF SAID MORTH AVENUE AND THE WESTERLY RIGHT=OF=WAY LINE OF 12T STREET AND THE
THENGE NORTH BISI'30° WLST, Au.nc SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT=OF = WAY LINE, AND ALDNC THE SGJ'I'HENI.T UNE oF IESA
COLLECE CAMPUS SUBDIMISION THE SOUTHERLY LINE OF BLOCKS 5 AND 8, SAD WCUMULLIN AND BOIVISION,
A DSTANCE OF 1214.19 FELT TO A PQINT ON THE EASTERLY RICHT-OF-WAY LNE OF CANNEL AVI'.NUE. TMI'.NCE NORTHERLY
ALONG SAX) EASTERLY RICHT=OF=WAY LUINE THE FOLLOWNG FOUR (4) COURSES:

{1) NORTH OCDS'37° WEST, A DISTANCE OF 137.85 FECT;
(2) HORTH 14745 WEST, A DISTANCE OF 3180 FEET,
{3) NORTH 28°38°21" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 27.99 FEET;

{4) WORTH OD'DS'37° WEST, A DISTANCE OF 100.91 FEET TO THE SOUTHWEST CORHER OF LOT 28, SAID BLOCK J. MOMULLIN
AND GORMLEY SUBMNVISION,

THENCE KORTH BOST'3™ EAST, ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID LOT 28 AND THE EASTERLY EXTENSION THERLOF. A
DSTANCE OF 131.72 FLET 10 TME CENIERUNE OF THAT ALLEY VACATED PER SAID ORDINANCE NUMBER 4431 THENCE WORTM
DODI17° WEST, ALONG THE CENTERUIME OF SAID VACATED ALLEY, A DISTANCE OF 125.10 FELT TD A POSNT AT THE
INTERSECTION OF SAID CENTERLING AMD THE EASTERLY EXTENSION OF THE NORTH LKE OF LDT 30, SAID BLOCK 3, MCUULLIN
AND CORMLEY SUBDIVISION: THEMCE SOUTH BE38'44" WCST. ALONG SAID NORTH LINC AND THL EASTCRLY EXTENSION
THEREOF, A IISTANCE OF 1J1.54 FEEY 10 THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAK) LOT 30 AND SAID CASTERLY RICHTOF = WAY LINE
OF CAMNELL AVENUE: THENCE NORTH DDDE'37" WEST. ALONG SAID EAE‘ERL'I’ RICHT-OF ~=WAY LUINE AND ALONG THE WESTERLY
UNE OF SAID BLOCK J AN THE NORTHERLY EXTENSION THEREOF, A INSTANCE OF 190.22 FELT 10 A POMT AT THE
INTERSECTION OF SAID NORTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE WESTERLY UME OF BLOCK 3 AND THE SOUTHERLY EXTENSION OF THE
ESTE&LT LINE Of BOCk 2, SAl OILH.I.IH AND GORMLEY SUBDIVIDION; THENCE NORTH 0OT4'S8™ WEST, WG THE
WESTERLY LINE OF SAD BLOCK 2 AND THE SOUTHERLY AND NORTHERLY EXTEMSICNS THEREOF ANG CONTIMUENG ALOMG SAID
EASTERLY RIGHT-OF —wAY, & DISTANCE OF 302.2B FEET 10 TME SOUTHERLY UNE OF THAT PORTION OF CINNELI. AVENUE
YACATED BY OTY ORDINANCE No. 4288, RECORDED AT RECEPTION Mo. 18B8837, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS; THENCE
SQUTHM B938'0Y° WEST, ALONG SAID SOUTHERLY UNE, A NSTANCE OF 90.00 FEET 10 THE WESTERLY LNE G’ SAIJ VAUI'ED
CANN[LL AVENUE; THEMCE HORTHERLY ALDNG SAID WESTERLY LINE AND ALONG THE EASTERLY UNE OF KEWN

BOIWISION RECORDED AT RECEPTION Na. 870087, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS AND ALDNG THE EASTEHI.Y I.IN[ OF ﬂ.H
A"ﬂlUE SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AT RECEPTION m 320443, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, W
DOD4'SA™ WEST, A DISTANCE OF 277.37 FEET: THENCE NORTHERLY, CONTINUMNG ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE OF SHD a1
AVENUE SUBDIVISION AND ALDNG THE EASTERLY LINE OF NELMS SUBDIVISION, A SUBDMMSION RECORDED AT RECEPTION Mo.
387830, SAD MCSA COUNTY RCCORDS, NORTH 0012°30° WEST. A DISTANCE OF 308.07 FEET 7O THE SOUTH RIGHT-DF=WAY
UHE OF TEXAS AVENUE; THM N(HTH 89'55 !4 EAS'I N.MG THE MORTHERLY LINE OF SAID VACATED CANNELL AVEMUE, A
DISTANCE OF 80.00 FELT TO OF THAT POATION OF CANNELL AVENUL VACATED @Y QTY
OADINANCE No. 4390, RECGDI'.'D AT ﬁtﬂﬂ’ﬂm Ne. ZM'IMI SAID WESA COUNTY RECORDS; THENCE MORTH 0012'30° WEST,
AOHG THE WESTERLY UNE OF SAID VACATED FORTON OF CANMELL AVEWUE, A DISTANCE OF 282 FEET: THENCE CONTINUNG
AI.NC SAID WESTERLY LINE, NORTH 30°48'JA° [AST. A DISTANCE OF B8.28 fEET TO THE EASTERLY RICHT-OF-WAY LNE OF
CANNELL AVERUE: THENCE WORTH DOMZ'21" WESY, ALONG THE WESTERLY UWE OF BLOCKS 2. 3 ANO & OF SAID CARFELD
PARK SUBDIVISICN AMD ALONG SAD EASTERLY RICHT-OF-WAY LINE OF CANMELL AVENUE, A DNSTANCE OF 930.71 FEET TD
THE SOUTHERLY MIGHT=OF=WAY UNE OF DACHARD AVENUL; ‘NENCE SOUTH BE'SB'42" EAST, ALCNG SAID SOUTHERLY
RICHT=0F =WAY LINE, SAID UNE BEING ALSD THE NORTHERLY LINE OF BLOCKS ) AND 2, SA CARNELD PARK SUBDIMSON, A
ERSTANCE OF 1240.02 FEET T0 T KSTERLY NIN“-OF-*A\' I.INI: N lzm S‘IR{U. THEMCE SOUTH m: 36" H’.ST. M.WG
SAD WESTERLY RCHT=OF=wAY LiNE, SAID UNE BEING ALSO THI LOCKS 1, 4 AND & OF GARP
SUBDIVISION AND THE EAST UINE OF SAID SOUTH CARFELD F”IK SUBDMEM mo THE SOUTHERLY E“ENSM l'HEREN A
DOSTANCE OF 1283.41 FEET. THENCE SG.I‘I'H !9450! H’ST A HSTANII N Olﬂ F[E'I' TO A POMT ON 'I'Hl: NMTHERLV
EKTENSCN W THE EAST LINE OF SAID MESA COULEGE SOUTH D03
EAS AND THE MORTHERLY EK‘I'ENSCN THERECF AND ALMG SAID ‘ESI'ERI.Y III:NI'-G'-&A\' UNE ﬂ' 1I'I'H !TNEI:T A
DlSTANcl: OF 1276.38 FEET TO THE "+

75848 ACRES OR 3,218,833 SQUARE FEET, MORE OA LESS.

SAD CWNER HAS BY THESE PRESENTS LAID DUT, PLATTED AND SUBCYWDED THE ABOVE-DESCRIBED REAL PROPERTY INTO A LOT,

AND A BLOCK AS SHOWN HEREOM. AND DESICMATED THE SAME AS "COLORADD MESA UMIVERSITY SUBDIMSION®, H THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO.

:&&1‘&15. ROADS AND RIGHTS—OF-WAY ARL DEDICATED TO TwE QTY OF GRAMD JUNCTION FOR THE USE OF THE PUBLKC

ALL UTILITY EASEMENTS ARE DEDICATED 70 THE OTY OF CRAND JAMCHOM AS PERPETUAL EASEMENTS FOR CITY APPROVED

UTIUTIES INCLUDING THE INSTALLATION, OPERATION, IlAINTENANCt AND REPAIR OF SAID UTLITIES AND APPURI'ENANC{S HH

HA\’ NQ.UDE BUT ARE NOT LMITED TO ELECTRIC LINES. CABLE TV UINES. NATURAL GAS PIPELINES. SAMITAR LINES.
Tomd SEWERS, WATER LMES, TELEPHOME UNES, EQUIVALEMT OTHER PUGLIC UTHITY PROVIDERS AND APPUR'CNAN'I FACIUIRES.

THGRESS~EGRESS EASEMENTS SHOWN WEREON ARE HERESY DEDICATED TO THE QITY OF CRAMD JUNCTION AS PCRPETUAL MON-
EXCLUSIVE EASCMENTS FOR PUBLIC INCRESS AMD ECRESS.

ALL TRACTS/EASEMENTS INCLUDE THE RGHT OF WCRESS AND EGRESS OW, ALONG, OVER, UNDER, THROUGH AND ACROSS 8Y
THE BENECPOARIES, THEIR SUCCESSCRS, OR ASSIGNS, TOGE ¥ATH THE RIGHT TO NIM CI REMOVE MTERTERMG TREES AMD
BRUISH, AND IH DRANAGE AND DETENTION/RETENRION EASEMENTS OR TRACTS. THE R 0 DREDCE; PROWOED

THAT THE BENERID. IWHERS SHALL UTHI IETHESMENAREASWI&.E‘NDM?H‘NNIH FURTHERMORE, THE
OWHERS OF SAID LOTS OR TRACTS HEREBY PLATIED SHAWL MOT BURDEN OR OVERBURDEN SAID CASEMENTS By CRECTING OR
PLACING ANY IMPROVEMENTS THEREON WHICH MAY IMFEDE THE USE OF THE EASEMENT AND/OR PRIVEN' INE REASONABLE

IMGAESS AND EGRESS TO AND FROM THE EASEMENT. SURFACE USE WITHIN THE UTILITY EASEMENTS DEDICATED HEREON SHALL
UMITED TO 500, ASPHALT OR GRAVEL

OWNER HERESY DECLARES THERE ARE MO LIEM HOLDERS OF RECORD FOR THE HEREN DESCRIBED PROPERTY,

N WITNESS WHEREDF, SAID OWNER HAS CAUSED IFS MAME TO BE HEREUWTO DESCRIBED THIS. DAY
oF . AD. 208,

av:
T FOSTER
PRESIDENT. COLORADD MESA UNMNVERTITY

AREA = 73.848 ACRES +/-

Seent 1 of 3

=

2
=
=
ST

11 J ] —I

Vicinity Map
No Scole

FOR THE USE OF THE CITY OF GRAND JMCTION
[ Poge Description:

NOTARY PUBLIC CERTIFICATION

STATE OF COLORADO i -
COUNTY DF MESA

THE FORECOING INSTRUMENT WAS ACKNOWLEDGED BEFORE ME BY TIM FOSTER AS PRESIDENT OF COLORADD NESA UMIVEREITY.

THIS. DAY OF AD. 2018

WATHESS MY HAND AND OFFIOIAL SEAL:
NOTARY PUBUC

NY EXPIRES:

NOTES:

1 “NOTKE: ACCORDING TO COLORADO LAW YOU MUST COMMENCE ANY LEGAL ACTION BASED UPOM ANY DEFECT IN THIS SURVEY
WTHiN THREE YEARS AFTER YOU FIRST DISCOVER SUCH DEFECT. N NO EVENT, MAY ANY AGTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT IN
THIS SURVEY BE COMMENCED UORE THAN TEN YEARS FROM THE GATE OF THE CERTINCARON SHOWM HEREON™.

2. THE BEARINGS AS SHOWN HEREON ARE BASED UPON THE CONSIDERATION THAT THE SOUTH LINL OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 1
SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN 1S CONSIOERED TO BEAR NOATH 88731397 WEST SAID UNE 15 MONUMENTED AS

SHOWH HEREDH,

J. THE UNDERSIGNED HAS RELED. N PART, UPON ABSTRACT & MME CO. OF MESA COUNTY. WC. COMMITMENT TO INSURE.

TWENT NUMBER ABA 107001232 HAVNG AN
OWNERSHIP HAS GELN PROMOED BY THE O

WDAWUMEZ.MATTODAH FOR_ OwN
INFDRHATIM USED W nm:wmc THE BGJMMRY Df THL HEREON ntscmam PARm—

JURCTION
COMSTITUTE A TITLE SEARCH BY DRENEL IMRB.L l 0. ™ DtTDlIlINE MIP AND EASEWENTS OF RECOAD.

RZBMDED EASEMENTS AND RGHTS-OF = WAY WITHIN THE BOUNDARY OF THE HEREOH DESCRIBED PARCEL HAV: NOI’ BEUI
OWN PEMDING COMPLETION OF A I'MIIN. &GNEIHENT BETWEEN COLORADD MESA UNMIVERSITY AND THE O

.IJNCTW VACATING ALL PRIOR EASEM|

ERSHIP
TICHAL INFORMATION PERTAMING TO
ADD WESA UNNMERSTIY THE SURMEY DOES MOT

4. FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE SUAVEY OF THiS SUBDIMISION THE CENTERLIME OF NDRTH AVENUE IS CONSIDER[D TO BE THE
SOUTH LINE OF SECTION 11 RUNNING BETWEEN MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER No. PO3Z AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER, WESTERLY
TO MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER No. PO33 AT THE SOUTHWEST CORMER.

4. DRENSONS SHOWN ON THE SURVEY AND DEMOTED WITH AN (/)" INDICATE RECORD DMENSIONS BASED UPON INFORMATION
COMTAINED 4 THE CITY OF CRAND JUNCTWON EMGINEERING DEPARTMEMT RECORDS PERTAIMING TO A CITY MONUMENT STUDY AND

FROM THE PLAT OF GARFIELD FPARK SUBDIVISICN, ACCORDIWG TD THE REFILING PLA

Lo SUBOIWSION, RECORDED
SUBDIMSION, NEMNBDD(GAYPARJMDMMTUIIW

ALL IN THE RECORDS OF THE OFFICE OF

6. THE LINEAL DNMENSIONS AS SHOWN MEREOM ARL W U S SURVEY FLET

SURVEYORS STATEMENT

T THERCOF. RECORDED IN 800'(7!1’ PAGE 9,
!NBOD(?ATFM:EII INEPLATEM:MJLLIN CoRLEY

CAMPUS, RECOROED v BOOK 7 AT PAGE 28,

THE (LERK AND RECORDER OF UESA COUNTY. {refar to legend on sheat 2)

I PATRICK C. OMEARN. A REGISTERED
‘MIS SUBDIASION PLAT UIAS PREFARED BY ME OR unnm UY DRI
AND BEUEF AND IS N COMPLIANI

AND REGULATIONS OF THE STATE OF

PROFESSIOMAL LAND SUHKM M THE STATE OF COLORADO, DO HEREBY CLRTWY THAT
T SUPERWSION, AND THAT IT IS ACCLRATE 70 THE BEST OF
ABL( LAWS. AND COUORADO

KNCWLEDGE ICE WTH THE A
PERIMNNG TO LAKG SMVEYING. THIS CERTWICATION IS NOT A CUIRANT\‘ OR WARRAMTY, OTHER £XPREISED OR WMPLIED,

Pamcx € C'HEARW, P LS. 23013
IADO LICEMSED: PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYDR
FHANOW!EHIIFDFDR{!U.. BARRLLL & (O

TILE CERTIFICATION

WE, NERXERAFEREREAEEARERRRATMAXERREEANEACENRAKEINEE, A ‘Ill‘li INSURANCE COMPANY. AS (ALY LICENSED IN TH: STATE OF
COLOR T AVE EXALRHED THI PROPERTY, THAT WE FiWD THE

RECORD, THAT ALL E.

NOT SATSFIED OR RELEASED OF RECORD NOR OTHERWISE TERMINATED BY LAW ARL SHOWN HE AHD THAT
OTHER ENCUMBRANCES OF ASTMENTS, RESERY)

DATE: By:

LT

FOR: uxNkaneXNENRNUENMENKNNENR

CITY OF GRAND JINCTION APPROVAL

TO EON DESCRIE TNE
SA UMVERSITY, THAT THE CURRENT TAXES HAVE BEEN FMD THAT ALL MORTCAGES
REON THERE ARC WO
ATWONS AND RICHT=OF ~WAYS OF RECORD ARE SHOWM HEREOM

THIS PLAT OF COLORADO MESA UMIVERSITY SUBDIVISON, A SUBOIVISION N THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION. COUNTY OF MESA
STATE OF COLDRADO IS APPROVED ANMD ACCEPTED ON THE DAY OF

T WANAER
CLERK AND RECORDERS CERTIFICATE

PRESIOENE, CITY COUNCIL

. AD 018

STATE OF COLORADO
COUNTY OF MESA

| HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS MSTRUMENT WAS FRED FOR RECORDING It MY OFFICE

AF O'CLDCK THS DAY OF AD. 2018
AND 15 DULY RECOROED IN BOODK MO. A PAE o
RECEPTON NO. : DRAWER NO. IFEES ¥
[ L r = — B pEPuTY
Sheel 1 = Description, Dedicotion, Moles ond Certifcoles
Theet T~ Mol Qiephic [/ Subdiveion Boundory
Sheet 3 = Pt Crophic / Lasement Dedicallons
COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY SUBDIVISION == Drexel. Barrelt & Co. tnpnesn/Surrerers

LOCATED IN THE SE 1/4 OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP
1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN,

A

(208) 44n-sms

S UONVD YYD STRENT  THABLAS GG COAMGSS Gis  (TV8) OO-mma?

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, Ferans — e o, Py [
STATE OF COLORADO. R ot e v h:‘ :.' :'“”E" :-.3.0.2.19 02




COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY SUBDIVISION

A TRACT OF LAND ENCOMPASSING ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY PREVIOUSLY SUBDIVIDED AS LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF ELAM SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2261431 IN THE RECORDS OF THE OFFICE OF THE MESA COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER,
LOT 1 OF ELAM Ii SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2455622, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6, MCMULLIN & GORMELY SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 349926, SAID MESA COUNTY
RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6, GARFIELD PARK SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE RE-FILING PLAT THERECF, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 444756, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, LOTS 1 THROUGH 38, INCLUSIVE AND LOT 40, SOUTH GARFIELD
PARK SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 539508, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, MESA COLLEGE CAMPUS SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AT RECEPTION NUMBER 459010, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, TOGETHER WITH THOSE
RIGHTS—OF=WAY AND ALLEY WAYS DEDICATED BY THE ABOVE REFERENCED SUBDIVISION PLATS AND VACATED BY THOSE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION ORDINANCES NUMBERED 1120, 1289, 1675, 2913, 3356, 3759, 4106, 4252, 4431, 4590 AND 4628,
ALL IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO
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COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY SUBDIVISION

A TRACT OF LAND ENCOMPASSING ALL THAT REAL PROPERTY PREVIOUSLY SUBDIVIDED AS LOT 1, BLOCK 1 OF ELAM SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 226143% IN THE RECORDS OF THE OFFICE OF THE MESA COUNTY CLERK AND RECORDER,
LOT 1 OF ELAM Il SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 2455622, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6, MCMULLIN & GORMELY SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 349926, SAID MESA COUNTY
RECORDS, BLOCKS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 AND 6, GARFIELD PARK SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE RE-FILUNG PLAT THERECF, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 444756, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, LOTS 1 THROUGH 3B, INCLUSIVE AND LOT 40, SOUTH GARFIELD
PARK SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AS RECEPTION NUMBER 539508, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, MESA COLLEGE CAMPUS SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION RECORDED AT RECEPTION NUMBER 459010, SAID MESA COUNTY RECORDS, TOGETHER WITH THOSE
RIGHTS-O0F-WAY AND ALLEY WAYS DEDICATED BY THE ABOVE REFERENCED SUBDIVISION PLATS AND VACATED BY THOSE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION ORDINANCES NUMBERED 1120, 1299, 1875, 2913, 3356, 3759, 4106, 4252, 4431, 4590 AND 4628,
ALL IN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 11, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE VACATING A PORTION OF ALLEY RIGHT-OF-WAY LOCATED
BETWEEN ORCHARD AVENUE AND HALL AVENUE ON THE SOUTH SIDE OF
THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT 845 ORCHARD AVENUE

RECITALS:

Colorado Mesa University has requested to vacate a portion of alley right-of-way
located between Orchard Avenue and Hall Avenue on the south side of the property
located at 845 Orchard Avenue in order to enable the continued westward expansion
efforts planned for the campus, specifically in the future to develop a new track and field
sports venue.

Colorado Mesa University is under contract to acquire the 845 Orchard Avenue
property. City staff does not expect that the proposed right-of-way vacations would
impede traffic, pedestrian movement or access to private property. As conditions of
approval, CMU will need to demonstrate ownership of the property at 845 Orchard
Avenue prior to recording the vacation ordinance and meet all Grand Junction Fire
Department requirements for construction of the proposed campus facilities.

Presently, the segment of alley right-of-way requested to be vacated contains a City
public sewer line as well as Xcel electric and gas infrastructure. The existing electric
utilities will be moved and relocated by Xcel Energy as part of the construction of the
new track and field sports venue and an appropriate easement to Xcel Energy will be
dedicated at that time, if necessary. Applicant is also required to meet all terms and
conditions of the Colorado Mesa University and City of Grand Junction Ultility Easement
and Maintenance Agreement-CMU Main Campus and any requirements of the Grand
Junction Fire Department.

The City Council finds that the request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the
Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction Zoning and
Development Code.

The Planning Commission, having heard and considered the requests, found the criteria
of the Code to have been met, and recommended that the portion of east-west alley
right-of-way adjacent to the south side of the property located at 845 Orchard Avenue
be approved.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

The following described dedicated alley right-of-way is hereby vacated subject to the
listed conditions:



A Portion of Alley Right-of-Way as dedicated on the plat Mesa Subdivision as recorded
at Reception Number 449854 of the Mesa County Records, situated in the Southeast
Quarter of Section 11, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of Ute Meridian, County of
Mesa, State of Colorado; being more particularly described as follows:

All of the Alley Right-of-Way lying West of the Southerly projection of the East line of Lot
8, Block 2 of said Mesa Subdivision and East of the of the Southerly projection of the
East line of Lot 6, Block 2 of said Mesa Subdivision.

Containing an area of 2,348 square feet (0.054 acres) more or less, as described herein
and on Exhibit A.

Conditions of Approval:

1. Applicant shall provide evidence of ownership of the property located at 845
Orchard Avenue (parcel number 2945-114-08-006) prior to this Ordinance being
recorded with the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder in order for the vacation to
take effect.

2. Applicant shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Ordinance.
3. Applicant shall meet all terms and conditions of the Colorado Mesa University
and City of Grand Junction Utility Easement and Maintenance Agreement-CMU

Main Campus and all requirements of the Grand Junction Fire Department for
construction of proposed campus facilities.

Introduced for first reading on this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of City Council

City Clerk



EXHIBIT A

SOUTHEAST 1/4 OF SECTION 11,

TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST, UTE MERIDIAN,
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO
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