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Grand Junction

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 16, 2019
250 NORTH 5™ STREET
4:00 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

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

CONSENT AGENDA

The Consent Agenda includes ifems that are considered roufine and will be approved by a single
motion. ltems 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 30, 2019 Workshop
b. Minutes of the October 2, 2019 Regular Meeting

c. Minutes of the October 2, 2019 Special Session



City Council

2.

3.

4,

October 16, 2019

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

Introduce an Ordinance Amending Title 3 Chapter 8 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code Pertaining to Lodging Tax for Online Travel
Companies and Short Term Rentals and the Three Percent Lodging
Tax Increase as Approved by the Voters in the November 6, 2018
Election and Set a Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

Introduce an Ordinance Amending Section 3.12.030 of Chapter 3 of
the Grand Junction Municipal Code Concerning the Imposition,
Collection and Enforcement of the Sales and Use Tax and
Amending the Tax Rate and Set a Public Hearing for November 6,
2019

b. Quasi-judicial

Introduce an Ordinance to Adopt the 2019 Grand Junction,
Colorado, Downtown Development Authority Plan of Development
Entitled "Vibrant Together” and Set a Public Hearing for November
6, 2019

Introduce an Ordinance Zoning the Adams |l Annexation R-8
(Residential - 8 du/ac), Located at 216 27 1/2 Road and Set a Public
Hearing for November 6, 2019

Introduce an Ordinance Zoning Zona’s Annexation C-1 (Light
Commercial), Located at 408 29 Road and Set a Public Hearing for
November 6, 2019

Contracts

a. 2019 Fire Training Facility - Burn Slab

Resolutions

a. A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Application
for the Multimodal Options Fund (MMOF) Grant program



City Council October 16, 2019

b. A Resolution Supporting the Grant Application for a Bureau of
Reclamation Grant for Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project

¢. A Resolution on Behalf of the Downtown Development Authority
Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Great Outdoors Colorado Mini-
Grant Request for the Active ArtLine

REGULAR AGENDA

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

i.  Consider a Group of Actions Including 1) 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) An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
3641 Regarding the Growth and Development Related Streets
Policy

6. Resolutions
a. A Resolution Adopting Plant Investment Fees for Water Utility

7. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

This is the opportunity for individuals to speak to City Council about items on fonight's agenda and
time may be used to address City Council about items that were discussed at a previous City
Council Workshop.

8. Other Business

9. Adjournment



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY
September 30, 2019

Meeting Convened: 4:05 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium
Meeting Adjourned: 7:07 p.m.

City Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phil Pe’a,
Anna 5tout, Duke Wortmann, and Mavyor Rick Taggart.

Staff present: City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, Finance Director Jodi
Romero, Budget Coordinator Linda Longenecker, Finance Supervisor Tatiana Gilbertson,
Director of General Services Jay Valentine, Financial Analyst Brett Bergman, Public Works
Director Trent Prall, Human Resources Director Melisa Geringer, Senior Assistant to the City
Manager Greg LeBlanc, Fire Chief Ken Watkins, Deputy Fire Chief Chris Angermuller, Utilities
Director Randi Kim, Water Services Manager Mark Ritterbush, Parks & Recreation Director Ken
Sherbenou, Community Development Director Tamra Allen, Police Chief Doug Shoemaker,
Deputy Police Chief Matt Smith, Deputy Police Chief Mike Mordine, Financial Analyst Katherine
Boozell, and City Clerk Wanda Winkelmann.

Mayor Taggart called the meeting to order.

Agenda Topic 1. Discussion Topics

a. Presentation of the City Manager’s 2020 Recommended Budget to City Council: Fire
Department, Police Department, Parks & Recreation, Public Works & Solid Waste, General
Services, Utilities-Water Services Division

The City won a Distinguished Budget Presentation Award by the Colorade Government Finance
Officers Association. City Manager Caton presented the City of Grand Junction Recommended
Budget for 2020. The 2020 Recommended Budget totals $158.7 million, a $3.1 million, or 2%
increase from the 2019 Amended Budget of $155.6 million. The 2020 Recommended Budget is
not only balanced, but the General Fund has a surplus of 5181,576 bringing the fund balance to
$26.9 million. The budget represents the allocation of resources to achieve the goals identified
in City Council’s adopted Strategic Plan.

A break was called for at 4:57 p.m. The meeting resumed at 5:08 p.m.
The presentation included overviews from these major operating departments:

» Fire Department



City Council Workshop Summary
Page 2

e Police Department
» Parks & Recreation
s Public Works & Solid Waste

o General Services
s Utilities-Water Services Division

Agenda Topic 2. Next Workshop Topics

The October 14 Workshop will be a Budget Overview for Visit Grand Junction, Economic
Development Partners, and Capital. The Workshop will begin at 4:00 p.m.

3. Other Business

Discussion ensued about chip sealing and the street project on Orchard.

Adjournment

The Workshop adjourned at 7:07 p.m.



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING

October 2, 2019

Call to Order. Pledge of Allegi M £ Sil

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 2™ day of
Qctober, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck
McDaniel, Phillip Pe'a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann and Council President Rick Taggart.
Councilmember Phyllis Norris was absent.

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. Marcus Alexander and Samantha
Donalson led the Pledge of Allegiance which was followed by a moment of silence.

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

Councilmember Wortmann read the proclamation. Grand Junction Fire Department Deputy
Chief Gus Hendricks accepted the proclamation.

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

Councilmember Stout read the proclamation. Commission on Arts and Culture Chair Sarah
Dishong accepted the proclamation.

Certificat f A .
To the Ridges Architectural Control Committee
Robert "Mike" Stubbs accepted his Certificate of Appointment.

To One Riverfront

Dave Bastian, Elaine Heath and Lewis Patterson accepted their Certificates of Appointment.



City Council Wednesday, October 2, 2019

Presentations
Letter of Appreciation Presented by Grand Junction Police Department

Grand Junction Police Department Deputy Chief Matt Smith read the Letter of Appreciation
recognizing citizen Marcus Alexander. Mr. Alexander accepted the letter.

2018 Auditor's Report to City Council - Ty Holman, Haynie & Company

Haynie & Company Partner Ty Holman reviewed the City's Audit Report's scope and
methodology, required communications, financial highlights and general observations.

City Manager Caton recognized City Finance Director Jodi Romero, Finance Supervisor
Tatiana Gilbertson and Accountant/Analyst Il Ashley McGowen for their work on the audit.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to accept the Auditor's Report and Financial Statements for
the City of Grand Junction, Colorado for the year ended December 31, 2018. Councilmember
McDaniel seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.

Citizen G

Rickie Howie spoke about a reward being offered for information on the recent vandalism at
the Islamic Center of Grand Junction - Two Rivers Mosque.

Don Bell spoke about the permitting process for room rentals.

Richard Swingle talked about the City's 2020 Recommended Budget and asked citizens to
report street lights outages.

Bruce Lohmiller spoke about sex education classes, violence reports and requested funding
for some non-profit organizations.

City Manager Report

City Manager Caton congratulated City staff for raising over $50,000 as part of the City's
Pacesetter Campaign for United Way. He then announced City Council was awarded the
American Planning Association Colorado Chapter Innovation/Creative Partnerships &

Collaborations Honor Award for Riverfront at Las Colonias. City Manager Caton presented the
award to Mayor Taggart.

Council Reports
Councilmember Stout announced the Downtown Art Festival is October 4" through 6" and
new Art on the Corner pieces will be on display.

2|Page



City Council Wednesday, October 2, 2019

Councilmember Wortmann attended the Downtown Car Show and Fruita Fall Festival.

Council President Taggart attended the groundbreaking of the River Park at Las Colonias and
praised the slough design element.

CONSENT AGENDA

Council President Taggart announced Consent Agenda item 4.a. would be tabled and
Councilmember McDaniel recused himself from item 4.b.

Councilmember Stout moved to remove item 4.a. and adopt remaining Consent Agenda items
#1 - #4. Councilmember Andrews seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous voice
vote.

1. Approval of Minutes
a. Summary of the September 16, 2019 Workshop
b. Minutes of the September 18, 2019 Regular Meeting
¢. Minutes of the September 18, 2019 Special Session
2. Set Public Hearings

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

3|Page



City Council Wednesday, October 2, 2019

4. Resolutions

a. Resolution Adopting the Strategic Plan - POSTPONED

b. Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to Great
Outdoors Colorado (GOCQ) for a Local Park and Outdoor Recreation Grant for
Land Acquisition of Approximately 21 Acres along Monument Road on Behalfof
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

5. Public Hearings
a. Quasi-judicial

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

REGULAR AGENDA

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

Colorado Mesa University (CMU) on behalf of property owners, Johnny Jr. and Colleen Martin,
requested vacation of 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 proposed vacation area is to become part of the campus.

Principal Planner Kris Ashbeck presented this item.

CMU Vice President for Intergovernmental and Community Affairs Derek Wagner thanked
staff.

The public hearing opened at 7:09 p.m.
There were no public comments.
The public hearing closed at 7:10 p.m.

Councilmember Andrews moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4877, an ordinance vacating a
portion of alley right-of-way located between Orchard Avenue and Hall Avenue on the south

4|Page
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side of the property located at 845 Orchard Avenue on final passage and ordered final
publication in pamphlet form. Councilmember McDaniel seconded the motion. Motion carried
by unanimous roll call vote.

Councilmember Andrews moved to accept Ordinance No. 4877 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 and 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. Councilmember Wortmann
seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous roll call vote.

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors
Richard Swingle spoke about street lights.

Michael Lowenstein spoke against the Downtown Development Authority’s proposed Plan of
Development.

Other Business
There was none.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:16 p.m.

Wanda Winkelmann, MMC
City Clerk

5|Page



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
SPECIAL SESSION MINUTES
October 2, 2019

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met in Special Session on
Wednesday, October 2, 2019 at 7:27 p.m. in the Administration Conference Room, 2™
Floor, City Hall, 250 North 5" Street. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig
Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phillip Pe'a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann, and Mayor Rick
Taggart.

Staff present for the Executive Session were City Manager Greg Caton, Parks and
Recreation Director Ken Sherbenou, General Services Director Jay Valentine, Finance
Director Jodi Romero, Community Development Director Tamra Allen, Senior Assistant
to the City Manager Greg LeBlanc, and City Attorney John Shaver.

Councilmember Pe'a moved to go into Executive Session:

TO DISCUSS MATTERS THAT MAY BE SUBJECT TO NEGOTIATIONS,
DEVELOPING STRATEGY FOR NEGOTIATIONS, AND/OR INSTRUCTING
NEGOTIATORS PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 24-6-402 (4)(e) AND 24-6-402 (4)(a) OF
COLORADO'S OPEN MEETINGS LAW RELATIVE TO A POSSIBLE SALE(S) OF
REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON DOS RIOS DRIVE: THE EXECUTIVE SESSION IS
AUTHORIZED AS ALLOWED BY AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 24-6-402(4) OF
COLORADO'S OPEN MEETINGS LAW

Councilmember Stout seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.
The City Council convened into Executive Session at 7:27 p.m.

Councilmember Stout moved to adjourn. Councilmember Pe’a seconded. Motion
carried unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 8:27 p.m.

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.a.l.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: John Shaver, City Attorney

Department: City Attorney
Submitted By: John Shaver

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduce an Ordinance Amending Title 3 Chapter 8 of the Grand Junction Municipal
Code Pertaining to Lodging Tax for Online Travel Companies and Short Term Rentals
and the Three Percent Lodging Tax Increase as Approved by the Voters in the
November 6, 2018 Election and Set a Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends adoption of the ordinance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this item is to amend the City of Grand Junction's Municipal Code
regarding lodging tax.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

On May 28, 2019, the Supreme Court of Colorado held that Expedia and other online
travel companies were exempt from remitting accommodation (lodging) taxes to the
Town of Breckenridge. The Supreme Court found that online travel companies were
not lessors or renters with a possessory interest in renting hotel rooms for the purpose
of the hotel accommodation tax ordinance. The Court held that the ruling is not
dispositive; meaning, it depends upon whether or not the language of the
accommodation laws of each jurisdiction exempt online travel companies from remitting
accommodation taxes to the jurisdiction.

The Supreme Court did not overturn its decision in City & County of Denver v. Expedia,
Inc. of 2017 that required Expedia to remit lodging taxes to the City and County of



Denver. Denver's code can be distinguished from Breckenridge's as Denver requires
vendors to collect and remit the prescribed tax on the purchase price of any furnished
lodging rather than limiting the collection of taxes to lessors or tenants of the
accommodations.

The City has, prior to and after these Supreme Court decisions, considered
transactions from online travel companies as taxable by policy and in practice. In light
of the 2019 Supreme Court ruling, City staff compared Title 3 Chapter 8 of the City's
current code with the laws of Breckenridge and Denver and recommend solidifying the
City’s position by making changes to the City’s Code to clarify the obligations of online
travel companies and short term rental agencies for the purpose of remitting lodging
tax.

Furthermore, this ordinance includes an amendment to the definitions of “lodging” and
“person” for the purpose of lodging tax. Home rule municipalities like Grand Junction
can require local businesses to remit directly to the municipality, decide their own tax
base, and audit local businesses directly. Many businesses are multi-jurisdictional and
the variation of tax laws per jurisdiction is burdensome. The Colorado General
Assembly adopted Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 14-038, asking Colorado Municipal
League to develop a package of standardized definitions. Amending the “lodging” and
“person” definitions as they pertain to lodging tax will begin the move for the City
towards the statewide goal of standardized definitions.

Lastly, the citizens of Grand Junction voted in favor of a lodging tax increase of three
percent in the November 6, 2018 election. This ordinance includes the amendment to
reflect the voter approved revenue change for the voter approved purposes (promotion
and marketing for travel and tourism-related activities including but not limited to sports-
related tourism and support for direct air service in Grand Junction).

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance amending Title 3 Chapter 8 of the Grand Junction
Code of Ordinances pertaining to lodging tax for online travel companies and short
term rentals and the three percent lodging tax increase as approved by the voters in
the November 6, 2018 election and set a public hearing for November 6, 2019.

Attachments

1. ORD - Lodging Tax- Online Travel Companies - Short Term Rentals - 060319



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 3 CHAPTER 8 OF THE GRAND JUNCTION
MUNICIPAL CODE PERTAINING TO LODGING TAX FOR ONLINE TRAVEL
COMPANIES AND SHORT TERM RENTALS AND THE THREE PERCENT LODGING
TAX INCREASE AS APPROVED BY THE VOTERS IN THE NOVEMBER 6, 2018
ELECTION

RECITALS:

On May 28, 2019, the Supreme Court of Colorado held that Expedia and other online
travel companies were exempt from remitting accommodation (lodging) taxes to the Town
of Breckenridge. The Supreme Court found that online travel companies were not lessors
or renters with a possessory interest in renting hotel rooms for the purpose of the hotel
accommodation tax ordinance. The Court held that the ruling is not dispositive; meaning,
it depends upon whether or not the language of the accommodation laws of each
jurisdiction exempt online travel companies from remitting accommodation taxes to the
jurisdiction.

The Supreme Court did not overturn its decision in City & County of Denver v. Expedia,
Inc. of 2017 that required Expedia to remit lodging taxes to the City and County of Denver.
Denver's code can be distinguished from Breckenridge's as Denver requires vendors to
collect and remit the prescribed tax on the purchase price of any fumnished lodging rather
than limiting the collection of taxes to lessors or tenants of the accommodations.

The City has, prior to and after these Supreme Court decisions, considered transactions
from online travel companies as taxable by policy and in practice. In light of the 2019
Supreme Court ruling, City staff compared Title 3 Chapter 8 of the City's current code
with the laws of Breckenridge and Denver and recommend solidifying the City’s position
by making changes to the City's Code to clarify the obligations of online travel companies
and short term rental agencies for the purpose of remitting lodging tax.

Furthermore, this ordinance includes an amendment to the definitions of “lodging” and
“person” for the purpose of lodging tax. Home rule municipalities like Grand Junction can
require local businesses to remit directly to the municipality, decide their own tax base,
and audit local businesses directly. Many businesses are multi-jurisdictional and the
variation of tax laws per jurisdiction is burdensome. The Colorado General Assembly
adopted Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 14-038, asking Colorado Municipal League to
develop a package of standardized definitions. Amending the “lodging” and “person”’
definitions as they pertain to lodging tax will begin the move for the City towards the
statewide goal of standardized definitions.



Lastly, the citizens of Grand Junction voted in favor of a lodging tax increase of three
percent in the November 6, 2018 election. This ordinance includes the amendment to
reflect the voter approved revenue change for the voter approved purposes (promotion
and marketing for travel and tourism-related activities including but not limited to sports-
related tourism and support for direct air service in Grand Junction).

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

Title 3 Chapter 8 shall be revised as follows (additions are shown in bold print and
deletions marked with strike-threugh notations):

3.08.030 Definitions.

Lndgmg {alsa referred tu as Iudglng senﬂces} shall mean the—mewdmg—ef—the—ngh{—te

568 ancy; the
furnishing of rooms or accnmmadatmns hy anv_\\ir person or representative thereof
to any person or representative thereof who for consideration uses, possesses,
occupies or has the right to use, possess or occupy any such room or
accommodation, such as, but not limited to: a room in a hotel, motor hotel, guesthouse,
hotel apartment and lodginghouses, motel, guest ranch, resort, mobile home or mobile
home park, bed and breakfast establishment, residence, apartment, movable structure,
auto camp, trailer court and park, trailer coach, inn, hostel er—park; or similar
establishment under any concession, permit, right of access, lease, contract, license to
use or other arrangement or otherwise, but shall not include rentals under a written
agreement for occupancy for a period of 30 consecutive days or more.

Person shall include any individual, firm, partnership, joint enterprise, corporation, limited
liability company, estate or trust, receiver, trustee, assignee, lessee, or any person
acting in a fiduciary or representative capacity, whether appointed by a court or
otherwise, or any group or combination acting as a unit, or in the plural as well as in the
singular number.

3.08.040 Levy of tax — Amount — Payment — Collection, etc.
(a) Amount of Tax.

(1) There is hereby levied and shall be collected and paid a tax by every person exercising
the taxable privilege of purchasing lodging or making sales of or furnishing lodging to
a purchaser as in this chapter defined.

(2) The amount of the tax levied hereby is three six percent of the gross taxable sale paid
or charged for purchasing such lodging.

(3) Any person providing lodging within the City of Grand Junction shall collect a tax from
all those to whom lodging is provided amounting to three six percent of the total rental
revenue received by such vendor. Such tax shall be in addition to any other tax (including
but not limited to sales and use tax) or levy for providing such service.



(4) Any vendor making sales of or furnishing lodging to a purchaser in the City of
Grand Junction shall collect a tax from all those to whom purchase such lodging
amounting to six percent of the total rental revenue received by such vendor. Such
tax shall be in addition to any other tax (including but not limited to sales and use
tax) or levy for providing such service.

(4) (5) Additional Tax. The City of Grand Junction lodging tax shall be increased by
$1,850,000 in the first year (2019), and by whatever additional amounts are raised
annually thereafter, by the adoption of an additional three percent tax on the price paid
for lodging in the City, with the additional three percent tax collected in the same manner
as the City's lodging tax; with all or any portion of the net proceeds of the additional three
percent lodging tax, as determined by the City Council, being collected, retained and
spent to fund promotion and marketing for travel and tourism-related activities such as
and including but not limited to:

(i) Marking, travel and tourism-related activities that supporting destination marketing of
the area;

(ii) Marketing, supporting, and/or arranging for additional direct airline service to and from
Grand Junction;

(iii) Marketing, promoting, and sponsoring sporting activities, events, tournaments,
competitions and exhibitions.

Except that no vendor processing fee shall apply to the increase and shall the revenues
generated by such tax increase and proceeds be collected and spent by the City as a
voter approved revenue change, without regard to any spending, revenue-raising, or
other limitation contained within Article X, Section 20 of the Constitution or any other law.

(e) Collection Requirement.

(1) It shall be unlawful for a person providing lodging to rent lodging without collecting, in
addition to the rent thereof, the tax as provided in this chapter.

(2) It shall be unlawful for any vendor making sales of or furnishing lodging to a
purchaser in the city, which are taxable under the provisions of this chapter, at the
time of making such sales, to fail to collect the tax imposed by this chapter from
the purchaser.

(f) Unlawful for Person/Vendor Providing Lodging or Making Sales of or Furnishing
Lodging to Assume Tax. It shall be unlawful for a person providing lodging to rent lodging
or a vendor making sales of or furnishing lodging to a purchaser without collecting,
in addition to the rental thereof, the tax as provided for in this chapter.

(g) Unlawful for Person/Vendor Providing Lodging or Making Sales of or Furnishing
Lodging to Refuse Payment. It shall be unlawful for the person/vendor providing lodging:



(1) to fail or refuse to pay to the City Finance Director the tax collected by such person
or vendor; or

(2) to fail to file reports required of such person or vendor under the terms of this chapter.
3.08.050 Records — Regulations — Enforcement, etc.

(k) Vendors’ Collection Fee. Vendors collecting and remitting the tax can, if such vendor
is in compliance with the several provisions of this chapter, deduct three and one-third
percent of the amount remitted subject to the original lodging tax of 3% (not including
the 2019 lodging tax increase of 3%) as a collection fee.

ALL OTHER PROVISIONS OF TITLE 3 CHAPTER 8 SHALL REMAIN IN FULL FORCE
AND EFFECT.

Introduced on first reading the day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

Adopted on second reading this day of , 2019 and ordered published
in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:
Mayor

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

ltem #2.a.il.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: John Shaver, City Attorney

Department: City Attorney
Submitted By: John Shaver

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduce an Ordinance Amending Section 3.12.030 of Chapter 3 of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code Concerning the Imposition, Collection and Enforcement of the Sales
and Use Tax and Amending the Tax Rate and Set a Public Hearing for November 6,
2019

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends adoption of the ordinance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this item is to amend the Grand Junction Municipal Code pertaining to
the sales tax code.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

In accordance with Article X, §20 of the Colorado Constitution the City submitted to the
City electors at its April 2, 2019 regular election, a ballot question to increase the City
sales and use tax to 3.25% beginning January 1, 2020.

City voters approved a tax increase of .50%, and as an exception to the revenue and
spending limits of the Article X, §20 of the Colorado Constitution, to fund police, fire
and emergency medical services including without limitation, building, equipping and
staffing new fire stations to improve response times/delivery of emergency medical, fire
and rescue services, and hiring, employing, training and equipping police officers,
firefighters and emergency medical service (EMS) personnel and employees such as
9-1-1 emergency dispatch, code enforcement and forensic laboratory personnel that



support first responders and delivery of first responder services.

The City has heretofore enacted a comprehensive sales and use tax code, which is
codified in Chapter 3 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC.) With this
ordinance the GJMC will be amended and reflect the voter approved revenue change
for the voter approved purposes.

By amending the GJMC to reflect the voter approved sales and use tax rate and
recognizing that the same is an exception to the spending and revenue limits of the
Constitution, the City, commencing January 1, 2020, is authorized to impose, collect
and enforce the voter approved sales and use tax increase for the approved purposes.
The City Council finds that those purposes and this ordinance implementing the same
are consistent with the City's Strategic Plan and the delivery of essential emergency
services, the construction, operation and maintenance of facilities and personnel in
support of the same and that such are is protective of the City's health and general
welfare.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance amending Section 3.12.030 of Chapter 3 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code concerning the imposition, collection and enforcement of the

sales and use tax and amending the tax rate and set a public hearing for November 6,
2019.

Attachments

1. ORD - Sales Use Tax Increase - 090319



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 3.12.030 OF CHAPTER 3 OF THE GRAND
JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE CONCERNING THE IMPOSITION, COLLECTION
AND ENFORCEMENT OF THE SALES AND USE TAX
AND AMENDING THE TAX RATE

RECITALS:

In accordance with Article X, §20 of the Colorado Constitution the City submitted to the
City electors at its April 2, 2019 regular election, a ballot question to increase the City
sales and use tax to 3.25% beginning January 1, 2020.

City voters approved a tax increase of .50%, and as an exception to the revenue and
spending limits of the Article X, §20 of the Colorado Constitution, to fund police, fire and
emergency medical services including without limitation, building, equipping and staffing
new fire stations to improve response times/delivery of emergency medical, fire and
rescue services, and hiring, employing, training and equipping police officers,
firefighters and emergency medical service (EMS) personnel and employees such as 9-
1-1 emergency dispatch, code enforcement and forensic laboratory personnel that
support first responders and delivery of first responder services.

The City has heretofore enacted a comprehensive sales and use tax code, which is
codified in Chapter 3 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC.) With this
ordinance the GJMC will be amended and reflect the voter approved revenue change
for the voter approved purposes.

By amending the GJMC to reflect the voter approved sales and use tax rate and
recognizing that the same is an exception to the spending and revenue limits of the
Constitution, the City, commencing January 1, 2020, is authorized to impose, collect
and enforce the voter approved sales and use tax increase for the approved purposes.
The City Council finds that those purposes and this ordinance implementing the same
are consistent with the City's Strategic Plan and the delivery of essential emergency
services, the construction, operation and maintenance of facilities and personnel in
support of the same and that such are is protective of the City's health and general
welfare.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION:

That Section 3.12.030 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code shall state as
follows: (amendments are shown in bold, deletions-are-shown-in-strikethrough)

(a) Sales Tax. There is hereby levied a tax or excise upon all sales of tangible
personal property and services specified in GJMC 3.12.050. The rate levied shall be
275 3.25 percent of the purchase price.



(b) Use Tax. There is hereby imposed and shall be collected from every person in the
City a use tax for the privilege of storing, using, distributing, or consuming in the City
any articles of tangible personal property or taxable services purchased for which no
City sales tax has been paid. The rate levied shall be 276 3.25 percent of the purchase
price.

(c) The voter approved tax of .50%, which is an exception to the revenue and
spending limits of Article X, §20 of the Colorado Constitution, shall be imposed,
collected and spent to fund police, fire and emergency medical services including
without limitation, building, equipping and staffing new fire stations and hiring,
employing, training and equipping police officers, firefighters and emergency
medical service (EMS) personnel and employees such as 9-1-1 emergency
dispatch, code enforcement and forensic laboratory personnel that support first
responders and delivery of first responder services.

All other provisions in Chapter 3 shall remain in full force and effect.
Introduced on first reading this day of , 2019.

Adopted on second reading this day of , 2019 and ordered published
in pamphlet form.

President of the City Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Information
SUBJECT:

Introduce an Ordinance to Adopt the 2019 Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown
Development Authority Plan of Development Entitled “Vibrant Together" and Set a
Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this item at their October 8 meeting and forwarded a
recommendation of approval with a unanimous vote of 5-0.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Plan of Development (POD) for the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown
Development Authority (DDA) was originally adopted in 1981 and needs to be updated
to address evolving conditions in the Downtown. The POD is the product of public
outreach, slakeholder discussions, design workshops, and the cooperation of
agencies, consultants, and the City of Grand Junction. The POD identifies conditions in
the Downtown area that pose negative effects on property values and the quality of
residents’ experiences within the Downtown. The POD also identifies means of
improving the Downtown area, particularly the area within the boundary of the
Downtown Partnership, which is comprised of the Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority and the Downtown Grand Junction Business
Improvement District. The Plan identifies three core aims for improving Downtown:
Connectivity; Place-making; and Infill Development. The plan specifies strategies for
achievement of these aims, and includes actions, policies, and programs comprising
each strategy.

The Board of the Downtown Partnership reviewed the POD at its September 26, 2019



meeting and unanimously (in a 7-0 vote) recommended its approval. C.R.S. 31-25-
807(4)(b) requires review and recommendation by the Planning Commission and
adoption by the City Council.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The purpose of the Grand Junction DDA is to “plan and propose public facilities and
other improvements to public and private property of all kinds which will aid and
improve the Downtown development area with the goal of preventing and remediating
slum and blight within the DDA boundaries.” Further, in cooperation with the planning
board and the planning department of the municipality, the DDA is enabled to develop
long-range plans designed to carry out the purposes of the authority (as stated in
C.R.S. 31-25-801) and to promote the economic growth of the district and may take
such steps as may be necessary to persuade property owners and business
proprietors to implement such plans to the fullest extent possible.

As identified in Section V of the existing 1981 Plan of Development, the purpose of the
Plan of Development is to establish a mechanism whereby the Authority and City can
implement projects and programs that aid in halting the economic and physical decline
of the Plan of Development area and Commercial Renovation Districts, and assist in
the revitalization of and reinvestment in the Downtown generally.

Many of the projects and programs identified in the 1981 POD have been initiated and
completed. Significant changes have also occurred the physical, cultural, and
economic landscape of the Downtown. These conditions merit a reconsideration of
priorities and the development of a new plan for the future of Downtown. Thus, the
proposed 2019 Plan of Development identifies three purposes for the updated plan: To
provide a unified vision for Downtown; To identify projects that advance the vision; and
To bring local leaders together in pursuit of that vision.

The POD is designed and intended to function as the guiding document for the
Downtown Partnership, which is comprised of the Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority and the Downtown Grand Junction Business
Improvement District.

The POD was produced over a year, including a six-month period of community
engagement from February 2018 to September 2019. Online and social media surveys,
focus group meetings, stakeholder meetings, a Community Open House, and other
outreach methods were employed to solicit input. Included in this effort was the work of
a member Community Action Team of approximately 60 members that met regularly to
review progress and to provide guidance and input on the process, deliverables and
draft plan. Overall, approximately 25,000 people were reached online and over 500
community members were engaged in person. Direct links between the public outreach
data collected and the aims and strategies in the Plan are evident throughout the Plan



document.

Beyond identifying conditions that require remediation, the proposed POD proposes
three high-level aims intended to afford maximum opportunity for improving conditions
in the Downtown. These are connectivity; place-making; and infill development.

“Connectivity” as used in the POD means the safe and comfortable movement of
people, bikes, and cars along and among streets. Among proposals for improving
connectivity in the POD, those highlighted include: converting 4th and 5th Streets into
two-way streets; improving bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure with an emphasis on
access to the river; developing a promenade on 2nd Street; and initiating studies and
projects to improve wayfinding.

“Place-making” as used in the POD means the impression of Downtown as a
distinguishable environment, including the experiences, events, and interactions that
are definitive of that area. Some proposals for encouraging place-making in the
Downtown include: efforts to activate Colorado Avenue between 4th and 7th Streets;
new events and event spaces Downtown; the activation of alleys through the arts and
alley-facing storefronts; low-cost design interventions to reduce socially unacceptable
behaviors in Whitman Park; greater efficiency of parking areas; and adaptive reuse of
existing structures.

“Infill development” as used in the POD means redevelopment, new development, and
adaptive reuse of existing structures within the Downtown, with an emphasis on the
connections between Main Street, the largely industrial Rail District, and the presently
redeveloping riverfront. Some high-priority proposals for encouraging infill development
in the Downtown include: to support existing businesses and attract new ones; to
develop a grant program to promote small scale local reinvestment in Downtown; to
adjust codes and policies presently limiting development, such as parking
requirements; to leverage the financial tools of the Downtown Partnership; and for the
DDA to become involved in a catalytic development project(s).

The Board of the Downtown Partnership met on September 26, 2019 to review the new
Plan of Development. Seven board members voted to approve the Vibrant Together
plan, and none dissented, thus the Resolution to approve the POD passed
unanimously.

Notification Requirements

As required by C.R.S. 31-25-807(4)(c), prior to its approval of a Plan of Development,
notice was provided that a public hearing on this Plan of Development in the form of
one publication in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel, the newspaper having general
circulation in the municipality. The notice described the time, date, place, and purpose
of the hearing, generally identified the plan of development area covered by the plan,



and outlined the general scope of the projects under consideration.

Analysis

Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-25-807(4)(b), prior to its approval of a Plan of Development, the
governing body shall submit such plan to the planning board of the municipality, if any,
for review and recommendations. This planning board is recognized as the City's
Planning Commission. Further, the planning board shall submit its written
recommendations with respect to the proposed plan of development to the governing
body within thirty days after receipt of the plan for review.

In accordance with C.R.S. 31-25-802(5.5) the governing body of the DDA is the City
Council. As provided in the C.R.S., the governing body shall hold a public hearing on a
plan of development or substantial modification of an approved plan of development.
Following such a hearing, the governing body may approve a plan of development if it
finds that there is a need to take corrective measures in order to halt or prevent
deterioration of property values or structures within the plan of development area or to
halt or prevent the growth of blighted areas therein, or any combination thereof, and if it
further finds that the plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound
need and plans of the municipality as a whole, for the development or redevelopment
of the plan of development area by the authority and by private enterprise.

Conditions in the Downtown have changed significantly since the 1981 POD was
implemented 38 years ago. Whereas the 1981 POD emphasized the reversal of trends
toward blight and included redevelopment goals of a relatively limited scope, the
proposed 2019 POD focuses on perpetuating positive momentum in the Downtown
area through projects meant to catalyze investment and participation in the area.
However, conditions identified throughout the proposed POD indicate the clear need to
take corrective measures to halt, prevent, and reverse blight.

A primary example of blight and potential blight include severely limited housing
opportunities relative to demand, due to limited stock and deterioration in quality. A
significant amount of property is also vacant and underutilized. The proposed POD
demonstrates that more than 60 parcels totaling approximately 45 acres that have
been identified as opportunity sites for adaptive/interim uses, urban housing, and
vertical mixed use development. Small businesses in the downtown also face
challenges to economic development related to deteriorating facades and high rents.
Blight conditions also pose challenges to mobility within the Downtown. Likewise,
Street connections between centers of activity within the DDA boundary do not afford
adequate safety to pedestrians and cyclists due to lack of sidewalks and dedicated bike
lanes, damaged pavement, and inadequate signaling and striping of crosswalks.

Those measures provided for in the proposed POD that are intended to slow and
reverse conditions of blight in the Downtown are comprehensive and well-



substantiated. Evidence of highly detailed analysis authenticating the potential of such
measures can be identified throughout the proposed POD.

Staff Recommendation and Findings of Fact

Staff has reviewed both the proposed POD and the existing POD. The proposed POD
is consistent with the City's overall vision, as included in the Comprehensive Plan, the
Greater Downtown Plan, and sections of the Zoning and Development Code
specifically related to Downtown. Staff finds that the proposed POD also enters into a
higher level of detail than these documents, which is appropriate to enable focused and
efficient actions for Downtown development by the authority and by private enterprise.

Staff finds that a range of conditions in the downtown district require corrective
measures to halt and/or prevent blight, including such measures as to improve housing
opportunities, economic opportunities, and mobility within the downtown. Staff also
finds the plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the needs and plans of
the municipality as a whole, for the development or redevelopment of the Downtown
Development Authority’'s area.

Staff therefore recommends approval of this proposal to supersede and replace the
Downtown Development Authority's Plan of Development with the “Vibrant Together”
plan with the following findings of fact:

1. The plan complies with C.R.S. 31-25-802 in that there is a need to take corrective
measures in order to halt or prevent deterioration of property values or structures within
the plan of development area or to halt or prevent the growth of blighted areas therein,
or any combination thereof, and

2. Further finds that the plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound
need and plans of the municipality as a whole, for the development or redevelopment
of the plan of development area by the authority and by private enterprise.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance adopting the Downtown Development Authority 2019
Plan of Development and Repealing the Downtown Development Authority 1981 Plan
of Development and set a public hearing for November 6, 2019.

Attachments

Exhibit List - DDA POD - cc

EXHIBIT 2 1981 POD _ DDA POD

EXHIBIT 3 _ proposed POD _ DDA POD
EXHIBIT 4 _ DDA map _ DDA POD

EXHIBIT 5 proposed ordinance DDA POD
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EXHIBIT LIST

ADOPTING THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF GRAND
JUNCTION, COLORADO (DDA) 2019 PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT ENTITLED

“VIBRANT TOGETHER”
FILE NO. CPA-2019-496

Exhibit ltem # Description

Staff Report dated October 16, 2019

1981 DDA Plan of Development

Proposed DDA Plan of Development ("Vibrant Together”)
Map of DDA Boundary

Proposed Ordinance

Staff Presentation dated October 8, 2019
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EXHIBIT 2 — Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority Plan of
Development dated December 16, 1981
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TYPE OF RECORD:

CATEGORY OF RECORD:

NAME OF CONTRACTOR:

SUBJECT/PROJECT:

CITY DEPARTMENT:

YEAR:
EXPIRATION DATE:

DESTRUCTION DATE:

PERMANENT
CONTRACT

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
(DDA)

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

GRAND JUNCTION DOWNTOWN
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

1982
NONE

NONE
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Grand Junction

Downtown Development Authority
200 North Sixth Street, Suite 204 P.O. Box 296

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502
T Phone (303} 245-2926

|
DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
PLANM OF DEVELOPMENWT

FOR GRANWD JUNCTION, COLORADO

Including The Designation Of
Commercial Renovation Districts
And A Plan Of Development Area

Within Which

Tax Increment Financing Will Be Utilized

PRFPHRED BY :

Grand Junctieon
Downtown Development Authority

DERIVED FROM:

- The Grand Junction Downtown
- Development Strategy

Prepared By The Consulting Firm
0f Johnson, Johnscon & Roy, Inc.

Ann Arbor, Michigan

EFFECTIVE DATE: DECEMBER 16, 1981



THE CITY COUNCIL

S

THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTIOWNW, COLORADO

RELATING TO

A RESOLUTION

APPROVING
A

FLAN OF DEVELODMENT

FOR

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY




STATE OF COLORADO )
}
COUNTY OF MESA ) ss.

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION )

The City Council of thé City of Grand Junction, Colorado,
held a regular meetiﬁg open to the public at the Council
chambers at City Hall, 250 Horth Fifth-Street, Grand Junction,
colorado, on Wednesday, the 16th day of Decembe:,;lﬂal, at the
hour of 7:30 p.m.

The following members of the City Council, constituting a

qddrum thereof, were present:

Name Title
Louis R. Brach President

Frank Dunn President Pro-Tem
Gary Lucero Member

Karl Johnsnﬁ Member

Robert Holmes _ Member

Betsy Clark Member

The following members of the City'Council were absent:

None

The following persons were also present:
Neua'B. Lockhart, City Clerk
James E. Wysockl, City Manager

Gerald J. Ashby, City Attorney



The President declared that this wéﬁ the time and place for
a public hearing on the proposed Plan of Development for Grand
Junceion, Colorado, Downtown Develcpment Authority.

The City Clerk reported that a notice of this hearing in the
form required by Section 31—25-85?{4}[c}; Colorado Revised
Statutes 1973, as amended, was given by pﬁblication once by one
publication during the week immediately preceding_thiS hearing

in The Daily Sentinel, Grand Junction, Colorado, a newspaper

having a general circulation in the City. The form of the

"notice and the proof of publication thereof were approved by the

City Council and are attached hereto as pages 1l6 and 17,
respectively.

Thereupon all persons having comments on the proposed Plan
of Development we afforded the opportunity to be heard. The
names of such persons and the substance of their remarks are as

follows:

Thereupon, Council Member Holmes introduced

and moved the adoption of the following Resolution:



RESOLUTION
A FEESOLUTION APPROVING A PLAN OF DEVELCEMENT
FORGRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, DOWNTOWN
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY.

WHEREAS, Grand Junctioﬁ, Colorado, Dawntcwn_nevélopment
authority (the Authority) has studied conditions within the
central business district of the City af Grand Junction (the
City):; and -

WHEREAS, said study has resulted in the preparation of a
Downtown Development Strategy; and

WHEREAS, the Authority is authorized to plan and p:opoée
public facilities and other improvements to public and private
property of all kinds which will aid and improve the downtown
development area; and

WHEREAS, Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc., authors of the
Downtown Development Strategy reported therein "that blight
exists within the downtown development area; and

WHEREAS, the plan of development attached hereto as Exhibit
A {(the Plan of mevélupment] was presented to the Board of
Directors of the Authority for its consideration; and

" WHEREAS, Mesa County VvValley School District No. 51, within
which the entiig plan of development area (the plan of
Development Area) designated in the Plan of Development lies,
was permitted to participate in an advisory capacity with
respect to the inclusion in the Plan of Development of the

provision for the utilization of tax increment financing; and



.WHEREAS, the authority held a public meeting on tlie Plan of
pevelopment on November 13, 1981, which meet ting was pr eceded by
a.notice'cf the meeting published in The Dailv Sentinel on
November 11, 198l; and |

WHEREAS, the Authority adopted the Plan of Development by
resnlqtionibn December .2, 18981l; and |

" WHEREAS, the Plan of bevélqpmenﬁ was presented fo the City
council (the-Ccity Council} on December 2, 1981, a% which time
the City Council referred the Plan of Development to the City -
.Planning Commission for its review and recommendations; and
| WHEREAS, the Planning cgmﬁissinn has made writtén its
recﬂmmendatipns to the City Council concerning the Plan of.
Dévelopment, which recomméndations are attachéd hereto at page
' 18; and

WHEREAS, a notice of a public hearing before the City
Council was given by publlcatlmn once by one plelcatlon during
the week immediately preceding the hearing in The Daily
Sentlnel, a newspaper having a general circulation in the City,
on December 11, 1981l; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held before the City ﬁoﬁncil_
on December 16, 1981, whereiﬁ cuﬁments_were téken from those in
attendance cunc;rning the Plan of Development; and

" WHEREAS, th; City Council has been adequately informed in
this matter because of public input priﬁr to the completion cf
the Plan of Development, the public hearing on the Plan of
Deveiapménﬁ, the.eviﬁence presented in the Downtown Development

Stategy and the plan of Development, a review of the Grand
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Junction Downtown Development Plan Information Base, and the
personal knowledge of the members of the City council,

NOW, THEREFORE, BEE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE

"CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, THAT:

Section 1. The City Council;he:eby finds and determines as
follows:

A) There is 2 presence of a substantial number of
deter;orated or deteriorating structures withiﬁ t%e Authority as
shown by:

1) ~ Of the buildings within the aAuthority, -
approximately 85% are 30 or more Years old, and although
generally scu;d, they will require various amounts of renovation
to meet present fire and building codes:

2) There are presently older buildings that are
vacant, and therefore deteriorating from lack of use} located at
the southeast cofner of Fifth and Main, the northwest corner of
Fourth and Main, the southeast corﬂér of Third and Main and the
middle of the block between Second and Tﬁird en Main; and

3) approximately 18.8% of the retail space
available is vacant, even though demand is high in areas ocutside
the central business districts:

B) There is a predominance of defective or inadeqguate

street layout as shown by:

1) The lack of adeguate long-term parking

because of time limits on meters; and

2) The existence of ocne-way streets on Rood and

Colorado and Fourth and Fifth, which cause drivers to travel

-



from four to six blocks out of their way to reach desired
destinations because of the effect of the oneQway streets
combined with the effect of restricted turning intersections on
Main Street; and

3) An under-utilization of parking areas to the
south of Main Street while the parking areas to the north of
Main Street are over-utilized;

C) There exists faulty lot layout in r;lation to
size, adequacy, accessibility or usefulness as shown by:
. 1) The lot and block layout in the downtown area’
developed at an e;rly déte and resulted in_long, narrow lots
with the average lot being 25 feet by 125 feet; a size not
compatible with modern architectural approaches;

2) Although west of Seventh Street significant
pieces of land have been aggregated for potential development,
many potential development sites are still held by a number of
individual owners, including trusts and estates, and are
subdividéd by alleys and streets making it difficult to
consolidate the needed land for redevelopment:

3) Of land within thetﬁuthori:y, between
onthhi;d and one-half is publicly owngd and used for streets,
alleys or publjic buildings, and, therefore, not available for
. private use and redevelopment;
| D) There exists deteriu:atioﬁ of site or other

improvements as shown by:



1) Sidewalk repairs are necessary within the area.

2) There are detericrating underdrains in the

Shopping Park élong Main Street from Third to Fifth Streets;
3) Foundation work on some of the older

buildings has de:eriorated.in the past or is presently in a

deteriorated condition, thereby making these buildings more

susceptible to damage;

E) Unsanitary or unsafe conditions exist as shown by:
1) Combined sanitary and storm sewers in the )
downtown area have the potential to back up into the

drains of property owners after extreme rains, thereby creating .
an unsanitary condition;

2) Older buildings are located .near railroad
property which encourages transients to seek shelter in or
around such older buildings;

3) There is a need to improve and upgrade
utilities and sewers in the downtown area before any major
redevelopment, for the present system would not be adeguate
under increased use;

o) The alleys in the downltown arca are still
major delivery and service routes; however, heavy pedestrain
ﬁraffic has been encouraged by the use of walkthroughs at the
U.S. Bank Building and on the north side of the 600 block of
Main Street, and by the placement of parking arcas across an

alley from business establishments. Many business have
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encouraged the use of back doors as the most direct enlbrace from
a parking area to their establishment. liowever, the alley
surfaces are not adapted to pedestrian travel; there
are no crosswalks, the lighting at night is inadeguate, and
during business hours, there is a flow of both delivery truc%s
and trash colicction trucks which pose a potential threab to
pedestrians., . o

5} The presence of older building; and their
ornate building facades encourage pigeons to nest ipn and around
rthese buildings causing unsanitary conditions to exist around
such nesting sites.

6). The alleys are used for utilities upon poles,
and this factor, combined with the lachk of adequa&e lighting at
night, can encourage burglars Lo gain access to building roofs by
climbing these utility poles. _
| F) There exist conditions which endanger life or
property by fire or other causes as shown by:

1) The use of second stories of buildings as
storaye areas; and

2) The density of buiidings of an oldey nature
along Main Street which increases the opportunity for fire
spreading .from one building to another because of the lack of
. adequate fire walls 1iu the design of older buildings.

3) There are no north/south water malns aon
Second, Third and rourth, and thg casl/west muins ot Grand,

White and Rood are no larger than 6 inches, thercby providing



limited supplies

L
o
1

fire protection.

Section 2. The City Council hereby finds and determines
“that tﬁere is a detericraticn of property values or struckures
within the Autﬁﬁrity as shown by:

n) h decrease 1n sales Lax revenue in Lhe central
downtown area along both sides of Main Street from $408,088 in
1979 to $384,140 in 1980, and $304,3306 in 1981 (in the first
eight months cof the year); and

B) A decrease in the total assessed valuation of the
Authority of 9.ﬂ2£ within the last year despite approximately a
6% increase in the size of the Authority because of recent
iqclusions.

Section 3. Based upon the forcgcing, the City Council
hereby finds and determines thal there exists blight in the
Authority within the meaning of Section Jl-EEFBDZ{l.S}, Colorado
Revised Statutes 1973, as amended,.aud that there is a need to
take corrective measures in order to halt or prevent the growth
of blighted areas within the Plan of Development jArea and the
commercial renovation districts desigﬁatcd in the Plan of
Development.

Secction dk- The City Council hevceby [inds and determines -
that the approval of Lhe Plan of Development will serve a public
Lse; will promote the health, safely, vrosperity, security, and
general welfare of the inhabitants of Lhe City and of its
central business district; will halt or prevent the

deterioration of property valucs or structures within said
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central business districlt; will halt or prevent the growth of

blighted areas within said district; and will assist the City

. and the authority in the development and redevelopment of said

district and in the overall planning to restore or provide for
the continuance of the health thereof; and will be o; special
benefit to’ the property within the boundariecs of the aAuthority.
- " Section 5. The Plan-nf Development 1s hereby approved by
the City Council, and the authority is hercby aut%orized to
undertake development projects as described in the Plan of
Development.

Section 6. The Cit§ Council hereby finas and determines
that the Plan of Development will afford maximum opportunity,
consistent with the sound needs and plans of the City as a
whole, for the development or redevelopment of the Plan of
Development Area and the commercial renovation ﬁistricts
designated therein by the hﬁthurity and by private enterprise.

'Eectiqn 7. In accordance with the Plan of Development,
there is hereby designated the Plan of Development Area (the

boundaries of which are described with particularity on page 9

of the Plan of Development), in connection wibth which tax

"increment financing shall be utilized as provided in Section
"31-25-B07, Colggadc Revised Statutes 1973, as amended, for the
. purposes specified in the Plan of Development.

Section B. There is hereby created a separate special fund

of the City designated as the "Tax Increment Funéd" inte which

shall be deposited the ad valorem and municipal sales tax

-



increment funds dcsaﬁibed in Section 31-25-007, Celorado Reviscd
Statutes 1973, as amended, derived from and attributable to
development and redevelopment witlhin Lhe Plan of Development
*hArea. Said funds shall be held, invested, reinvc;ted and
applied as perﬁitted by law. For bthe purpose of ascertaining
the amount of funds to be deposited in the Tax Increment Fund as
provided by law, the County Assessor 15 hereby requested to
certify to the City Council on or beiore Decembe£131, 1981, the
valuation for assessmenbt of the Plan of Development Area as of
the effective date of this Rcsoiutian. For the same purpose,
the City Finance ﬁirectar is hereby directed to certify to the
City Council on or before april 1, 1582, the amount of municipal .
sales taxes collected within the Plan of Development Area for
the period from December 1, 1980, to November 30, 1981.

Section 9. Those parcels described on page 12 of the Plan
of Development are a part of a development or redevelopment area
designated by the City Council puréuant to Section 39-5-105,
Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, as amended, and commercial
buildiﬁgs dr structures on such parcels are therefore entitled
to the benefits granted under said statute.

Section 1l0. No public servant of Lhe City who is authorized

to take part iH.any manner in preparing, presenting, or
approving the I:-lan of Development or any conktract ccnternplatr_;cl
Lhereby has a potential interest in the Plan of Development or
any such contract which has not been disclosed in accordance
with the regquirements of Section lL§8-3-308, Colorado Revised

Statutes 1973, as amended, and noc such public secrvant has

- .

- -



received any pecuniary benefit [rom the Plan of Development or
any such contract.

Section 1l. 1If any provision of this Resolution 1is
judicially adjudged invalid or unenforccable, such judgment
shall .not affect the remaining provisions hereof, it_being the
intention of the City Council that the provisions hereof are
severable,

Section 12. This Resoluticn shall be efEe:ti;e immediately

upon its adoption and approval.

ADOPTED AND APPROVED this l6th day of December, 1981.

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

/?7 2. L

sident, City Council

{ CITY )
( SEAL )

ATTEST:

D & Cy"f/wz*cvﬂf

City Clerk




CITY - COUNTY PLANNING

grand junction-mesa county 559 white ave. rm. 60 grand jct.colo. 8150
(303) 244-1628

December 12, 1981

TO: Grand Junction City Council
FROM: Planning Commission of Grand Junction
SUBJECT: Plan of Development of Grand Junction, Colorado

Downtown Development Authority

On December 2, 1981, the Grand Junction City Council, pursuant to C.R.S. 1973,
$ 31-25-807(4)(b), submitted the Plan of Development of the Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority to the Planning Commission for review and recommendations.

Because of such reguest, we have obtained copies of the Plan of Development for
study and review and have also provided copies to the personnel of the Planning Depart-
ment for their review. On December 12, 1981, the Planning Commission held a work
session at which we considered the comments of the employecs of the Planning Department,
reviewed the Plan of Development in light of paslL policies for development and renova-
tion, and considered the questions and comments of the members of the Conmission.

After this review, we offer the following comnments and recommendations:

The Plan of Development, as presented, is a coherent and unified approach to
redevelopment and renovation within the downtown area. The Plan of Development does
call for certain projects that may require or resull in changes in present use and
zoning patterns. However, as constituted, the Plan of Development is consistent with
the policies adopted by the Commission in the past.

The Plan of Development contains no redevelopment or renovation plans which
are not feasible under current policies. Neither does the Plan of Development call
for policies or development patterns in conflict with city-wide policies or patterns.
It appears to be consistent with the Downtown Development Strategy which has been
adopted as an element gf the Master Planm for Grand Junction, as well as consistent
with other current policies.

= -

On the basis of this review, and the consideorations expressed here, the Commis-
sion feels that it 1s not necessary that we specifically enumerate those areas of
the Plan with which we are in agreement since the Plan of Jevelopment contains no
items to which we specifically object. We, therefore, can endorse the Plan of Uevelop-
ment as being consistent with existing city policies and recommend that the City
hold a Public Hearing on the Plan of Development.

Respectfully submitted,
Ty

y .

L
—— e i
JANS Lurmby

—
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RESOLUTION
BY THE
BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF THE GRANWD JUNCTION, COLORADO,
DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTUHORITY
ADOPTING A PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

WHEREAS, the Grand Junmction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority
has studied conditions within the central business district, pursuant to
C.R.S. 1973, § 31-25-807; and

WHEREAS, such study has resulted in the preparation of a Downlown
Development Strategy; and

WHEREAS, the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority
is authorized, pursuant to C.R.5. 1973, 531-25-807, to plan and propose
public facilities and other improvements to publiec and private property
which will aid and improve the downtown deveclopment arca; and

WHEREAS, Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc., authors of the Downtown
Development Strategy, reported therein that arcas of blight exist within
the downtown area; and

WHEREAS, a plan of development has been presented to this Board for
its consideration; and

WHEREAS, this Doard has held a public meceting on such plan of
development, which meeting was preceded by o notice of such meeting published
in the Daily Sentinel on November 1, [981, prior to such meeting; and

WIIEREAS, Mesa County Valley School Distflct 51, within which the
entire area of development designated in the l'lan of Devclopment lies,
has been permittea to participate in an advisery capacity with respect to
the inclusion in the Plan of Development of the provision for ulilization of o
tax increment [inancing; and

WHEREAS, the DBoard has bLeen adequately inflormed in this matter
because ol public input prior Lo the completion of the plan of development,
the public meeting on the propesecd plan of development, the evidence
presented in the Downtown Development Stratepy and the plan of development,

a review of the Grand Junction Downtown Development Plan Information Basc,



and the personal kpnowledge of the members of this Board;
NOW TUEREFOHRE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
l. The Board hereby finds;

A) There is a presence of a substantial number of
deteriorated or deteriorating structures within the Downtown Development
Authority as shown by:

1} 0f the buildings within the Downtown Development
Authority, approximately B85% are 30 or more years old, and although generally
sound, will require various amounts of renovation to meet present fire
and building codes;

_2] There are presently older buildings that are
vacant, and therefore, deteriorating from lack of usec, located at the
southeast corner of Fifth and Main, the northwest corner of Fourth and
Main, the southeast corner of Third aud Main and the middle of the block
between Second and Third on Main; and

3) Approximately 18.87% of the retail space available
is vacant, even though demand is high in areas outside the central business
district;

B) There is a predominance of defective or inadequate
street layout as shown by:

1} The lack of adequate longp-term parlking because
of time limits on meters; and

2) The existence of one-way streets on Rood and
Colorado and Fourth and Fifth, which causec drivers to travel from four to
six blocks out of their way to reach deercdtdcstinntions because of the
effect of the one-way streets combined with the effect of restricted turniug

intersections on Main Street; and

~ - 3} An under-utilization of parkinp aveas to the -

south of Main Street while the parking areas to the north of Main Street
are over-utilized;
C} There exists faulty lot layout in relation to size,
adequacy, accessibilicty or usefulness as shown by:
17 The lot and block layoub in the downtown arca
developed at an early date and resulted in loag, natvtow lots with the
average lot being 25 feet by 125 [eel; a sizc not compatible with madern

architectural approaches;



2) Alchough west of Seventh Street significant
pieces of land have been aggregated for potential development, many potential
development sites are still held by a number of individual owners,
including trusts and estates, and are subdivided by alleys and strecets
making it difficult to consolidate the nceded land for redevelopment;

1) OFf land within the Downtown Development
Authority, between 1/3 and 1/2 is publicly owned and used for strocets,
alleys, or public buildings, and, therefore, not available for private use
and redevelopment;

D) There exists detericration of site or other improvements
as shown by: .

I} There are sidewalks in a deteriorating condition
on the southeast corner of Fifth and Rood and on the 200 block between
Main and Colorado;

2) There are deteriorating underdrains in the
Shopping Park along Main Street from Thirvd to Fifth Streets;

3) Foundaticon werk on some of the older buildings
has deteriorated in the past or is presently in a deteriorated conditvion,
thereby making these buildings morc susceptible to damage;

E) Unsanitary or unsafc conditions exist as shown by:

1} Combined sanitary and storm sewers in the downtown
area which have the potential to back up into the drains of property owners
after extreme rains, thereby creating an unsanitary condition;

2) Older buildionpgs are l?cutcd near railroad property
which cncourages transients Lo seck shelter in or around such older buildings;

3) There is a need to improve and upprade utilities and
sewers in the dcu&town area before any major redevelopment, for the present
system would not be adequale under Lncreascd use;

4) The alleys in the downtown acca are still major
dclivery and service routes; however, hecavy pedestrian traffic las been
encouraged by the use of walkthroughs at the U.5. Bank building and the north
side of the G600 block of Main Street, and by the placement of partking
areas across alleys from business establishwents. HMany businesscs have

encouraged the use of back doors as the most direct entrance [rom a parking



area to their establishment. However, the alley surfaces arec uneven and
not adapted to pedestrian travel; there are no crosswalks, the lighting at
night is inadequate, and during business hours, there is a flow of both
delivery trucks and trash collection trucks which pose a potential threat
to pedestrians.

5) The presence of older buildings and their ornate
building facades encourage pigeons to nest in and around these buildings
causing unsanitary conditions teo exist around such nesting sites.

63 THE alleys are used for utilities upon poles and
this factor, combined with the lack of adequate lighting at night,
encourages burglars to gain access to building rtoofs by climbing these
utility poles. '

F) There exist conditions which endanger life or property
by fire or other causes as shown by:

i} The use of second stories of buildings as storape
areas; and

2) The density of buildings of an older nature along
Main Street which increases the opportunity for fire spreading from one
building to another because of the lack of adequate [irewalls and the design
of older buildings; and

3} There are no north/south water mains on Sccond,
Third, and Fourth and the east/west mains on Grand, White and Rood are no
larger than 6 inches, thereby providing limited supplies which are not
adequate under present codes for [irec protection.

2. The Board hereby finds and determines that there is a
deterioration of property values or structures within the Downtown Development
Authority as shown by:

Al A decrease 1n sales tax revenue in Lhe central downtown
arca along both sides of Main Strect from 5$454,727 in [979 re $4306,598 in 1980,
and 5343,484 in 98B! for the [irst nine months of cach year; and

B} A decrease 1n the total asscssed valuatien ol the
Downtown UDevelopment Authority of 9.02% within the last ycar despite
approximately a 6% increase in the size of the Downtown Development

Authority because of recent inclusions,
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4. The Board hereby finds that the adoption of this Plaa of

the growth of blighted areas within the central business district, will

assist the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, in the develeopment and

7.2 : -

redevelopment of such central business district and in the overal

—

planning to restore or provide for the continuance of the health

thereof, and will be of especial benciit to the property within the

boundaries of the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Deﬁalupmcnt Authority.
BE IT FURTHER MRESOLVED TUAT:

5. The Plan of Development, attached hereto and incorporated
herein as Exhibit "A", is hereby adopted as the Plan of Development for the -
Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Uevelopment Authority, including those
provisions designating a Plan of Development arca within which tax increment
financing will be utilized as described on Pages 8 through 10 and 49
through 52 , of the Plan of Development, and creation of three commercial
renovation districts as described on Papes 12, 47 and 32 | o che
Plan of Development, in which a five year tax deferral 1s allowed for
renovation of commercial structures move Chan 30 years old.

G. Such Plan of Developwment shall hc submicted te the City
Council of Grand Junction, Colorado, witl a request that they immediately
submit said Plan &f Developwent te the Planniog Commission for theiv written

recommendations; amd that the City Council hold a public heaving on such

Lr

Plan of Development, after public notice, amd that the City Council be
requested te approve such 'lan of Developmecnt.

7. Mo board member ner any cmployecec of the Board with a
specific financial interest, as defined in C.H.S5. 1973, $31-25-819, as
amended, in the adoption of the Plan of Development has voted thercon
or otherwise participated in its prepavation ot prescniation or [ailed to

make such interest known to the Board.
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severanlie.

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED and ADOPTED this ;k«d day of December, 1981,

5 .
%}:v% Cﬁim.;__@?,-

'at Cormley

Chairman of the Doard

Grand Junction, Colorado
Downtown Development Authority

ATTEST: 7
Sandra Gose

secretary
Grand Junction, Colorado
Downtown Development Authority



Grand Junction

Downtown Development Authority
200 North Sixth Streel, Suite 204 P.O. Dox 296
Grand Junction, Coloradoe B1502
Phone (303) 245-2926

EXHIBIT A

DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
PLANWN O DEVECELOPMENT

FOR GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

Including The Designation Of
Commercial Renovation Dictricts
And A Plan 0Of Development hrea

Within Which

Tax Increment Financing Will Be Utilized

PREPARED DY :
The Grand Junction

Downtown Development futhority
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SECTION I

INTRODUCTION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

N. INTRODUCTION

1. This Plan of Development is the result of the City of
Grand Junction's continued interest in Lhe revitalization of the downtown
area. This interest began as early as 1962, when, in response bto issues
similar to today's concerns, a revitalization cllort was undertaken by the
City and the Main Street merchants. A Genceral Improvement Districht was
created to [inance utilities and landscaping improvements to Main Strect
converting four blocks to a Shopping Park. Called Operation Foresight,
this revitalization effort led to Grand Junction being named an All-
hmerican City.

2. These eflorls were continued by the creation of the Grand
Junction Downtown Development huthority (DDA) in April of 1977, by a
2 to 1 vote of the downtown electors. ‘I'e Downtown Development futhority
has had a full time director since February of 1900 and pursuant to
C.R.S5. 1973, 531-25-007, has been involved in the study and analysis of
the impact of metropolitan growth upon the central business district.
Studies of land use, urban design, parking, Lralflic and markel conditions
were made jointly by the City and ODA in 1980 and 19B81.

3. Ms a result of such studies, a comprohensive Downbown Development
Strategy was completed in November of 1941, Ua&cd upan kthe recommendations
and evaluations contained within the Downtown Development Strategy, this
Plan of Development-was devised to promobe the cconomic growth of the area
encompassed by the boundaries of the DOA and Lo halt deterioration of
existing structures and property walues.

4. The Plan ol Development, as prescnted here, attempbs to rely upon
the strength of the central business district to [inance the public
facilities, renovations, and repairs necessary to revitalize the arca

encompassed by the DDA boundaries. Three types of {inancing are of
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primary importance inthis Plan.cf D;vclapmcni,

5. First, a 5 mill ad valorem tax on all taxable real and personal propet .y
within the DDA has been imposed since 1970. The procecds from such lewy arce
used to finance the administrative and budgeted eperations of the TDA,
including necessary studies and promotional actiwvities. It is anticipated
that this source of funds will continue.

6. Secondlv, [or comnercial buildings which are 30 or more years old,
Colorado law (C.R.5. 539-5-105, 1973 as amended) allows an owner to dofor
for five yecars the assessment of the increased value caused by improvoments
made for rehabilitation or renovation. This cncourages the owner to
rechabilitate or renovate his property when he might otherwise nok have
done so. To qualifly for such deferral, the renevation area must be incluled
in a plan of development appraved by the governing body of the City.

However, Lhe [ive year deferral of assessmenls may not be used for property
which is included in a plan of devcloupment arca whercin a tax increment
financing district will be used.

7. Third, to fosteor development outside the aveas designated for the five
yvear deferral on assessments bul within the DDA boundary, the plan of
development calls [or the use of tax incrowment Cinancing.

. wWith the adoption of a plan ol development for a specific plan of
development arca within a city, the last certificd assessment ol taxable
properby in that aren is calculated and becomes the "frozen btax base™.
Taxes gencrated [rom that frozen base conbtinue to be rececived by Lthe
individual taxing entities within the project area: taxes collected upon
the incremental assessed valuation over Lhe Troden base are received by the
entity undertaking the project to pay lor project vosts. That entiby docs
not have the autbority bo levy any additional taxes and must rely specili-
cally en the allocation of taxes produced by growth over the basc yeoar.
The amount ol allﬁcatud tax increment depends upon o combination of growlth
in assessed valualtions and tax rates of the taxing jurisdictions. Beflore
the funds from tax increment [inancing may Lo pledoed Tor che payment of
bonds, loans or other indehtedness, such pledge wmust be approved by the

voters of the tax incremenl districlt ab o zpocial clectlon.

rd



9. Additicnally, municipal sales tax vevenues collected from a plan of
development arca can be {rozen at an annual level. That level is deflined
as total collections in the twelwve calendar months preceding the elfective
date of the plan of development. In subsequent years municipal sales tax
collections up to the base year amount will continue Lo flow into the
city's general fund. After the basce year amount has been collected,
however, all or any part of the incremental amount abowve the base year
figure can be used to pay for bonds used vte [inance project costs in the
same way property tax increment financing is used. Sales tax increment
financing is used within the same limits as property tax increment Cinanc-
ing. The entity does not have the authority to levy any additional taxes;
the amount of incremept depends upon growkth in retail sales, and none of
the tax increment funds can be pledged until approved by the electors of
the district at a special election.

10. Revitalization of the downtown area must be a dynamic process that is
flexible Enoygh to allow [or necessary changes in the plan ol development.
Under Colorado law, the Plan of Development may be amended by the same
procedures necessary for adoption of the 'lan. This provides neceded [lexi-
bility for the changing downtown environment, which, at the present time,
needs certain specific activities Lo commence il revitalization is to

commence .

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. This Plan of Development describes the utilization of a [ive year
property Ltax deferral on the increased wvaluc ol commercigl properby due Lo
renovation and the utilization of Lax increment financing including the
projects which could be funded. Wwhen adopled, this 'lan will be complele
and could be impicmanted solely with the btools described herein.  llowover,
the activities déscribed in this P’lan consiitute only a, few.ol many .
mechanisms that can and should be employed Lo cflect the revikplizgfion..
of Downtown Grand Junction. The following list of recommended actions,
some of which are included in this Plan and some which arc taken f{rom the
City Council's Policy Statement on Downbown Development dated hpril 15,

1981, the Downtown Dovelopment Strategy and the National Main Streel



Center Resource Team Report attached hereto as exhibits C., A, and D,
respectively, arc suggested for ceonsideration by the DDA and City Council.
Each recommended action should be carclully considered to determine its
effects on downtown revitalization activitiecs, and the community genecrally,
and if appropriate, implemented.

2. Continuation of the planning process for downtown redevelopment.

Once the Downtown Development Strategy Plan is in place, specific imple-
mentation plans should be pursued including:

a. Design Guidelines for Downtown

b. Parking Management

Traflic Management

d. 2oning and Development Control Revisions

e. llousing Rchabilitatiﬁn

f. Landscape and Street Lighting Plan

g. Detailed Improvement Designs

h. Retail Mix and Recruitment

3. hdopt a parking management plan and develop, adoplt, and implemcnt a
parking district and a future parking development plan. Financing mechan-
isms for this include parking revenue bonds. In addition, a special study
should be conducted to ensure that parking is provided and financed in a
way amenable Lo downtown redevelopment.

4. pdopt revisions to the zoning ordinance that will combine develop-
ment incentives, design guidelines and zoning regulations within a group of
downtown zones. The huthority should be designated as the site plan revicw
agency [or all downtown projoct proposals.

5. hssist the state to develop a state office building in the downbown.

6. Provide Igdustrial Development Roevenue Nond Tinancing to downlown
developers for aqprcpriatc economically lesnible projechks in accordancoe
with state and fcacfal statute.

7. Macate alleys Lo accommodate now development provided that such
vacation is necessary [or the successful develepwment of a project where the
developer holds title Lo adjacent properties and construction is imminent,

B. Vacate or provide air rights or cascmentis over street rvights-cl-way

rovided such wvacation, air right or casement is nocossary for the
g 3

=



sucvenstul develogement ol o oot when Viee cdeve lopaer bbb Lt le Lo il ja-

Sumtoviorerbiva and comnlrue b bens b e et
lﬁ# Iﬁﬂﬁtnl und!or utﬂtu inancial auuluLnncc LD CUTﬂltﬁgﬂL

g =ik '“*" = ‘?“‘J - .:*I'# F, m ‘V th:I‘II"":-I'Ill f".
Lt 4 sl

Al ol FXbran
?’.\? ‘;-i‘i:.& 1" Ek'(*hg A:HU - t-;.@'f:h -{1’ 'pf é., 4
cazba i g gyt o I
. e ,u-'l."_“jdr i ';-F_ i ; MRS %‘,’.‘:ﬁ?i _b.::‘{h%.

= I Moy e e T R
lp.ﬂ u HIHM tn.:mummlu r Pl AR -;ﬂfpﬁ.,fg-:f?_:;&'i
4 -M::-"-*‘;-J LY o

cemTinee 1o UImnlement the agreemont with Publlic ;QI‘HIN Cnugmy m,&, f‘ﬂ_:l I‘";id'-}‘ 31
e AN

TR

11. Designate the renovation districis delincated in ¢! i 25

“n ,

Pt

A Moonialn Bell! te underground utilitliesn

"Historic Commercial Rernovatlion Districos” {or the purposes of Sccoction
104(f) of the Uniform Building Code, 1979 cdition as adopted by the Civy
of Grand Junction as a further incentive to renovate older buildings and
reduce existing life and five saflety hazards.

12. Initiate redevelopment projects by obtaining control of redevelop-
ment sites and soliciting development proposals and agreements [rom
qualified developers Lo undertake priovity redevelopment projects.

13. Extend llorizon Drive from Yth to Lot Streecbk and upgrade liorizon -
Drive and lst Streeks to facilitate tvallic flow.

M. Contract with a hotel developer for the facility and [ood scrvice
management of Two Rivers Plaza when a hotel projeclt is wndertaken adjacent
to Two Rivers.

15. Pursue the preliminary design and [easibility analysis on a commun=
ity performing arts/civic ecvents center for eventual location in the ifmmed-
iate vicinity of Two Rivers Plaza.

6. Adopt and implement a Tralfic Circulation Tmprovement Plan that
specilically addresses Lwo way trvallic on Rood and Colorade Avenues and
Fourth and Filth Streets, the interseclion ab First and Grand, turns onto

and off of Main Strecl, access bo the many desbinations in thoe downbown
a - -

-

and traffic traveling through the downbown o olthoer dostinations.

17. Pursuc the completion of a cibywide Master Plan Lhat recognlzes
the finite limits of real estate develgpment potential in the city and that

directs and manages that development [or the benelit of the entire comnunitby.

The downbtown 15 an inteqgral part of the community and what happens in Lhe
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community as a whole and what happens in the downtown are closcly linked.
Planning, development controls, and growth policies should reflect an awarc-

ness of those interrelaticnships.
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SECTION II

DESCRIPTICN OF DISTRICT UOUNDARIES

The Plan of Development Area within which Tax Increment Financing
will be used shall be that property included within the boundaries of the
Downtown Development Authority, except for thatbt property included within
the boundaries of the Commercial Renovation District.

The boundaries of the Grand Junction Downtown Authority which are:

"Exhibit A"
The description of the Flan of Development Arca within which the
Tax Increment Financing will be used is:
“"Exhibit p"
The description of the Commercial Renovation Districts is:
"Exhibit C"

These areas are graphically displayed on the attached map.

"Exhibit D"



Deginning at the Northwest Corner of Wilsons Subdivision of Block 2 of

Mobleys Subdivision:; bthence East along Lhe South right-ofl-way line of Grand
Avenue Lo bthe Norbkh Corner polnt common to Lols D and 10 ol Dlock 70, City

of Grand Junction; thence Zouth along Lhe common Line of

Lots 2 and 10 ancd
the common line of Lots 15 amd 16 all i Dlock T, Cibty of Grand Junction,

to the MNorth right-of-way linc ol White Avonne; Lhence Hast Lo the Bazb right-
of-way line of 2nd Strect; thence Sowth to the North righi-ofl-way linc of the
Cast=West alley in DOlock 98; thence East along the North line of the Bast-
West alley Dlock 98; City of Grand Junction, Lo the West right-ofl-way line
of Ird Street; thence Morth aleng the West right-of-way linc of Ird Streot

to the Secuth right-olf-way line of Grand Avenue; thence East along the South
right-of-way line of Grand Avenuo to the East right-ofl-way line of Sth
Street; thence South along the East right-ol-way line of 3th Streeb Lo the
Morth right-of-way line of the East-West alley in Block 02, City ol Grand
Junction, Lthence Bask Lo the Soulbhwest covieer of Lot 13 Dlack 02, City of
Grand Junction; thence along the Wesl Line of Lot 13, Dlock B2, City of

Grand Junction to the South right-oflf-way linc of Sraml Awvenue; thence East
along the South right=ol-way Line of Grand Avence Lo Lhie Boasbt line of Lob 16,
Block B2, Cibty of Grand Juncbion; thencoe South along the Bast line of said
Lot 16 to the North right-ol-way line of the iasb-West alley in lilock HI;
thence Bast along the North rvight-ol-woy line ol the Hast-viest alley in Block
82 and 81 to the West line of Lot 9, Lleck 83, Cily of Graml Junclion;

-

South right-ol-way linc

thence Worth along, the West line of said Lot 2 to Lhe

of Grand Avenue; thence Bast aleng the South right-ol-way of frand Avenue to

Lhe West riqht—uféﬁa? line of Tth Strecb: Lhoeooe Soulh alcong the West cight

of-way linc of 7th Strect to Lhe Soubh vighb-ol-way ling ol Whilc Avonuc;
thence Last along Lhe South rith~ﬂ[—way Line of wWhite Avernue Lo Lhe west
right-of-way line of the North-South alley @0 Block 93, Civy of Grand Juncltion:
thence South along the West right-cf-way linc of Lhe North-South alleys Ln

Blocks 93, 106G, 115, and 128, Civy of Grand Juncition, Lo the North vight-ol=way
¥
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Block 10, HMobley hHubdivision: Lhenee Horthwesterly to a'po _
415.0 feet West and South 41703' Last 68.97 (ool from the HﬂthEa;L
Corner of the Southeast 1/4 and Southeast 1/ of Section 15, Township
1 Sputh, Range 1 West of the Ute Mcridian; thence North 89957' West far
271.8 feet along a line parallel to the North line of the Southeast 1/4 of
the Southcast 1/4 of Section 15, Township 1 Soulh, Range 1 West of the
Ute Meridian; thence North 53903' West 16.606 {eel:; thence North 539031° wWest
70 fect to the Easterly right—§f~way of the Counlty Road to the EBast of the
right-of-way of the Denver and Rio Grande Weslern right-of-way;: Lthence
Northwesterly along the Basterly right-cf-way of said County foad to the

South right-of-way of State NHighway 340; thence Mortheasterly along the

Soguthern right-of-way of State lighway 340 to the Northwest Corner of Lot 9,
g Y

Block 1, Richard D. Mobley's First Subdivision: thence South along the West
line of said Lot 9 Lo the Southwest Corner; thence South to the center line
of vacated alley; thence 25 feet Easl; thence North te a point 78 [feet South
of the North linec of said Block 1; thence East Lo a point 7 1/2 feclb West of
the East line of Lot 11, Block 1, Richavd . Mobley's Virst Subddivision:
thence North to the South right-of-way line of State lighway 340; thence
alony the South right-of-way line of State lHighway 340 and Grand Avenuce Lo
the Point of Deginning. '

Nowever, excluding [rom Lhe Downlown Levelopment Authority of Grand
Junction all of Blogk 5 of Richard D. Mobley's First Subdivision, and Lots 1

te 5, inclusive, of Block 4, Richard D. Mobley's Filrst Subdivioion, and

-

12 to 106, inclusive, of Ulock A, Richard Do Febley's First Sowdisvision
except the North 50 [ect of Lols 12 Lo 14, exclunive of the west 15
said North 50 fect of Lot 12.

And also exluding [rom the beundaries of Lhe Grand Junctlion Downbtown
Development huthority that part of Tract B, AMENDED SURVEY OF THLE LITTLU

BOOKCLIFFE RALILROAD YARDS lving South and Eant of a line beginning at o polnt



on the East line of Tract 1 of AMENDED SURVEY OF THE LITTLE DOOKLIFFE RAIL-
ROAD YARDS from which the East 1/4 Corner of Scclion 15, Township 1 South,
Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian bears North 44211° East 901.606 feet: thence
North 89°58' West 126.0 feet; thence South 0001' East 347.5 fect to a

point on the Scuth line of said Tract B which is the terminal point of said
line; and also excluding from the boundaries of Lhe Downtown Development
huthority of Grand Junction, all of Tract 9 except that part of said Tract 9
included within the following described parcel:

That part of Tracts 1, 2, 3, 8, and 2 of AMENDED SURVEY OF TIE LITTLE
BOOKCLIFFE RAILRAOD YARDS described as follows:

Beginning at a point on the East line of said Tract 1 from which the
East 1l/4 Corner of Section 15._Tawnship 1 South, Range 1 West alf the Ute
Meridian bears North 44°11° Ea;t 901.66 [eel; thence North B9950' West
126.0 feet; thence South 0°01' East 197.50 fect to the centerline of the
railroad spur track; thence South 89°50' East 126.00 feet along said center-
line; thence North 0°01' West 197.50 [ect to the point of beginning.

TOGETHER with an easement over and across a strip of land extending South
from the property hereby described to a line 1 feet South of and parallel to

the South line of said railroad spur track.

-10-



EXHIRBIT "g"

DESCRIDPTION OF THE PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AREMN WITHIN
WHICH ThX INCHEMENT FINANCING WILL DE USED

Beginning at the Northwest Corner of Wilsons Subdivision of Block 2 of
Mobleys Subdivision; thence East along the Scuth right-of-way line of Grand
Avenue to the North Corner point common to Lots 9 and 10 of Block 78, City
of Grand Junction; thence South along the common line of Lots 9 and 10 and
the common line of Lobts 15 and 16 all in BDlock 73, City of Grand Junction,
to the North right-olf-way line of White Avenue:; thence East to the East right-
of-way line of 2nd Street; thence South bto the North right-of=-way line of the
East-West alley in Block 98; thence East along the North line of the East-
West alley Block 90, City of Grand Junction, to the West right-ol-way line
of 3rd Street; thence North along the West right-of-way line of 3rd Strect
to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue; thence East along the
South right-of-way line of Grand Avenuc to the Bast right-of-way line of 5th
Street; thence South along the East right-ol-way line of 5th Streect to the
North right-of-way line of the East-West alley in Dlock B2, Clity of Grand
Junction; thence Cast to teh Southwest Corner of Lot 13, Bleock B2, City of
Grand Junction; thence aleng the West line ol Lot 13, Block 82, City of
Grand Junction to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue; thence East
along the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenuc teo the East line of Lot 16,
Block 82, City of Grand Junction; thence Soulth along the East line of said
Lot 16 to the North right-of-way line of the East-West alley in Dlock B1;
thence East along the North right-ol-way line &0 the Last-West alley in Dlock
82 and BJ to the West line of Lot 9, Dlock 03, City of Grand Juncltion;
thence North alongl the West line of said Lot 9 to the Sguth right-ol-way linec
of Grand Avenue; thence East along the South right-of-way ol Grand Avenue to
the West riqht—ef—;ay linge of 7th Streelt; thence South along Lhe West right-
of-way line of 7th Streclt to the South right-ol-way line of White Avenue; thence
thence East aleong the South right-of-way line of White aAvenue to the West
right-of-way line of White Avenue to the West right-of-way line of the Horth-
South alley in Block 93, City ol Grand Junction; thence Socuth along the West

right-of-way line of the North-South alleys in Blocks 93, 106, 115, and 120,

=11-
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City of Grand Junction, to the North right-ol-way linc of Ute Avenuce; thence
West along the North right-of-way lire of Ute Avenue te the Southwest Corner,
Block 10, Mobley Subdivision; thence Novlthwest along the Southwest line of
Block 10, Mobley Subdivision to the intersecction with the southerly projec-
tion of the East right-of-way line of Spruce Strect; thence North aleng said
East line to the Horthwest Corner, DBlock 10, Mobley Subklivision: thence
Northwesterly to a point which lies 415.8 [ceb West and South 41903' East
GB.97 [cetb [rom the Nertheast Corner of the Southeast 1A and Scutheast 1/4
of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 Woest of the Ute Meridian; thence
North B9957' west [or 271.8 [ect alemg a line parallel te the North line of
the Southeast 1/4 of the Southeast 1/9 of Scctien 15, Township 1 South,
Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian; Lthence Morth 53"01' West 16.6G feect: thence
Morth 53"03' West 70 feet to ﬁhe Easterly right-ol-way ol the County Road to
the East of the right-of-way of the Denver and Rio Grande Western right-of-
way; Lthence MNorthwesterly aleong the Easterly right-of-way of said County
Road to the South right-of-way of State ilighway 140; thence Neortheasterly
along the Southern right-of-way of State lighway 340 to the Horthwest
Corner of Lot 9, Block 1, Richard D. Mubley's First Subdivision; thence South
along the West line of said Lot 9 to the Southwest Corner; Lhence Soulth to
the centerline of vacated alley; thence 25 lect East; thoence Horth to a point
T8 f[eet Soubkh of the Norkh line of said Bleock 1; thence Bast te a poink 7 152
feel Weslh of bthe East line of Lot 11, Rlock 1, Richard D. Mobley's First
Subdivision; thence North to the South right-of-way linc of State Highway 340;
thence along the South right-of-way linc of State !Highway 340 and Grand Avenue
te the Point of Deginning.

Hlowever, excluding Lrom the Downtown Development huthority of Grand
Junction all of Bilgeck 5 of Richard U. Mobley's First Subdivision, and Lots

1l to 5, inclusive, of Block 4, Richarnd D. Mobleys' Pirst Subdivision, and
-

Lots 12 to 16, inclusive, of Block 4, Richard 0. Mobley's First Subdivision
except the MNorth 50 feet of Lots 12 to 16, exclusive of the wWest L5 feect of
said Morth 50 [feet of Lot 12.

And also excluding from the boundariecs of the Grand Junction Downlown
Development Aulthoriby Lhal part of Tract 8, AMENDED SURVEY OF INE LITTLE

DBOOKCLIFFLE RATLROAD YARDS [rom which the Pasy 179 Corner of Scction 1%,

=-12=




Township 1 South, Range 1, West of Lhe Ute Meridian Bears Nerth 44%11' East
901.66 feel: Lhence North B9958' West 126.0 feet: thence South 0901 tast
347.5 fect to a point on the Soulh line of said Tract 8 which is the
terminal point of said line; and also excliuding {rom the boundarics of the
Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction, all of Tract 9 ecxcept
that part of said Tract 9 included within the feollowing described parcel:
That part of Tracts 1, 2, 3, 8, and 9 of AMENDED SURVEY OF THE LITTLE
BOOKCLIFFE RAILROAD YARDS described as {ollows:
Beginning at a point on the East line of said Tract 1 from which the East
1/4 Corner of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian
bears North 44° 11' East 901.66 feet; thence South 0°01' East 197.50 feet
to the centerline of the . railroad spur track; thence South B9958' East
126.00 feet along said centerline; thence North 0901' West 197.50 fect to
the point of beginning.
TOGETHER with an easement over and across a strip of land extending
South [rom the property hereby described bto a line 3 [cect South of and paral-
lel to the South line of said railroad spur btrack.

And except the following parcels:

Lots 11 te 16, inclusive, in Bleck 83, City of Grand Juncltion, Mesa
County, Coleorado; and

The Morth 75 feet of Lots 1, 2, and 1 ol Block 104, City of Grand
Junction, Mesa County, Colorado: and

Lots 17 te 25, inclusive, in Bleck 102:; Lots 17 te 32, inclusive, in
Block 103, Lots 17 teo 32, inclusive, in Block 184; Lots 1G ke 30, inclusive,
except all the East 71.95 feat of Lots 10 to 20, inclusive, excepl the North

30 feet of the East 71.95 [eet of Lots 10 to 20 inclusive, in UBlock 10%;
Lots 1 to 15, inclusive, except the Easl 30.4% feet of Lots 11 te 1%, inclusiwve,

. 1. . . . | . , . . .
in Block 116; Lots 1 to 16 inclusive, in dloch 3117: and Lots 1 bto 16, inclusive,

in Block 118, all in the City of Grand Junclion, Mesa County, Colorado.



EXHIBIT "C"

DESCRIPTION OF THE COMMERCIAL RENOVATION DISTRICTS

Lots 11 to 16, inclusive, in Bleock 063, city of Grand Junction, Mepa
County, Colorado; and

The North 75 feet of Lots 1, 2, and I of Block 104, City of Grand
Junction, Mesa County, Colorado; and

Lots 17 to 25, inclusive, in Block 102; Lets 17 to 32, inclusive, in
Block 103, Lots 17 to 32, inclusiwve, in Block 104; Lots 16 to 30, inclusive,
except all the East 71.95 feet of Lots 16 to 20, inclusive, except the
Morth 30 feet of the East 71.95 feet of Lots 16 to 20, inclusive, in Block
105; Lots 1 to 15, inclusive, except the East 50.45 feet of Lots 11 to 15,
inclusive, in Block 116; Lots 1 to 16 inclusive, in Block 117; and Lots
1l to 16, inclusive, in Bleock 118, all in the City of Grand Junction, Mesa

County, Colorado

_ljl"...
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SECTION ITI

STATUTORY HEQUIREMENTS FOR ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION
OF A DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY PLAN OF DEVELOTMENT WIICH INCLUDLS
BOTH RENOVATION DISTRICTS AND A PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AREMR WITHIN WHICH TAX
INCREMENT FINANCING WILL BE USCED

A. GENERAL

1. Revitalization of a downtown area is a Lime-consuming and dynamic
process. The results of the planning phase may influence the downtown
environment for years, and it is, therefove, necessary that those affected
by a plan of development are provided adequalke opportunity Lo voice their
suggestions and cuncérns for the future of "theoir™ downlbown. e minimum
requirements are those dictated by Colorado law.

2. The following summarizes the statultory requirements for adoption of
this Plan of Developmenlk and indicates the date of completion of this IPlan.
hdditionally, also shown are the other opportunities prowvided for inpubt inteo
the Plan and optional activities undertaken Lo assure maximum public input

as well as compliance with the pelicies of the City Council.

0. DATE OF ACTION C. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS D. OPTIONAL ACTIVITIES

1. 1/19/77 Resolution authorizing cleclion
of formation of DDA

2. 2/8/77 Election

. 3/16/77 City Ordianance Mo, 1GG9
establishing DDA ’
State Statute
31-25-804

4. G/2/80 Employment of consultagts

' to study and analyze land
use, urban design, parking,
tralffic, and market condi=-
tions

5. @/21/80 Frormation of Downtown
ncotion Committee to Pro-
wide input on Plan of

. Dovolopnent



B. DATE OF ACTION C. STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

(Continued)

6. 41/13/81

7. lo/s2/81

B. 10/748l1

9. 10/28/81 Meeting with schoeol district
rpersonnel seeking their advice
and comments on tax increment
financing 31-25-007 (3} (d}

lo. 1ll/6/81

11. 11/11i/81

4

12, 11/11/81 =

13. 11/13/81

-17=

D. OPTIOMAL ACTIVITIES

hdoption by City Council
of Policy Resolution for
downktown

Public presentatiocn by
Johnson, Johnson & Rovy,
Inc. of their conclu-
sions concerning the
downtown area

Discussion with County
Assessor and Treasurer
concerning implementa-
tion of tax deferral and
tax increment [inancing

Review of Downtown Devel-
opment Sktrategy Flan by
DDA Doard of Directors
and invitation Lo Mesa
County Commissioners to
attend for explanation

of Plan concept includ-
ing tax increment
financing

Published notice of
mecting of DDA Doard to
consider anrd adopt Plan
of Development after
public inpub

-y .
Prescntation of Plan to
local architeclts, congin-
cers, and planners

Mublic meeting of DDA
Doard concerning Plan
of Development concept



B.

DATE OF ACTION

{Continued)

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27,

Upon adoption

of Plan af
Development

To be deter-

mined during
1982

To be deter-
mined during
lag2

To be deter-
mined during
1982

To be deter-
mined during
1982

To be deter=

mined during
1982

C. STATUTCRY REQUIREMENTS

Freezing of Ad Valorem tax base
and sales tax base as of effec-
tive date of Plan

31=-25-807(3)

Resolution of DDA Board to have

election for pledging of tax
increment funds
15-25-807 (3} (b)

hpproval by City Council of
election at least 30 days

- prior to election

35-25-807(3) (b}

Election - qualified elecctors
of district
35-25=-807 {3) (b)

City Council adoption of ordin-

ance authorizing the issuance
of bonds

Bonds issued [or project

D.

OMI'IONAL ACTIVITIES




SECTION TV

EXISTING COMDITIONS WITHIN THE DOUNDARIES
OF THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

A.  RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

1. Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc., concluded that a Downtown Deovelopment
Strategy Plan was needed becausc: "Within Lthe downtown area, there cxist
clear measures of blight and deterioration, which require improvemenls to
ensure the economic well-=being and quality ol life of all our residents.
we have a substantial number of deteriorating strucbures; some of these
suffer from structural blight, some from [unclional blight. Although our
street system is generally wide and adequate, we face circulation problems
which call for simplification. The utility systems serving our downbtown
must be replaced both {or our safety and our [uture growth. Most of all,
we need to grasp the opportunity to bring life back into the downtown areca
through the addition of sound housing and attractive commercial and office
space."

2. hmong the many factors presecntly existing within the boundarics
of the Downtown Development Authority which led Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc.
to the above conclusion are:

a. Mhny increase in intensity of development or redevelopment will
reguire replacement and upgrading of prescenbt wtilibies, including replacing
and upgrading of water and sewer lines;

b. A present necd for parking lccatiﬂps which provide rocasonable
location distribution of lony and short term parking as well as cffectively
provide for long “erm parking.

c. N pzesént combination of onc-wav sirects and restricted Lurning .
intersections alcﬁﬁ Main Streect which requires one Lo btrawvel four to six
blocks to find a parking space and which cfveon provents one [rom gobting
to visible parking lots on cross streebs and inhibits the ability to reach
olfstrecet lots;

d. Potential development sites at which ownorship has not been
consolidated and where the potential majoyr development parcels ave divided

by alleys and stroectways:



e. Present zoning classifications which do not always make it
possible to attract the desired type of rodevelopment;

f. Existing land use of adjacent parcels and existing zoning are
not such as to encourage successful redevelopment of multiple family
housing:

¢. Fragoentes cwnership and land Srices which put the areca at a
disadvantage in attracting new builders;

h. Lack of high quality lodging;

i. Areas adjacent to the DDA which contain areas that no longer
fulfill their original function, and which are unattractiwve, at times unsafle,
and provide a loitering spot [or transients, such as Whitman Park; and

j. Upper stories of mos L downtown structurecs which are generally
underutilized as activity generators for the downtown area because of their

present use as storage areas.

B. ADDITIONAL FACTORS

l. In addition to the abowve [actors, other [actors indicate that,
despite the traditional advantages of the cenltral business districl over
other locations because of its core ol govermnmental, [inancial, and related
activities, the central business district is no longer able to attract new
development or redevelopment.

2. The arca within the boundaries of the Downtown Dewvelopment
huthority has traditionally been a strong retail area for the City. llowever,
at the present time there are wvacant buildings, not presently undergoing
redevelopment or conversion, at the corncrs ol Sth and Main, 2nd and
Coleorado, 4th and Main, and 3rd and Main. AL the presenbt Lime approximately
one square foot of cach five available [lor reclall space is vacant since
there is presently a retail wvacancy rate ol approximately 18.87 cwven Chough
retail space is .'i..‘|:1.. -!'I.i_l.'_.ﬂ'l demandd in obther arcas.  Bach sguare [ool ef wvacant
retail space meoans Gthat there is lost revenuce to the properby owner, a loss
in the entire spectrum of retail goods available Lo the consumer, and a loss
of consumecr-attracting busincsses. |

3. The downbtown area is alsc an ald areca. nMlthough there has been
some new construction within the last L0 years, approximately 051 of all

the structures are older than 30 years old. There have beoon three peciods



of significant construction downtown: 1087 to 1894, 1907 tgo 1922, and 194G
to 1952, Because of the different building requirements during these per-
icds, these older buildings, unless renovated, remodeled, or redevelaoped,
contain structural hazards to health and saflety. For example, the large
windows used on older buildings to provide sunlight and ventilation, now
create safely problems because of the casy access they may provide [or
burglars and transients, and the high ceiling ol many older buildings may
provide more air space for combustible matter.

4. The decline of the downtown central business district can best ho
seen in a comparison of the sales income and assessed valuation of property
in the last three years. Sales taxes collected in the central downtown
area along both sides of Main Strect have [allen [rom 5408,088 in 1979 to
5$384,140 in 1980 and S]Dd,]EEHin 198l, during the {irst cight months of
each year. This reflects that the share of the city-wide retail market in
this area has fallen from 13.23% to 7.24%.

5. This reduction in sales tax revenue is nobt due to a change of use,
for the total assessed valuation of property has also declined. pnlthough
the total assessed valuation of real property within the boundaries of the
Downtown Dewvelopment Authority increased by 5.05% because of substantial
inclusions of new property in the Downtown Development Authority, the
assessed value of personal property fell by 31.80% and the overall assessed
value fell by 9.02%. This decline in tax revenues, when viewed against the
massive development occuring on Horizeon Drive and in other aveas, indicates
that the central business district is failing to keep pace with the rest
of the county.

G. ALl of these factors indicate that the conclusion by Johnson,
Johnson & Roy, Inc., that blight exists within the downtown area, applies to
the property within the Downtown Development huthority. Under Celoradeo law,
a blighted area is not equated with what is bLraditionally thought of as a
"slum”, but, rather is an area in which sound growth, adeguate housing
provisions and the public health and welfare are impaired becausce of the type
of structures and the land upon which they are located as well as other

unsanitary, or unsafle conditions.



C. PUsBLIC I.PUT

1. During public meetings and through discussion with City officials,
other potential problems have been identified. These problems vary in
severity. Some problems are scheduled to be remedied by work programs in
the future, while others are not scheduled for corrective action. The
prablems include:

a. Combined sanitary and storm sewers in the downtown area have the
potential to back up into the drains of property owners after extreme rains,
thereby creating an unsanitary condition. Anvivture sewer construction
would require the installation of separate lines.

b. There are deteriorating underdrains in the Shopping Park along
Main Street from 3rd to 5th.

€. There are sidewalks in a detericrating condition on the southeast
corner of 5th and Rood and on the 200 block between Main and Colorado.

d. The street lighting in the Shopping Park 1s on tall poles, but
since the vegetation is now guite large on Main Street, little light reaches
the sidewalks and walkways creating a polential public safety hazard.

2. There are no north-south water mains on 2nd, 3rd, and 4th and the
east/west mains on Grand, White, and Reood are no larger than 6 inches,
thereby providing limited supplies which are not adequte under present codes
for adequate fire protection levels.

LT f. Public officials are aware that the foundation work on some of
the older buildings have deteriorated in the past or are presently in a
deteriorated condition. For example, one of the buildings has wooden piles
which rotted because of a fluctuating water table. During the Main Strect
water main break, extensive damage occurred because of the old style, porous
foundations. -

g. The alleys in the downtown area are still major delivery and
saervice routes; however, heavy pedestrian traflic has been encouraged by
the use of walkthroughs at the U. 5. Bank building and on the northside of
the 600 block, and by the placementofl parking areas across an alley from
business establishments. Many businesses have encouraged the use of back
doors as the most direct entrance from a parcking arca to their establish-
mant. However, the alley surfaces are often uneven and not adapted to

pedestrian travel, there are no crosswalks, the lighting at night is inade-



gquate, and during business hours there i1s a flow of both delivery trucks
and trash collection trucks which pose a potential threat to pedestrians.
2. The combination of these problems and those identified by Johnson,
Johnson & Roy, Inc., presents a picture of large scale future problems as
growth occurs in the community, creating a greater demand upon downtown
facilities. Both public and private development will be needed to keep

the downtown from further detericraticn.
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m. Construction Management: This ius provided by either a skilled
public agency or private scctor specialists. Tt coan help Lo assure completion
of a project on time and within budget, and on complicated prejects may
become an absoclute necessity.

n. Supervision of Project Planning and Design: This is the resvonsibility
of the City and DDA and ealls for both the establishment of a close working
relationship between public and private prolessionals and an understanding by
both ol the yooals and performance needs ol the other.

G. 1IMP LEMENTATION TOOLS

A wide variety of tools are available to the City of Grand Junction and
the Downtown Development Authority for the implementation of this Plan.

1. Most important of these to the implementation of this Plan of
Development is the Downtown Development Authority. Under Coloradeo legislation,
the Downtown Development Authority has the power to acquire by purchase, lease,
license, option or otherwise, any property and to improve land and teo construct
and operate buildings and other improvoments on it as well as to act as _
solicitor by any property owned by or under its control. The Authority can issue
revenue bonds for the purpose of tinancing its development facilities.

2. Industrial development bonds, issued by the City after reovicw by
the industrial bond committee, arec also an extremely powerful tool, which,
to date, have not bheen directed in significant form to the downtown arca.

3. Tax increment financing is an extremely important tool [or the
implementation of this Plan of Development. Tax increment financing can provide
for the construction of public lacilities in the Plan ol Development area
and for property acguisition [or public or perStu rodevelopment. A Plan
of Development arca 1s established by this 'lan.  An eclection is veguired
to authorize issuarte of bonds. <U1F Ironds, however, cannot be oxpected to
fund all of the prgjects.

4. General improvement districts offer an opportunity to fund public
improvements. General improvement districts may be of importance here as
an overlay to allow wider imprDvEmeut thruughout the downtown areca. Geoneral
improvement districts become a Laxing unil with the power to consiruclt or
install public improvements including of U-strect parking Facilities.

5. The City also has the power Lo establisih and maintoin o pedestrian

mall under the Public Mall Act of 197, ‘This ovt provides for both fully
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pedestrian, or pedestrian/vehicular transit malls such as the existing
Shopping Park. The City could conceivably employ this act teo provide for

the construction and payment for improvements throughout a general improvement
district or a smaller commercial renovation area. The statute authorizes

the City to levy a special assessment against property within the district

to be expended for the maintenance, operation, repailr or improvement of

the mall.

6. Parking rewvenue bonds can be issued by the City to provide for the
construction, maintenance and operation of public parking facilities, buildings,
stations or lots and to pay for their costs by a general tax lewvy or other-
wise by the issuance of revenue bonds. The Principal and interest on such
revenue bonds can be paid for solely cut of revenues assessed and collected
as rentals, fees, or charges from the operation of such facilities or from
parking meter renewals, rentals or charges.

7. The City also has the authority, under the Public Parks hct, to
establish, maintain and acguire land necessary or proper for boulevards, -
parkways, avenues, driveways and roadways, or for park or recreational purposes
for the preservaticn and conservation of sites, scenes, open spaces, and vistas
of scientific, historie, aesthetic or other public interest. Honies in the
park fund can alsc be used for the maintenance and improvement of parks,
parkways, boulevards, avenues, driveways and roads.

8. The City and the Downtown Development Authority have the authority
to enter into long-term rentals and lease-lholds, both for undeveloped or
improved property. In addition, ilntergovernmental cooperation agreements can
be used to establish and provide for joint uszc of public services or facilities.

9. n local, nonprofit development corporation may be necessary to provide
coordination for large, private, multi-property developments. Industrial
Development, Inc., is currently established as a nonprofit development -

- -
carporation, but additional corporations such as this may be necessary and
should be encouraged if coordination can be ensured.

10. The Capital Improvements Program established by the City and the
County are major tools for insuring that public improvements are installed
and maintained consistent with the geoals and priorities of the community.
Downtown projects should be set aside in a separate category, and prioritized

on an annual basis.
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1l. By state statute, deferral of property tax assessments is available
to owners of certain older buildings who improve their property through
renovation. This is available for private home owners without special
designation of their areas as a renovation district. For commercial

property owners, a commercial renovation district is established under

this Plan.

12. Urban development action grants, and community development bleck
grants are federal programs offering assistance for a wide range of development
and renovation activities. There are strict gqualification reguirements,
and each year's funding level is subject to changes in federal policy and
national economic shifts.

13. HMain Street Program technical assistance, and historic structure
designation are programs under the auspices of National and State llistoric
groups. Incentives for the preservation and judicious re-use of historic
buildings are available, and geared to the needs of private owners.

14. Conventignal financing is the normal course [or most development
projects. Recent interest rate [luctuations have led toc greater use of
devices such as the reduced rate loan pool established by the huthority.

15. Various other federal and state agencies offer specialty grant or
technical assistance services for public improvement. Here, these can
include: Federal Highway Administration and Urban Mass Transit Administration
grants; Joint Budget Committee decision and expenditure; Colorado Energy
Impact Assistance funds; Housing Authorities at the local, state and federal
level; Colorado highway users trust fund.

C. TIMPLEMENTATION-STIEPS

The following list of actions will neced to be taken, not necessarily in
this order Lo implghént this I’lan.

l. The first step in the implementation strategy is the adoptien of
the Authority's PPlan of Devclopment and the continuwatiorn of the nlanning
process. The agencies primarily respeonsible for this are the City and the
Downtown Development Authority. Special studies and plans need to be
developed for the following:

a Parking Management
b. Design Guidelines for Downtown
¢. Landscape and Strect Lighting Plan



Zoning and Development Control Revisions
Trallic Managemont

Retail Mix and Recrudtment

Detailed Improvement Designs

Housing Rehabilitation

T oem 0L

2. The City should designate the Downtown Development Authority as
the planning implementation agency for these projects.

3. The City and DDA will develop a detailed downbtown implementation
strategy and an annual work program baseﬁ on [undable projects and activities.
Spocific planning and improveoment projects will be vaired with appropriate
funding mechanisms.

4. The City and the DDA will hold a tax increment financing bond
election. .

5. The DUOA and the City will prequalify for selected state and federal
asgsigtance programs.  Although the exact use ol Lhese programs at the moment
may not be clear, it is important that the City establish itself as gqualified
and interested in these funding programs for the implementation of this
Plan of Development.

6. The DDA and the City will design and implement [unding mechanisms
for the commercial renovation district. These include those brograms currently
in place, such as the Low Interest Commcrcial Loan Pool and others which will
require research and development.

7. The City and the DDA will prepare and consider for adoption revisions
to the zoning ordinance. The DDA will be included in the Site Plan Review
Process for all activities in the downtown.

B. The City, with DDA assistance, will provide industrial development

bond financing for Pprojects in the downtown in accordance with state and
£ro]

federal law.

'q“' - .

9., The DDA and the City will coordinate market analysis studies, site
plan designs, and packaging for projects such as the multi-use office/hotel/
convention center.

10. The DDA, the City, and the Grand Junction lousing futhority will
coordinate the development of market analysis studies, design studies,

and packaging of properties for housing redevelopment projects where appropriate.
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11. The DDA and the City will coordinate the market analvsis, design
planning, and packaging for the entry development project area.

12. The City and the DDA will coordinate selection of the state office
building site and provide planning assistance for the state cffice building.
13. The DDA will need to coordinate design and development in a number
of other redevelopment project areas, and should be aware of and anticipating

the development of these.

14, The DDA with private sector assistance, will need to design and
incorporate a local, private, non-profit development corporation. This
corporation may be established for special projects, or may in fact begin to
serve as an overall private partner to the Downtown Development Authority.
The local development cﬁrpcrati&n could begin to coordinate implementation
of the development of the downtown, taking some of the burden from the
publicly financed DDA.

15. The City and DDA will adopt a parking management plan and may need
to develop, adopt, and implement a parking district and a future parking
development plan. Financing mechanisms for this include parking revenue
bonds. A special study will be conducted to ensure that parking is provided
and financed in a way amenable to downtown redevelopment.

16. The City and DDA will imnlement parking district improvements
including property acguisition and constructing structures funded by parking
revenue bonds, tax increment bonds, other scurces or a combination of
mechanisms.

17. The City, the DDA, the County, State and.Federal governments and
the school district could establish intergovernmental cooperation agreements
for the joint provigion and use of facilities and services. Such an example
may occcur in the governmental office district for the provision of parking
or other maintenuncgl.cr property/strect improvement activities.

18. The City, with the cooperation of the County, DDA and other
agencies, needs teo establish priorities and Vunding for federal and state

urban transportation systems. These may include iLmprovements to those major

state highways bypassing or going through the downbown. It mav reguire
application or involvement with the PFederal Highway hdwinistration, the State
Highway Users Trust Fund, the Colorade Deporiment of Highwavs, the Federal



Urban Mass Transportaion Administration and perhaps the state's Energy
Impact Assistance funds.
19. The City and DDA should establish financing for park, boulevard,

median and landscaping improvements. The funding mechanisms for these, in

addition to highway construction sources, may include the Public Parks Act
which would allow this kind of construction. The City does not currently
take adwvantage of this financing mechanism.

20. The City and the DDA shoull research, evaluate and develop special
land development regulations for the downtown that combine development
incentives and design guidelines with regulations. Considerable legal
research will be necessary and modification to existing administrative systems
may be necessary. This could include exploration of feasibility of
transferrable development rights, condominium law applications to private
home improvements, and the use of air rights in certain congested areas of
the downtown.

21. The Downtown Development Authority's interim Plan of Development
relating to street vendors, attached hereto as Appendix H, adopted by the
huthority Board and City Council in response to Grand Junction City Ordinance

Number 1989, is hereby made a part of this Plan of Development.



SECTION V1T

PUZLIC FAZILITICS

A. GENERAL

1. As mentioned in Section VI., the construction of public facilities
and improvements can be used to support and encourage private redevelopment
activities. Private redevelopment will encourage [urther reinvestment
by the private sector. The result will he increased property values,
increased tax revenues to the City, and reinforcoment of land uses and
business activities adjacent to the public facilities and improvemconts
constructed as a result of this Plan.

2. M number of public works improvements will be undertaken to
implement this Plan by the City and the huthovity. Somc of the improvements
could be financed solely from tax increment revenues. Others could be
financed with other available [inancing teals, i.c., special assessments,
revenues bonds, general fund appropriations, general improvement districts,
lease purchase, federal and state grant and loan programs and others. Some
projects may be financed utilizing a combination of funding mechanisms.

3. The public improvements will be constructed to complement and
provide incentives for private development. Scheduling the various public
improvements will depend on the arca and intensity of private sector
redevelopment, the scheduling of the City's Capital Improvement Program, and
the awvailability of tax increment and other [inancing mechanisms. The
City and huthority will install and construct, or cooperate as appropriate
with other public or private agencies, in the iﬁstullatzon and censtruction
ol such public improyEments. public facilities and utilities as are necessary
to carry out this Plan. Such improvements, facilities, and utilities include,
but are not limited @2, any streetis, parks, plazas, parking facilities,
playgrounds, pedestrian wmalls, rights-of-way, structures, waterways, bridges,
lakes, ponds, canals, utility lines or pipes, and buildings, including access
routes to any of the loregoing, designed [or use by the public generally
or used by any public agency with or without charge, whether or not the
same is revenue-producing. Improvements will be undertaken whenever possible

in conjunction with and as an incentive for private redevelooment projects.
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However, redevelopment priorities of the City anmd DDA, available funding
and other demands, not the requests of redevelopers will determine che
schedule of public improvement projects.

3. A more detailed description of the public facilities and
improvements follows. Individual facilities and improvements will be
further defined in the Public Improvement Design Guidelines and project
specific implementation plans and specifications. The location of many
of the projects listed in Section VII.B. below are identified by number
in Exhibit E. on Page 43.

B. PROTECTS

1. BRenovation of the Main Street Shopping Park. In addition to the
improvement of facades along the shopping core being funded by the loan
pool administered by the Downtown Development Authority, improvements to the
landscaping, street furniture, and lighting will be accomplished.

2. Improvements to Alleyways. The improvements to alleyways include
undergrounding utility systems, a general clean-up of the area, resurfacing,
and improvements to pedestrian through-paths and parking areas.

3. Improvements to Rood Avenue. The 19.5 [oot traffic lanes will be
narrowed to 12 feet, and canopy trees and landscaping improvements will be
added. The street will be returned to two-way traffic.

4. Improvements to Colorado Avenue. Traflfic movement lanes will be
narrowed from 19.5 to 12 feet, canopy trees and street landscaping improvements
will be added. The street will be returned to two-way traffic.

5. Improvements to Seventh Street. This involves the extension of the
boulevard from Grand to South. It will requive minor alterations to parking
along Seventh and the installation of 2 landscaped boulevard down the center
of Seventh. It will reguire minor narrowing of the traffic lanes and will
improve the movemenf of traffic along Sewventh.

6. MRestoration of Whitman Park. Although Whitman Park is not preosently
within the Authority's boundaries, it is hoped that it will become part of the
DDA within the near [uturc because of its influence upon adjacent DDA property.
The improvements proposed to Whitman Park include clean-up and modificatien
of the landscape and improvements to the lighting to improve safety and reduce
loitering. These improvements will enhance its use as a neighborhood park

for potential future housing development.
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7. Extension of the Shopping Park. The Shopping Park will be extended
inte the 200 block of Main Street and a plara could be constructed at Second
and Main to include a large sculptured fountain. This project will enhance
Two Rivers Plaza and provide incentive for the future development of a
multi-use hotel and office facility in close proximity ?D Two Rivers Plaza.
It will also provide incentive for a performing arts complex at that leocation,
It will be undertaken in conjunction with private development,

8. Relocation of Regional Bus Terminal. Tihis te;ninal needs to be
relocated to a site more appropriate for regional transportation, and
to allow improvements in the neighborhood of its current site to occur.

The project will involve site selection, acquisition and development, and
could include clearance and acquisition of its current property.

9. Image Improvement at Sewventh and Main. This project involves
improvements in parking, lighting landscape, and signage-at the entry to
the Shopping Park. In the future, the site can serve as a community bus
transfer point, dependent upon installation of a line haul bus facility
program in Grand Junction.

10. 1Identify, Designate and Acguire Future Parking Facility Locations.
The City and Authority will identify specific locations for futurc parking
facilities and acquire and maintain these properties as development staging
areas to encourage and provide incentive to future development.

11. Construct Parking Facilities. The Cicy and Authority will build
parking facilities (surface or multi-lewvel] on appropriate designated sites
to accommodate parking demand created by new development.

12. Expansion of the Museum of Western ﬁulérado. The City and huthority
will assist the Muscum in identifving and acquiring a site to permit the
expansion of the Museum facility. This could invelve acguisition and resale
or a long term prog®riy lease.

13. Public Building Sites. The Citv and DDA will identify, acguire
and assemble siktes or key parcels appropriate for the development of public
buildings individually or in cooperation with other agencies desiring to
undertake projects consistent with the objectives of this Plan and within
the redevelopment areas designated in this Plan. Public buildings could
include a state office building, City Hall, perflorming aris/ecivic events

center, County offices and others.



14. Redevelopment Sites. The City and DDA will identify, acquire
and assemble sites or key parcels appropriate for rvedevelopment projects
(commercial, office, hotel, housing, etc.) [or resale or lease teo public
or private developers desiring to undertake projects consistent with the
objectives of this Plan and within the redevelopment areas designated
in this Plan.

15, Utilities. The City will expand or replace municipal utilities
(water distributions, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, lighting) where necessary
and appropriate, and desirable to accommodate the utilities demands of
redevelopment projects provided [unds are available.

16. Right-0Of-Way Acquisition. The City will acquire rights-of-way or
easements where necessary to accommodate utility relocations and roadway and
traffic circulation improvements.

17. Parks, The City and Authority will acquire sites for and develop
parks, plazas, fountains and pgdestrian walkways between parking areas and
activity centers in accordance with the Downtown Development Strategy Plan
and subsegquent landscaping, public improvement and redevelopment plans.

18. Improvements to First Street. In cooperation with the State
Highway Department, First Street will be landscaped and intersections improved
to accommodate pedestrian traffic across First Street without adversely
affecting traffic flow.

C. PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES

1. The following cost estimates are for typical block or work areas
for scveral of the public improvement projects l%stcd and are based upon
current (October 30, 19B1) construction costs. The individual unit costs
used are slightly inflated to include approximately 10% contingency to
cover related work but not itemized. These estimates were prepared without
the aid of accurate ®gxisting condition surveys or detailed development
plans. The estimates do not include any allowance for major underground work

except as noted, or for unforescen constructicon problems.
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2.

TYPICAL UNIT AND PER BLOCK COSTS

a. Main Street Shopping Park Upgrade Cost Estimate - Typical

1-}

2+]

Work Items

Remove dead trees

Install low plantings
planters

Remove existing planters

Prune existing trees

Paint existing shelters

Reconstruct brickwork

Units Cost/Unit
G LA 50.00 EA
& Eh 150.00 EA
G En 150.00 En
12 En B0.00 En

Allow 500.00

Allow 2,000.00
Subtotal

4+ 25% contingency and general conditions:

Construct Small Founﬁéin Feature

Allow 512,000 to $25,000 each

Say

b. Typical Alley Treatment Cost Estimate - Typical Block

1.}

Site Improvements

Site Preparation

Remove alley pavement 940
Miscellaneous removals

Utilities

Adjust existing m.h. covers 5
New inlets 2
Sitework

New bituminous paint G20
MNew special concreote 2,900
Screen wall 210
Curb/seart wall 210
Entry trellis

Entry difectory

Pedestrian lights 7
Landscape Furnishings

Flowering trees 10
Planting bed 1,260
Bench units 5
Irrigation

Budget ranges from 5105,000 to 5135,000 per block.

- 19_

s5Y G.00 sY
hllow 1,000.00
En 100.00 En
£ 1,500.00 En
sY 15.00 sY
s5F 5.00 sr
LF 180.00 LF
LT 50.00 LF
Allow 5,000.00
Allow 3,000.00
En 2,000.00 E£4a
Eh s 200.00
ST 4.00
En 400.00
Allow 4,000.00
TOTAL:

Zh
En

Ef

Block
Total
$  300.00
900.00

900.00
960.00
200.00
2,000.00
$53,560.00

1,390.00
$6,950.00

$7.,000.00

5,640.00

1,000.00

56,640.00

500.00

3,000.00

$3,500.00

9,300.00
14,500.00
37,800.00
10,300.00

5,000.00

3,000.00
14,000.00

584,100.00

* 2,000.
5,040.
2,000,
4,000.

oo
oo
oo
[#]8]

$ 13,040,

107,280,

Qo
oo



Trans OO A RPN
Secondary aisvribatine

l.) Site Improvements

Site Preparation

Remove existing street 1,130 sY 8.00 5Y 9,040.00
Remove existing curb 1,040 LF 4.00 LF 4,160.00
Remove existing sidewalks 180 SY 5.00 sY 900.00
Remove existing lights 10 EA 250.00 En 2,5C00.00 -

$l6,600.00

Utilities
Adjust existing m.h. covers 16 ER 100.00 En 1,600.00
Abandon existing inlets & En 150.00 En 9,000.00
Wew inlets and pipe 14 EA 1,500.00 En 21,000.00
Miscellaneous Allow 3,000.00 3.000.00
$26,500.00
Sitework
Concrete curbs 1,060 LF 10.00 LT 10,600.00
Mew brick/concrete walks 7,800 SF 4.50 LF 35,100.00
Concrete replacement 1,600 sC 2.00 SF 1,200.00
Street patching 100 s5Y 15.00 s5Y 1,500.00
30' lights 10 EA 3,000.00 EA 310,000.00
Brick crosswalks 1,600 sr B8.00 sF 12,800.00 g
- 593,200.00
Landscape/Furnishings
Street trees 36 EA 500.00 EA 1G,00C.00
Tree grates 3G En 350.00 EA 12,600.00
Benches G EA 500.00 Eh 6,800.00
Trash receptacles oOES 35C.00 EA 2,100,396
Low planters 8 EA L,000.08 £,000.00
£65,500.0C
- Subbzotal § 18I,000.30
\ Budget ranges {rom SL1BG,000 to 32125.200 per tloc -
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d. Seventh Street Boulevard Improvements Cost Estimate - Typical Block

1.) Site Improvements Units Cost/Unit Total

Site Preparation

Remove existing street 1,450 S5Y 5 B.00 5¥ % 11,600.00
Remove existing curb BOO LF 4 .00 LF 3,200.00
Remove existing walks (20%) 180 sY 5.00 sY 300.00

$ 14,B00.00

Utilities
hdjust existing m.h. 10 EA 100.00 EA 1.000.00
Apandon existing inlets G Eh 150.00 EA 9,000.00
New inlets and pipe B En 1,500.00 EA 12,000.00
Miscellaneous nllow 2,000.00 2,000.00
§ 24,000.00
Sitework
Concrete curbs 1,300 LF 10.00 LF 13,000.00
New brick/concrete walks 7,200 ST 4.50 SF 32,400.00
Brick crosswalks 2,400 5F 8.00 5F 19,200.00
30" lights & Eh 3,000.00 EA 18,000.00
Median lights 4 ER 2,000.00 ER 8,000.00
Irrigation Allow 4,000.00 4,000.00
$ 94,000.00
Landscape/Furnishings
Street trees (5" cal.) 1B EA S00.00 EA g,000.00
Tree grates 18 EA i50.00 En &,300.00
Benches 4 EA BQOO.00 EA 3,200.00
Trash receptacles 4 EA 350.00 EA 1,400.00
Lawn planting 300 S5Y 3.00 sY 900.00
Low planters G EA 1,000.00 EA G,000.00

5 21,400.00
Subtctal: $154,800.00

Budget ranges from $155,000 te $195,000 per block.
2.) New TraffissSignalization
Budget ranges from 525,000 to 532,000 per block.

3. ESTIMATED TOTAL COSTS FOR SAMPLE PROJECTS

The final cost figures are given in a range from the base estimated cost to a
figure escalated 25% to cover many of the unknown conditions and reguirements that
often occur on projects of these types. Actual costs will not be known until
specific project development plans have bLeer completed and projects are ready

for construction.



a. Shopping Park Improvements, for the four block area on Main Strect between
Seventh and Third, including two small fountains:

24,000 - 50,000
$46,000 - 578,000

b. Alleyway Improvements, f[or the four blocks of alleys north and south of Main
Street between Fourth and Sixth.

2120,000 - 5540,000

c. Rood Avenue Improvements between Fourth and Sixth
$36G0,000 - 5450,000

d. Colorado Avenue Improvements between Fourth and Sixth
$360,000 - $450,000

e. Alleyway Improvements north-and Socuth of Main between Sixth and Seventh,
and Third and Four th

$420,000 - 5$540,000

f. Seventh Street Improvements, from Grand to Colorade, not including signal .
support changes

$620,000 - 5780,000

g. Rood Avenue Improvements between Seventh and Sixth, and First and Fourth
$720,000 - 5900,000

h. Colorado Avenue Improvements between Scoventh and Sixth, and First and Fourth
$720,000 - $900,000

i. Seventh Street Improvements, from Colorado to Railroad Tracks
$550,000 - éGBS.ODO

As mentioned above, detailed costs of these and other projects will not Lbe known

-

until project specificfplanning and design has been accomplished. The cost of
individual project planning and design has nob been included in these estimates, but
shall be included in the calculation of total cost for each project and may be

financed in conjunction with the financing of the public improvement projects.
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SECTION VIII
REDEVELOPMENT AND RENOVATION PROJECT AREAS

A. GENERAL

1. The public facilities and improvements described in Section VII
will provide some, but not all, of the needed incentives to the private
sector to undertake desired redevelopment projects. Recause of the difficulty
in assembling small parcels with mixed ownerships into the large parcels
necessary [or redevelopment projects, the huthority and City will acguire
key parcels and entire sites for pricrity redevelepment projects. Property
so acquired can be cleared and prepared with utilities, surface treatment,
landscaping and other amenities for lease or sale at fair wvalue to
redevelopers desiring to undertake a redevelopment project. Only gualified
redevelopers submitting project plans consistent with this Plan and with
any project specific criteria as determined by the Authority will be
allowed to participate in projects on land acguired by the Authority
and City.

2. The redevelopment areas, shown on the map in Exhibit F, establish
a long-range land use and circulation framework for the future of the DDA
Plan of Deveclopment area. Within each of the areas shown, redevelopment,
both public and private, is intended to be predominantly concentrated within
a certain type and to allow and provide for the redevclopment of properties
at levels of intensity and density appropriate for the commercial and office
center of the community. This Plan presents a flexible management concept
for the downtown; the boundaries of the proposed ‘areas make sense in light
of today's opportunities, but must be regarded as indications of an intended
future, not their liferal representation.

J. This Plan wé}} accommodate growth and change in two ways: by
providing for the renovation and creative use of adaptable structures and
properties which continue the community's heritage; and by providing for
the redevelopment of properties unsuitable to further productive use and
not providing a strong link to our heritage. It will concurrently balance
downtown growth along both of these paths and proposes policies and programs
which provide investment opportunities and returns to the community along

both tracks.
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4. The placement of public facilities, services and utilities described
in Section VII will reflect this dual potential and future and provide a
balance of incentives and management assistance.

5. Within each of the varicus areas shown in Exhibit F, growth
management policies need to reflect the community's interests in sound
property development. Sound principles of land planning need to be applied,
and development concepts for district-wide areas need to be examined and re-
examined.

6. The City and huthority, in accordance with Item A. 14. in Section VI
of this Plan will acquire sites or key parcels appropriate for redevelopment
projects. All purchasers of =aif sites or key marcels shall be oblicated to
develop the property in accordance with the provisions of this Plan and
any design or development standards or criteria subseguently established by
the City or Authority, to begin and complete the development of the property
within a period of time which the Authority fixes as reasonable, and to
comply with such other conditions as the City or Authority deem necessary
to assure the achievement of the purposes of this Plan.

B. DESCRIPTIONS OF REDEVELOPMENT AREAS

1. Commercial Renovation District. The Shopping Park along Main Street

is designated as a repovation district rather than redevelopment arca, since
the structures on Main Street provide strong opportunities for renovation
rather than replacement. Historic district designation will be investigated,
with the preservation of key structures a possibility in this area. Good
building rehabilitation opportunities do exist. Restorations need to prescrve
architectural integrity, materials, sense of color, signage and the alignment
of similar buildings elements.

2. Ccmmercial‘bentcr Redevelopment Area. The Rood and Colorade corridors
between Third and Sefventh should be redeveloped with high intensity commercial
emphasizing retail and service uses. Somc properties will be appropriate for
restoration or renovation work. This area is appropriate for the compatible
integration of individual different uses.

3. Mixed-Use Redevelopment Area. Two Rivers Plaza provides an appropriate
focus for a mixed-use development at the western terminus of the Shopping Park.

This Plan calls for the combination of hotel, office and convention facilities

-



in a multi-block property, and proposes the use of parking lots for the staging
and phasing of development and to insure flexibility in the trade and exchange
of land. A multi-block project in this location could also provide for the
performing arts or new state office facility. However, major projects in

the mixed-usc area will require an upgrading and replacement of current

utility systems.

4. Primary Government and Professional 0Office Redevelopment hArea. The
existing City Hall, County Courthouse, Federal Building, Valley Federal
building and Post Office, all north of Reood between Third and Sixth, offer
the opportunities for significant massing of new government and professional
office related buildings, the establishment of promenades and skyways
connecting these buildings, and the location of a high-rise element for the
skyline.

5. Seccondary Government and Professional Office Redevelopment Area.

The existing Police Station, Sheriff's Oflice, jail and Fire Station and
available land offer the opportunity for new public safety, criminal justice,
general government and associated professional cffice development.

6. Medium and Low Density Office Redecvelopment Area. These areas should
be developed at a smaller scale and intensity than the more central redevelopment
areas with on-site parking and setbacks to provide a transition to existing
older neighborhoods. Multi-family housing would be a compatible use in this
area if the design is compatible.

7. Entrance Development District. The area west of First Street, south
of State Highway 340 and north of Celerado is owned primarily in large parcels
and would be appropriate for a large scalc plannéd redevelopment project.

This property is well enough located and large enough {or development of a
research or office pﬁrk. high density housing, a regional transportation
center, and a downtown [(ood market. ns an office or rescarch park, it can
provide a complement to the Two Rivers Plaza area immediately to the east. As
. @ redevelopment parcel, it should be planned as a complete unit, with full
mind given to the wviews it can provide of the downtown to those arriving from
the west. Ultimate uses in this area will depend on the market analyses and
site planning for the arca.

C. REDEVELOPMENT AREM DOUNDARIES

1. t should be reiterated that the boundaries and descriptions of the
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renovation areas described in this section and shown in Exhibit F are
general. Acutal redevelopment projects may not entirely conform to the
uses or areas designated for each area. Redevelopment projects, however,
will be compatible with adjacent and surrounding uses. Various development
incentives described in this Plan will be used to encourage redevelopment
projects in appropriate locations. Revised zoning regulations called for
and discussed in the Plan to be undertaken subseguent to adoption of this
Plan will reference and reflect the redevelopment area boundaries and
descriptions contained in this Section VIII,

2. The Commercial Renovation District, designated by the Number 1
on Exhibit F, consists of both sides of Main Street in a majority of the
Shopping Park and Lwo sites sepéiate from Main Street. The Main Street
properties and the other two sites (the I00F Building and the two large
residences on the southwest corner of Seventh and Grand) have been designated

for commercial renovation because:

a., The structures therein comply with the criteria prescribed

in 539=-5=105 C.R.5. 1973 as amended, for the application of the five year

deferral.

b. The structures therein exemplify the history of the development
of Grand Junction and contribute significantly to the physical and visual
character of the downtown.

c. Many of the structures therein, because of their age and
lack of proper maintenance, contribute to life, health, and fire safety
problems. The provision of the five yvear deferral on increases in assessed
value resulting from renovation will provide an incenbtive to alleviate the

safety problems and retain the visual character of the buildings,

a
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SECTION IX
PROJECT FINANCING

A. FINANCING MECHANISMS

1. Any and all methods legally available to the City and/or Authority
may be used to finance the public improvements described or anticipated in
this Plan. Those methods include but are not limited to:

a. Property tax increment financing

b. Sales tax increment financing

c. General obligation bond financing

d. Municipal revenue bond financing

e. General improvement distriect financing

f. Local improvement district and special assessment financing
g. Mall improvement and maintenance district financing
h. Tax anticipation notes and warrants

i. Installment purchasing

j. Short term notes and loans

k. Tax exempt mortgage financing

1. 1Industrial development revenue bond financing

m. Conventional financing

2. These methods can be combined to finance individual portions of
projects or whole projects as the City and Authority deem appropriate at the
time projects are undertaken. These methods can also be used insofar as
legally allowable to pay the principal of and interest on and to establish
reserves for indebtedness (whether funded, refunded, assumed or otherwise)
incurred by the City or huthority to finance or refinance in whole or in part,
the projects contained in this Plan.

B. TAX INCREMENT FINANCING

1. Colorado Statute in 531-25-807 C.R.5. 1973 as amended, provides for
the huthority and City, through the adoption of a Plan of Development to create
a Plan of Development area utilizing either or both property and municipal
sales taxes for a period not to exceed twentv-Cive years. Both propertvy and
municipal sales tax increments derived from the Plan of Development area will

be used to redeem bonds issued to finance all or a portion of the cost of
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projects within the Plan of Development area as described in this Plan. The
following information describes the division of funds necessary to implement
the tax increment mechanism for the City of Grand Junction and Grand Junction
Downtown Development Authority under this Plan. This description relates to
all property and municipal sales taxes generated within the Plan of Devclopment
area.

a. The effective date of this Plan shall be December 16, 1981, that
date being subseguent to September 9, 1981, the last date of certification of
valuation for assessment of taxable property within the boundaries of the
Plan of Development area. The base year for property tax wvaluation shall be
1981.

b. The City shall establish, in the first calendar gquarter of 1982,
a tax increment revenue fund for the deposit of all funds generated pursuant
to the division of property and municipal sales tax revenue described in this
Section IX.B., other funds generated by tax increment financed projects, and
any other funds so designated by the City and the Authority.

©. Municipal sales taxes collected in the Plan of Development area
for the twelve.month period ending on the last day of the month (November 30,
1981} prior to the effective date of this Plan (December 16, 1981} shall be
calculated by the City Finance Director and certified to the City and huthority
prior to April 1, 1982. The twelve month period base year for the division of
sales taxes shall be December 1, 1980 through Movembar 30, 1981.

d. The property and municipal sales tax shall be divided according
to 531-25-807, C.R.S. 1973 as amended, for a period of twenty-five years from
the effective date of this Plan unless the City .and huthority deem that all of
the projects anticipated in this Plan have been accomplished and all debts
incurred to finance those projects have been repaild or otherwise disposed of
in which event the-Eity and Authority may declare the Plan implemented. Thence-
forward, all taxes Jipon taxable property and total municipal sales tax -
collections derived from the Plan of Development area shall be paid into the
funds of the respective public hodies.

e. The division of municipal sales taxes genevated and collected
from within the Plan of Development arca after November 30, 1281, shall be:

1.} The base year amount shall be paid into the funds of

the City annually commencing on December 1, of each year.
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2.) Twenty percent (20%) of the incremental amount in excess
of the base year amount shall be paid into the funds of the municipality.

3.) Eighty percent (B0%) of the incremental amount in excess
of the base year amount shall be paid inte the tax increment revenue fund.

4.) Payment of incremental funds into the tax increment
revenue fund shall commence only after the base year amount has been collected
and paid into the funds of the muncipality. Thereafter and until Hovember 30
of each year the percentages described in subsections 2. and 3. above shall be
paid inte the funds of the municigality and the tax increment revenue fund.

5.} All interest earned on the deposit or investment of funds
allocated to the tax increment revenue fund shall be paid into the tax

increment revenue fund. )

£. All tax increment revenues described in this Section IX.B. will
be irrevocably pledged by the City for the payment of thé principal of the
interest on and any premiums due in connection with bonds, loans, advances and
indebtedness of the City and Authority only after the question of issuing such
bonds or otherwise providing for such leoans, advances, or indebtedness and the
guestion of any such intended pledge are f{irst submitted for approval to the
qualified electors of the Downtown Development Authority district at a special
election to be held for that purpose. Any such election shall be called by
resolution of the Beard of the Authority adopted at a regular or special meeting
thereof and approved by the City Council by a vote of a majority of the members
thereof at least 30 days prior to such election. It is anticipated that such
election shall be held in the second half of calendar year 1982, or the first
half of calendar year 1983. nny and all funds paid into the tax increment
revenue fund prior to the approval of the debt guestion at a special election
shall be retained;ﬁn the tax increment fund until such election has been held
and debt authorized. -

g. Subseguent to authorization of debt and issuance of bonds, the
City shall establish such other funds and accounts as may be necessary to:

1.} Service the debt on bonds, loans, notes and advances
2.} Create a debt service resecrve to cover a portion of the

debt service on bonds, notes, loans or advances

2. Pursuant to an election authorizing the issuance of tax increment bonds,
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the City Council shall by ordinance authorize the issuance of bonds. Said
ordinance shall adequately describe the [low of funds and priority of
expenditures associated with each issue and relating to prior or subsequent
issues.

C. COMMERCIMNL RENOVATION DISTRICT DESIGNATION
l. Colorado Statute $39-5-105 C.R.5. 1972 as amended, provides for a

five year deferral in the increase of assessed wvalue of a property more than
thirty years old as a result of any renovation done to the property. The
commercial renovation districts called for in this Plan are described in
Exhibit C and in Section VIII.C. The designation of the commércial renovation
areas will result in property owners being able to save the amount their
property tax liability would have increased due to the renovation for a period
of five years. The amount savéd could be used to amortize the cost of the
renovation thereby acting as an incentive for commercial renovations within
the designated areas.

2. With the adoption of this Plan, the areas described in Exhibit C
shall be designated commercial renovation areas under 539-5-105 C.R.5. 1973
as amended. Any rencvations undertaken to property within the commercial
renovation districts after the effective date of this Plan shall not result
in any increase in the assessed value of the properties so renovated for a
pericd of five vears from the date of completion of the rencvation unless the

property is sold.
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0o. HODIFICATIONS TO AND VARIATION FROM THE A

1. This Plan may be modified pursuant to the provisions P N il
Downtown Development Authority Law governing such modifications, including
£31-25-807 C.R.5. 1973 as amended.

2. Where a literal enforcement of the provisions contained in this Plan
would constitute an unreasonable limitation beyond the intent and purpose of
these provisions, the Authority and City may 1in specific cases allow minor
variances from these provisions.

C. FUTURE INCLUSIONS OF PROPERTY TOC THE AUTHORITY DISTRICT

1. Colorado law allows new property to be added to the Downtown Development
Mhthority if such property is adjacent to existing property, and the property
owner requests inclusion and provides proof of ownership. The Downtown
Development Authority has already included several properties at owner reguest.

2. As Johnson, Johnson & Roy, Inc., indicated in their Downtown
Development Strategy, the problems of the Grand Junction central business

district are closely tied to the Grand Junction Downtown Development Strategy
Y B

Plan area, described as the area within the City limits of Grand Junction,
- - -
circumscribed by Ouray Avenue on the north, Twelfth Street on the east, the

e S——— i
alley south of South Street on the scuth, and the rallcrocad tracks on the west.

Hopefully, the—boundaries of the two may one day coincide so thHat mamagoment

and planning can be facilitated.

J. Howewver, until that time, guidelines necd to be establishel us Jdirect
the growth of the Downtown Development Authoristy. Therefcore, futuze inciusions
- should satisfy the [ollowing criterii as much &s possible.
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a. Included property should be property that faces the same
problems as that property already within the Downtown Development Authority.

b. Included property should be adjacent to the Downtown Develop-
ment Authority, but need not be adjacent at more than one point.

c. A patchwork effect should be avoided, however, inclusions
which tend to reach areas with a community of interest similar to that of
property within-thé-Dawntuwn Development Authority will be encouraged.

d. It is anticipated that inclusions may be more rapid aleng

corridors into the Downtown Development Authority and these should be

e
encouraged to facilitate management of the entry areas to downtown.

e. Inclusions between corridors should be allowed when they tend
to show a uniform pattern of filling the area between corridors already
included.

f. Areas outside the downtown area, as defined in the Downtown
Development Strategy, should not be allowed.

g. Inclusions which would strengthen the character and economic
base of the central business district, even though not of commercial property,
should be encouraged.

h. Each inclusion, at the time a petition is considered by the
Authority Board of Directors, should be designated for inclusion as:

1.} A Commercial Renovation District

2.} An inclusion to the Plan of Development area within

which tax increment financing is utilized under this Plan of Development.

—_—
3.) An inclusion without designation, which inclusion may

become part of a future Plan of Development area.

4. Ccmmerclgl renovation districts allowing the tax deferral and the
Plan of Devclnpment‘area are mutually cxclusive, and therefore, it is
anticipated that ng.new renovation areas can be created within the perimeter
of the ini;iﬁl tax incremcent district. However, commercial renovation areas

&

may be grﬁated if new property is subsedquently added to the Downtown Develop-
ment Ehnrity in accordance with Section X.C.3. above, provided the
building conditions prescribed in C.R.5. 39-5-105, 1973 as amended, exist
at the time the property is included and a commercial renovation area

designation will further the purposes of and assist in the implementation of

this Plan as it exists at the time of the inclusion.
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5. This Plan of Development designates areas in which tax increment
financing will be used. Once the district boundaries are formed, additions
may be made by complyving with the necessary procedures to amend the Plan of
Development. However, it is anticipated that once there is an election to
pledge tax increment revenues, it could become burdensome to amend the
boundaries eof the tax increment district. Therefore, any subsequent inclusions
to the Authority district which will alsc be included in the initial tax
increment district should be accomplished according to the procedures in
C.R.5. 531-25-807 and 822 and by this Section X of this Plan.

6. With these guidelines, the Downtown Development Authority can,
hopefully, grow to a size necessary to assist in meeting the challenges of

the future, but do so within a framework of controlled expansion.
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GRAND JUNCTION DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
INTERIM PLAN OF DEVELOPHMENT
RELATING TO STREET VENDORS

The Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority supports
and encourages the permitting of street vendors, sidewalk cafes, and
special entertainment events on the public right-of-way in the
downtawn Shopping Park. Vendors, sidewalk cafes, and special events
assist in creating an atmosphere in the downtown that will draw people.
Special street activities should appropriately be located in the
Shopping Park where the public right-of-way of Hain Street has been
substantially altered in physical form so as to be condusive to allow
for semi-permanent structures, kiosks, carts and the like, and
because traffic on HMain Street within the Shopping Park is controlled
at fow speeds with stops at intersections and at mid-block, allowing

for street vendors and other activities on public property. Street
activity of this nature will generate additional pedestrian and
vehicular traffic inte and within the downtown area. Additional
traffic will enhance the image of the entire downtown area and will
help to generate increased retail sales.

The Downtown Development Authority, as a scparate part of the

ptan of development, is recommending a preferred mix of retail
opportunities in the downtown area, so as to balance the city-wide and
downtown retail market opportunities. The street vendors, special
events, and special use permits described in this part will assist in
establishing a preferred retail mix in the downtown. In the short _
term, street vendors will augment the availability of retail merchandis
in the downtown. It is the express intent of the street vendor pro-

gram to supplement and complement existing retail businesses, rather
than to supplant them. The Sheopping Park has been used by the City,
downtown merchants, service clubs, and other organizations for parades,
special fund raising events, etc. since it was contructed in 1963 for
these same purposes.

1. Because of the wider sidewalks in many locations on the
Shopping Park, restaurants are encouraged ‘to expand their seating arcas
onto the sidewalk where space permits. Existing restaurants arec en-
couraged to do this in order to integrate the interior of their
establishments and _the atmosphere of a restaurant with the Shopping

Park. BDQBecause existing restaurants maintain the necessary Department
of Health and Department of Revenue permits to undertake such an -
activity and because they maintain existing food and beverage pre-
paration Tacilities, it will be relatively ecasy for existing
establishments to expand. In no event will the width of the sidewalk
be reduced beyond ten feet or will any sidewalk seating area be allowed
to constrain or unnecessarily restrict pedestrian traffic. Al

requirements for sidewalk eating areas established Ly the Department
of Health and the Department of Revenue shall!l be complicd with.



2. The street vendor program encourages street vending carts,
semi-permanent kiosk structures, pedestrian vendors and roving
entertainers. The mode the individual wvendor determines is most
suitable to him and for the sale af his merchandise within these
categories is acceptable provided that the number of permits for
carts, kiosks, and pedestrian wvendors does not exceed the number of
locations specified in this partc.

3. Because it is the intent of the DDA to balance the retail
mix of the downtown area, it is important that the location of and
merchandise sold by street vendors complement rather than conflict
with businesses located in permanent structures on private property.
Therefore, it would be inappropriate for a street vendor to be

selling the same merchandise lines on a public right-of-way as those
being sold by a business immediately adjacent located in a private
permanent structure. Prior to the issuance of a permit, a vendor

applying for a kiosk, mobile vending cart or sidewalk restaurant permit
will be required to receive. . the written concurrence of not less than
2/3 of the coperating businesses within a 75 foot raduis of the location
in which he would establish his vending coperation.

L. Permits will be allowed to vendors based upon the line of
merchandise a vendor proposed to sell. Any change in merchandise
lines will woid the permit. Types of goods sold by street vendors
will be limited in accordance with the preferred retail mix. In

general, because of the semi-permanent nature of street vendor opera-
tions, the lack of space for storing inventory and displaying
merchandise and because the inten: of the program is to compleément
existing retail opportunities, merchandise lines to be permitted for
sale will be limited to perishable goods, foodstuffs, hand-crafted
products, artworks, sundries (candy, cigarettes, newspapers, magazines,
etc.), and novelty items.

5. All wendors shall sell from the specific location or zone
permitted as shown on the map in this partc. Merchandise lines shall be
specified in the issuance of a permit. Plans and specifications, °

including the design, color, size, and position of carts and temporary
kiosks, will be submitted and reviewed for compliance with désign
guidelines for the downtown prior to the issuvance of a permit.

Vendors will not be allowed to utilize audio inducements to advertise
their merchandise or to encourage sales, because audio inducements and
advertising will gdversely affect the tranguility of the Shopping -
Park. Permitted street entertainers will be exepted from this

provision.

6. Because the Downtown Development Authority is encouraging
small business entrepreneurship in the downtown and a diversity in
business ownership, any individua wor organization may obtain only one
vending permit (excluding special use permits) to be effective at the

same point in time. Special use permits, because of their very short
duration, will Le excluded from ! ' mitacion, Special use permits,
however, shall be awarded in accordance with traditional special uses
of the Shopping Park, i.e., Farm and Rarch Days, Pancake Breakfast,



Art Festival, etc. Conflicting special use permits will not be

issued. Coterminus special permits that will complement each other
and the downtown will be issued,
7. Special use permits and vendor permits will be available at

ne cost to non-profit and charitable organizations undertaking their
efforts with veoelunteers, provided that the gross proceeds are con-
tributed to a charitable purpose.

B. Individuals and/or organizations receiving permits may
renew permits by reapplying and submitting the fee any number of
times except: 1) when a permit has not been used for a majority of

the time for which it was issued, 2) when a permit is not used in
accordance with the terms of its issuance, 3) when reasonable
complaints are received relating to the permittee or permitted
gperation, and, 4) for failure to comply with the ordained pro-
visions relating to insurance, maintenance of the area, etc. | f

it is determined that a permitted vending operation creates congestion
of sidewalks or streets or in any other way interferes with activity
on Main Street through no fault of the vendor, a permit may be re-
issued for the remaining period of time authorized by the first permit
at a different location at no cost.

9, Attachment 1A indicates the locations and zones for which
kiosk, cart and pedestrian vendor permits will be used. The
locations for kiosk and cart permits, three per block, are those
that were determined would create the least pedestrian interference
and cause the least amount of interference with existing street
activities. These locations may need to be changed from time to
time as strecet activities change and needs and demands are adjusted.
As retail operations relocate on the Shopping Park, the potential
for conflicts with street vendors will occur; therefore, changes
in the locations of the wvendors will be undertaken through the
relocation of the vending permit rather than revocation.

10. The priority uses by merchandise line at each vendor
location are also shown on Attachment A, The uses listed were
determined after considering the existing retail activities and
pedestrian traffié generators in each area. The uses specified in
each locatiaon will enhance pedestrian activities within the Shopping
Park, but may need -to be adjusted as the retail mix in the downtown g

changes or as pedestrian traffic patterns change.
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Grand Junction

Downtown Development Authorily
200 North Sixth Street, Suite 204 P.O. Box 296
Grand Junction, Celorado 81502
Phone (303) 245-2926

March 15, 1983

MEMO
TO: Jim Wysocki \
FROM: Skip Grkovic
~
SUBJECT: 1983 amendments to the DDA Plan of
Development

At the time the DDA Plan of Development was adopted, it was anticipated
that periodic amendments to the Plan would be necessary as new property was
included in the DDA district boundary, state laws were changed, general
conditions in the downtown changed, or as project priorities were adjusted.
The first amendment was made last April and, because of the long drawn out
process reguired to amend the Plan, it was decided to amend the Plan only
once a year. The amandment should occur prior to May 1 of each year because
that is the annual deadline for adding property to the district tax roll
in the Assessor's office. Amendments to the Plan require both an ordinance
to amend the DDA boundary and a Council Resolution adopting the Plan
amendments.

We would like to schedule both the ordinance and the resolution in
April, The schedule is proposed as follows:

Friday, March 25 DDA Board
1) Accepts additional Petitions for Inclusion and
requests City Council to amend the DDA boundary.
2} Adopts amendments toc the DDA Plan of Development.

Wednesday, April 6 City Council
1) Ceonsiders the ordinance amending the DDA
- boundarv cn first reading,
2) Accepts the submission of the Plan of Develupment
amendments and refers them to the Planning
Commission for review and comment.

4

Tuesday, April 12 Planning Commission
1) Reviews and comments on DDA Plan of Development
amendments,
Wednesday, April 20 City Council

1) Considers the ordinance amending the DDA
boundary on second reading.

2} After a public hearing, considers a resolution
adopting the 1983 Amendments to the DDA Flan
of Development,



Memo to Jim Wysocki .
March 15, 1983
Page 2

This year's amendments to the DDA Flan of Development include three
major items,

1.

If

GMG: lo

cC:

Expansion of the Tax Increment District boundary to coincide with
the expanded boundaries of the DDA due to new inclusions,

Elimination of the Commercial Renovation District designations
(except for the Henrv, Mayo, Berry property). The Legislature is
repealing the statute which allows for Commerical Renovation Tax
incentives because the constitutional amendment passed last October
called for it. (Henry, Mayo and Berry are the only property owners
to take advantage of the five-year renovation tax incentive and we
are hoping they will be allowed to keep it.)

Inclusion of the property which was in the Commercial Renovation
Districts into the Property and Sales Tax Increment Districts.

This will probably reguire a modification in the base year for the
Sales Tax Increment District - John Tasker is working with me on it.

you have any guestions, please give me a call.

DDA Board

Joe Skinner
Heva Lockhart

Jerry Ashby
John Tasker



Grand Junction

Downtown Development Authority
200 North Sixth Street, Suite 204  P.O. Box 296

Grand Junction, Colorado 81502
Phone (303) 245-2926

AMENDMENT
TO THE
DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

FOR GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

Including The Designation Of
Commercial Renovation Districts
And A Plan Of Development Area

Within Which

Tax Increment Financing Will Be Utilized

FREPARED BY:
Grand Junction

- -

Downtown Development Authoritw

EFFECTIVE DATE OF PLAN: DECEMBER 16, 1981

EFFECTIVE DATE OF AMENDMENT: JUNE 2, 1232
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RESOLUTION Lo 252
APPROVING AMENDMENTS TO THE PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT
FOR THE GRAND JUMCTION, COLORADO,
DOWNTOWY DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

WHEREAS, the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Develoroment
Authority (the Authoritv) has adopted a2 Plan of Development for
the central business district within the boundaries of the Authoritv
and such plan of development was approved by the Grand Junction,
Colorado, City Council (the Council) on December 16, 1981; and

YHEREAS, since the approval of such plan of development, several
individuals, pursuant to C.R.S5. 1973, §31-25-822, as amended, and
Article X of the Authority's Plan of Development, have petitioned
for inclusion within the boundaries of the Grand Junction, Ceclorado,
Jowntown Development Authority, and the boundaries of the Grand
Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority were expanced by
the Council by Ordinance 2045; and

VIZEREAS, on May 7, 1982, the Board of the Autherity passed a
Resolution amending the Plan of Development to show such boundary
changes and to make other mincr changes in the Plan of Development;
and

WVRHEREAS, such amendments were submitted to the Council on May
19, 1982, at which time the Council referred the Plan of Develorment
to the City Planning Commission for its review and recommendations;
and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has made written its recomrmen-
dations to the City Council concerning the Plan of Development,
which recommendations are attached hereto as Lxhibit F; and

WHEEREAS, a MNotice of Public Hearing before the Citv Council was
given by publication once by one publication during the week
immediately preceeding the hearing in The Daily Sentirel, a newspaper
having a general circulation in the City, on ay 28, 190Z; and

| Z

WHEREAS, a Public Hearing was held before the Cityv Council or
June 2, 1982, wheréin comments were taken from those in attendance =y .
concerning the Plan of Development; and

‘HEREAS, Mesa County Valley School District #51, within which
the entire Plan of Development area designated in the amendments o
thE‘Plan of Develonment lies, was permitted to participate in an
advisory capacity with respect to the amendments of the Plan of



Development cf the provision for the utilization o tax increment
financing and, furthermore, has retitioned for the inclusion ol its
property within the boundaries of the authority; and

"THEREAS, the Citv Council has been adeguatelwv informed in
this matter because of public input prior to the amendments of
the Plan of Development, public hearing on the amendments to the
Plan of Development, the evidence presented, and the Plan of
Development previouslv adopted, a review of the previocus Resolution
passed, and personal knowledge of the members of the Council,

HOW, THEREFORL, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the
City of Grand Junction, Colorade, that:

1. The findings made by the Council in the Resolution adopting
the Plan of Development on December 16, 1981, concerning the
existence of blight within the authority within the meaning of
§31-25-802(1.5), of Colcrado Revised Statutes, 1973, a2s amended,
still exist - there being no substantial change within such area
between December 16, 1981, and June 2, 1982.

2. The Council hereby finds and determines that the approval
of the amendments to the Plan of Development will serve a public
use; will promote the health, safety, prosperity, security, and
general welfare of the inhabitants of the City and of its central
business district; will halt or prevent the deterioration of
property values or structures within said central business district;
will halt or prevent the growth of blighted areas within said
district; will assist the City and the Authority in the development
and redevelopment of said district and in the overall planning to
restore or provide for the continuance of the health thereof; and
will be of specific benefit to the property to be included
within the amended boundaries of the Authority.

3. The amendments to the Plan of Development are hereby
approved by the Council, and the Authority is authorized to under-
take development projects as described in the amended Plan of
Development.

- -

4. The Plan of Development is herebv amended in the following
respects:

A. The boundaries of the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown
Development Authority, are amended to read as shown on the
attached Exhibit "A", and Pages 8§, 9 and 10 of the Plan of
Development are amended by substl_utlng Fages “{a} 9(a), 12(a),
10(ab), 1l0(ac) and 1l0(ad) in the form of Exhibic "a"



3, The boundaries of the Plan of Development area within
which tax increment financing will be used are amended to read
as shown on the attached Exhibit "B" and Pages 11, 12 and 13 of
the Plan of Development are amended by substituting pages 1l(a),
12(a), 13(a), 13(ab), 13(ac), l3(ad) and 13(ae) in the form of
Exhibit "B".

C. The boundaries of the Plan of Development area for
commercial renovation districts are amended to read as shovm on
Exhibic "C" and Page 14 of the Plan of Development is amended
by substituting Page l4(a) in the form of Exhibit "C".

D. The map of the boundaries of the Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority is amended to read as shown on the
attached Exhibit "D" and Page 15 cof the Plan of Development is
amended by substituting Page 15(a) in the form of Exhibit "D",

E. Page 19 of the Plan of Development is amended as shown
on the attached Exhibit "E" to show further statutory requirements
and legal actions taken toward the implementation of the Downtown
Development Authority Plan of Development and the planned events
lending to the election for the authorization to pledge tax
increment revenue, and Page 19 shown of the Plan of Development is
amended by substituting Page 19(a) and Page 19(ab) in the form of
Exhibit "E".

F. Section VI, Plan Implementation Activities, (B) Implementa-

tion Tools, Paragraph 4, Page 20 is amended to read as follows:

"4. Improvement (General Improvement) and special
improvement districts offer an opportunity to fund public improve-
ments. Such districts may be of importance here as an overlay to
allow wider improvement throughout the dowvmtown area. General
improvement districts become a taxing unit with the power to
construct or install public improvements including off street
parking facilities."

5. The separagte special fund of the City created by the
Resolution by the Council of December 16, 1981, and designated
as the "Tax Incremgnt Fund'" shall continue to receive the deposit
of the ad valorem and municipal sales tax increment funds described
in Sectiom 31-25-807, Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, as amended,
and derived from and attributable to development and redevelopment
within the Plan of Development Area, as amended, in which tax
increment financing is used. Said funds shall be held, invested,
reinvested and applied as permitted by law. For the purpose of
ascertaining the amount of funds to be deposited in the Tax



Increment Fund as provided by law, the County Assessor is a0
hereby reguested to certify to the Citv Council i Lpfimdavi, i1,
the valuation for assessment of such Plan of Development Area
as of the date of the last certification. For the same
purpose, the City Finance Director is hereby directed to
certify to the City Council on or before September 1, 1982,
the amount of municipal sales taxes collected within such
lan of Development Area for the pericd from June 1, 1981,
to May 31, 1982.

6. Those parcels described on page l4a of the amended
Plan of Development are a part of a development or redevelopment
area designated by the City Council pursuant to Section 39-5-105,
Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, as amended, and commercial
buildings or structures on such parcels are therefore entitled
to the benefits granted under said statute.

7. Ho public servant of the City who is authorized to talke
part in any manner in preparing, presenting, or approving the Plan
of Development or any contract contemplated thereby has a potential
interest in the Plan of Development or any such contract which has
not been disclosed in accordance with the requirements of Section
18-8-308, Colorado Revised Statutes 1973, as amended, and no such
public servant has received any pecuniary benefit from the Plan of
Development or any such contract.

8. 1If any provision of this Resolution is judicially adjudged
invalid or unenforceable, such judgment shall not affect the
remaining provisions hereof, it being the intention of the City
Council that the provisions hereof are severable.

9. This Resolution shall be effective immediatelvy upon its

adoption and approval.
-

ADOPTED AND APPROVED this _ . _ day of }L_, .-, 1982,
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
-~

o

By: ) Heeis /7&’3,«:4,-«_{

Predident, Cityv Council

h]
1
i
\..‘I‘
X

/_/.-};{/ i

Citv Clerk



AESOLUTION
3T THE Z0ARD OF DIRECTDWE OF THE
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO,
DOWHTOWH DEVELOPHENT AUTHORITY
AENDING THE PLAN OF DEVELOPIENT

WHAIRZAS, the City Couacil of the City of Grand Juneczion, Colaorado,
on December 16, 1931, adopted and approved a resolution apnroving the
Plan of Developnent of the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Devalooment
Auchority; and

WHEREAS, since that time, several individuals, purswant to C.Z2.S.
1973, §31-25-822, as amended, and Article ¥ of the Downtown Davelooment
Authority Plan of DJevelopment, have petitioned for iaclusion within the
boundaries of the SGrand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Author-
icy; and

WHEREAS, such petitions have been aopproved by the 3oard of the Grand
Junction Downtown Development Authority and the City Council of the City
of Grand Junction, Coleorado; and

WHEREAS, condicions within the Downtown Development Authority exist
in substantially the same manner as described in Section IV of the Plan
of Development; and

WHEREAS, it is appropriate and desirable to update the Plan of
Development to show the inclusion of such property, to show further work
done toward a bond election, and to show other minor changas in the Plan
of Development; and

WHEREAS, !esa Countv Valley School Distriect #51, within which the
entire arsa of developmz2nt designated in the Plan of Development lies,
has continued to participate in an advisory rapacity with respeect to tha
inclusion in the Plan of Development of the provision for utilizarion of
tax incresment financing;.

[

1T IS5, THIREFORE., RESOLVED THAT:
-

L. The 3Joard finds all promertvy included within the boundarizs of
the Downtown Jevelspment Authority sinece the adeptisn 2f the Plan of
Javelopment are subject fo and 2xist in areas of blight within the
meaning of C.R.S5. 1973, §31-23-202(1.5) as amended, based upon the
fincians of this Roard bv that Resoluzion passad Nacember 2, 1981,

adopting 2 Plan of Devalopmen:.

. Thae  boundaries of the Grand Juaz:tiaa, Colorado,  Jowmtown
pmant Authoricv, ar2 ameaded £ rrad 23 shown on the atctached



25 3, 9 and 10 of the Plan of Davelopment are inmended
s 3(a), 9(a), 10(a), 19{ab}, 10{ac) and 19(ad) in the

Ixhibic "A"Y, and Ta
hv sudstituting Pa
Form of Exhibic "a"

3. The boundaries of the Plan of Development arza within which tax
incramant financing will 52 used are amended to read as shoun on the
atzached EZxhibit "3" and Pages 11, 12 and 13 of the Plan of Devzlopment
arz amended bv substitucing oages 11(a), 12{(2) 13(a}, 13(ab), 13(ac),

13(ad) and 13{ae) in the form of Exhibic "B".

4, The houndaries of the Plan of Davelopment area for commercial
renovation districts are amended to read as shown on Exhibit "C" and Page
4 of the Plan of Devalopment is anended by substituting Page 14(a) in
the form of Exhibit "C".

5. The map of the boundaries of the Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority is amended te read as shown on ths attach-
ed Exhibit "D"™ and Page 15 of the Plan of Development is amended bw
substituting Page 15(a) in the form of Exhibit "D".

6. Page 19 of thes Plan of Development is amended as shown on the
attached Exhibit "E" teo show further statutory requirements and legal
actions taken toward the 1implementation of the Downtown Development
Authority Plan of Development and the planned events leading to the
election for the authorization to pledge tax increment revenue, and Page
19 shown of the Plan of Develosment is amended by substituting Page 19(a)
and Page 19(ab) in the form of Exhibit "E".

7. Section VI, Plan Implementation Activities, (B) Implementation
Tools, Paragraph &4, Page 20 is amended to read as follows:

"4, Improvement (General Improvement) and special improvement
districts offer an oppertunity to fund public improvements. Such dis-
tricts may be of importance here as an overlay to allow wider improvement
throughoutr the downtown area. General improvement districts become a
taxing unic with the power tro construct or install public improvements
including off street parking facilicies.”

3. The Plag _of Development for the Grand Junctioa, Colorads,
Jovntown Devzlopment Authority is amended as stated hereia subject za the
approva. of the City Council 2f Grznd Juaction, Colarado.

9. Such Plan of Devzlopment amendments shall be submitted to the
Gitvy Council of Grand .Junetion, Colorada, with a rTequest that thav
immediatelvy submit said Plan of Development amendmeats to the Planning
Commission for their written recommendations: and that the Citv Council
nold a publiz hearing on such Plan of Develonment amendments, aftar
publie motice. and thar the Citv council ba requestad ©2 appravs such



Pilan of Development amendments and incorporate said amendments into the
Plan of Davelopnent.

10. The Citw Council is requested to ask the County Assessor to
certify to the Cicy Council the wvaluation ZIZor assessemsnt of the new
nroperty included within the Plan of Development area as of the date of
the last certification, and the Cityv Council is further raquested to
direct the Cicvy Finance Director to cercify on or belore September i,
1982, the amount of mnunicipal sales taxes collected within the new
inclusions to the Plan of Development area for the peried from June 1,
1981 to May 31, 1982,

11. No Zoard member nor any emplovea of the Board with a specifice
financizl interest, as defined in C.®.5. 1973, §31-25-819, as amended, in
the adoption of this Resolution has wvoted thereon or otherwise partici-
pated in its preparation or failed to make such interest known to ths
Board.

12, If any part of this Resolution is Jjudicially adjudged inwvalid

or unenforceable, such judgment shall not effect the remaining pro-
visions, it being the intention of the Board that the provisions hereof

are severable,

INTRODUCED, READ, PASSED AND ADOPTED this TH  day of May,
1982,

ot G Lo
Pat Gormley,
Chairman of the Board
Grand Junction, Colorado
Downtown Development Authoricy

ATTEST: ™ >
 Ouu e

Sandra Gose, Secretary
Grand Junction, Colgrade
Downtown Development Authority




ZIXHIZIT A"
BOUNDARIES OF THE GRAND JUNCTION, COLDRADD
JOWATOWN DEVELOPHENT AUTHORITY

Seginning at the Northwest Corner of Wilson's Subdivision of
Block 2 of loblev's Subdivision; thence East along the South
right-of-way line of Grand Avenue to the North corner noint
common to Lots 4 and 5 of Block 78, City of Grand Junctiong
thence North to a point on the North right-of-way line of
Grand Avenue; which point is 15.8335 feet West of the East
boundary line of Lot 20, Block 77, City of Grand Junction;
thence Horth to the North right-of-way line of the East-West
alley in said Bleck 77; thence East to the Southernly point
common to Lots 10 and 11, Block 77, City of Grand Junctiong
thence North along the Western boundary of said Lot Il to the
Southern right-of-way line of Ouray Avenue; thence East along
the South right-of-way line of Ouray Avenue to the West
right-of-way line of 3rd Streetr; thence South along the West
right-of-way line of 3rd Street to the North right-of-way
line of Grand Avenue; thence West along the North right-of-
way line of Grand Avenue to the Southern point common to Lots
20 and 21, Block 76, City of Grand Junction; thence Southerly
to the Hortherly common corner of Lots 12 and 13 in Block 79,
City of Grand Junction, thence South along the common lot
line to a éuint.an the South right-of-way line nf{ the East-
West alleyedin Glock 79, City of Grand Juncticon; thence West
along such South right-of-wav line to a point 12 feet Wes:t of
the Eastern line o2f Lot 7, Block 79, Cicy of Grand Junctlion;
thence Morth to the South right-sf-way line of Crand Avenue;
thence west to thoe Jdorch ceorner point common to —ots 9 and 10
of Block 78, Citvy of Grand Junction; thence South along the

common line 2f Lots 2 and 10 and the common linz of Locrs 15

§(a)
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aad 1%, all in 8leck 7%, to the Soucth right-gi-way lins

[}

Winice Avenue; thence Zast to the West right-oi-wavy line o

Fi

nd Screec; thanzsa2 South o the Horth right-of-wav line o
the Easc=West alley ia Block 99, Citv of Grand Junction;
thanea East along the ¥orth line of the East-West allev 3lock
93, City of Grand Junction, to the West right-of-wav line of
3rd Scre=t; theace Yorth along the West right=-of-wav line of
3rd Strest to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue;
thence East along the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue
to tha YNorthwsst corner of Lot 12, Block 80, City of Grand
Junction; thence in a Hortherly direction to the Southwest
carner of Lot 21, Block 75, City of Grand Junction; thence
North zlongz the West lins of Lot 21, 3lock 75, to the North
right-of-way of the East-West alley in Block 75; thence West
along the Worth right-of-wav of the East-West alley in Block
75 to the Southwest corner of Lot 9, Bleock 75, City of Grand
Junetion; thence North along the West line of Lot 9, Block
75, to the South right-of-way line of ODurav Avenua; thence
East along the South right-of-way line of Quray Avenue to the
Hortheast point of Lot 11, Block 73, which borders the alley
parallel to said Lot 11, Block 73; thence South along the
West right-of-way of said alley bordering Lot 11, 3lock 73,
to the South right-of-way line of the vacated East-Wast alley
in Block 73; thence to the Northeast corner of Lot 21, 3lock
73, City of- Grand Junection; thence along the East line of Lot
21, Slock 193 ta the Norch right-of-wav line of Grand Avenue;
thence alnnz the Morth right-of-wav line of Grand Avanue to
the Souchwest corner of Lot 28, Blocz 73, Citv of Grand
Junction; theace Horth along the West line of Lot 73, fGlock
73, to the YNorch right-of-way line of the wvacated Zast-Hest
allev in 3lock 73; thence West to the West right-of-wav line

of Sth 3crest; theace South alonn the Yest richi-of-wav line

9(a)



the Zast-Wast

Fay

2% 5th Serzet to the Horth right-of-wav line 2
allav in 3lock 31, City of Grand Junction, thance Zast along
tha North right-of-way line of the East-West 2llev in Blocks
81 and 32 co the Southwest corner af Lot 9, 3lock 82, Citvy of

Lot 7,

Fh

Grand Juactina; thence Horth along the West linas o
3lock 32, City of Grand Junction, to the South right-of-way
line of Grand Avenue, thence East aleong szid South right-
of-wav line to the East line of Lot 10, Block 32, City of
Grand Junction; thence South along the East line of Lot 10,
to the MHorth right-of-way line of the East-Wasr alley in
3lock 32, City of Grand Junction; thence East to the South-
wast coraer of Lot 13 Block 82, City of Grand Junction,
thence North aloag the West line of Lot 13, Block 832, City of
Grand Junction to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue;
thence East along the South right-of-way of Grand Avenus to
the Zast line of Lot 16, Bleck 32, City of Grand Junection,
thence South along the East line of said Lot 15 to the North
right-of-way line of the East-West allsy in Block 82, thence
EBast along the North right-of-wayv line of the East-West alley
in Block 83 to the West lire of Lot 9, Block 33, City of
Grand .Junction; thence North along the West line of said Lot
9 to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue; thence East
along the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenua to the West
right-of-way line of 8th Street; thence South along the West
righ:—mf~wé? line of Bth Street to the South right-of-way
line of White Avenue; thence West along the South right-
of-wav line of lhite Avenue to the Yest right-of-wav line of
the Jorth-South alley in Bleock 93, Cicty of Grand Juactiong
thence South along the UYUest right-of-wav line of the North-
South allev in 3lock 93 to the Sourh right-of-way line of the
ZEast-West alley in Block 33, Citv of Grand Junzction; thence

Zast o the ¥orth point common =o Lors 23 and 24, Dlock 93,

10(a)



Citv of Grand Junction; thence South along the common line of
Lots 23 and 24 to the South rigsht-of-way line of Rood Avenue;

thence West to the Horth point common to Lots 14 and 15 in

[1h]

Block 106, City of Grand Junction; thence South szlong the
common liane of Leots 14 and 15 to ths Yorth boundarvy of ths
East-West allev in Block 106, City of Grand Junetion; thence
West to the South point common to Lots 12 and 13, Block 106,
City of Grand Junction; thence North to the South right-of-
way line of Hood Avenue; thence West to the West right-of-way
line of the North-South alley ia Block 106, City of Grand
Juncrion; thence South along the West right-of-way line of
the Horth-5cuth zlleys in Block 106, 115 and 128, City of
Grand Junction, to the North right-of-way line of Ute Avenue;
thence East aloag the North right-of-way line of Ute Avenue
to the South point common to Lots 25 and 26, Block 128, City
of Grand Junction; thence South on the common line between2
Lots 13 and 14, Bleock 137, City of Grand Junction, to the d
Horth right-of-way line of the East-West alley in Block 137,
City of Grand Juncticn; thence West to the West right-of-way
line of the MWorth-5outh alley in Block 137, City of Grand
Junction; thence HNorth alomg the West right-of-way line of
the Worth-South alley in Block 137, City of Grand Juaction,
to the South right-of-way line of Ute Avenue; thence West to
the West right-of-way line of 7th Street; thence South to the
North right-of-way line of Pitkin Avenue; thence West to the
West rightzof-way Lline of 6th 5treet; thence North to the
South right-of-wav line of Ute Avenue; thence Westc to the
North peoint common to Lots 12 and 13, Block 139, City of
Grand Junection; thence South to the XNorth right-of-way line
of the Zast-wWesc allev in Block 139, Citv of Grand Juactiong
thence West to the South point common to Lots 3 and 9, Block

139, Citv of Grand Junction; thence lorcth alung the West line

10(ab)
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af Lot 9, Block 139, City of Grand Junction, o the South
right-of-way line of Ute Avenue; thence West to the West
right-of-way line of 5th Street; thencs South to the North
right-of-way line of Pitkin Avenue; thence West to the East
right-of-wav line of 4th Street; thence North to the South
right-of-way linz of Ute Avenue; thence West along the South
right-of-way line of Ute Avenue to the North point separating
the East one-half of Lot 9 from the West one-half of Lot 9,
Slock 141, City of Grand Junction; thence South to a point on
the Worth right-of-way line of the East-West alley in Block
141; thence West along the North right-of-way line of the
East-West alleys in Blocks 141 and 142 to the East right-
of-way line of 2nd Street; thence North to the North right-
of -way line of Ute Avenue; thence West along the North right-
of-way line of Ute Avenue to the Southwest Cormer Block 10
Hobley Subdivision; thence Northwest along the Southwest line
of Block 10 Mobley Subdivision to the intersection with the
Southerly projection of the East right-of-way line of Spruce
Street; thence Horth along said East lime to the Northwest
corner Block 10, Mobley Subdivision, thence Northwesterly to
a point which lies 415.8 feet West and South 41°03' East
68.97 feet from the MNortheast Corner of the Southeast 1/4
Southeast 1/4 of Section 15, Township 1 South, Raage 1 West
of the Ute Meridian; thence North B9°57' West for 271.8 feet
along a line parallel to the North line of the Southeast 1/4
of the SofWtheast 1/4 of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range I
West af the Ute Meridian; thence North 53°03" wWest 16.66
feet; thence North 33703' West 70 feet to the Zast right-
of-wavy line of the Countvy Road to the East of the right-
of-way of the Denver and Rio Grande Western right-of-way;
thence Northwesterly along the East right-of-way of said

County HRoad to the South rizht-of-wav of Stace Hichwaw 340;

10(ac)



thence Martheasterly aloag the South right-of-wav af State
dighwavy 340 to the Norcawast Corner of TLoc 2, 3lack 1,
Richard D. Yoblev's First Subdivision; thence South aleoag tha
iagst linz of said Lot 9 =9 the Southwest corner; thenszs Sourh
£3 the cantar liae of wvacaced alley; thence 215 ZIfeet Zast;
thencs North to a poinz 73 feer South of the Norch line of
said Block 1, thence East =o a point 7% feet West of tha East
line of oot 11, Block 1, Richard D. Mobley's First Sub-
division, thence W¥orth to the South right-of-wavy line of
State Highway 340; thence along the South right-of-way line

of State Highwav 340 and Grand Avenue to the Point of Begin-

ning.

lowaver, excluding from the Grand Junction, Colorads, Dowm-
town Development Authoritv all of Block 5 of Richard D.
iloblev's First Subdivision, and Lots 1 to 5, iaclusive, of
Block 4, Richard D. Hobley's First Subdivision, and Lots 12
to 16, inclusive, of Block 4, Richard D. !Mobley's First

Subdivision except the Horth 50 fzet of Lots 12 to 16.

And also exsluding from the boundaries of the Grand Junctionm,
Colorado, Downtown Development Authoritv, that part of Tract
8 and Tract 9 of the AMENDED SURVEY OF THE LITTLE BOOWCLIFF
BATILROAD YARDS described as bezinning at a point which is
South 44°11' West 901.66 feet and South 0°01' East 197.50
Feet from™East 1/4 corner of Section 15, Towaship 1 South,
%ance | West of the Ute “Meridian; thznce North 895°35' Wast
126,00 feer:; thence South 0°01' East 1530.00 feet; :thance
South 39°53' EZast 1256.00 feet; thence Yorth 0°01" West 150.00
feer to the point of bezinning. AND ALSO excluding 14 feet

adjoining said tract 9 on the East thereof,

10(ad)
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IAMIDIT "3

JZSCRIPTION OF THE PLAN OF DEVELDPUENT AREA UTITHIN
WHICY TAX INCREMENT FINANCING WILL 3E USZD

at the Yorthwest Corner of Wilson's Subdiviszien of
Block 2 of fobley’s Subdivision; thence East along the South
right-of-way line of Grand Avenue to the North coraer point
common to Lots 4 and 5 of Block 73, City of Grand Junction;

thence North to a point on the Horth right-osi-way line of

|

Grand Avanauwe; which point is 13.835 feet West of the East
boundary line of Lot 20, Bleck 77, City of Grand Junctionj;
thence ¥orth to the North right-of-way line of the Zast-West
allav in said Block 77; thence East to the Southernly point
common to Lots 10 and 11, Block 77, Citv of Grand Junctiong
thence Jorth along the Westera boundary of said Lot 11 to the
Southern right-of-way liae of Ourav Avenue; thence East along
the South right-of-wav line of Ouray Avenue to the West right-
of-way line of 3rd Street; thence South along the West right-
of-way line of 3rd Street to the North right-of-way line of
Grand Avenue:; thence West along the Morth right-ofway 1line of
Grand Avenue to the Southern point common to Lots 20 and 21,
Block 74, City of Grand Junction; cthence Southerly to the
Hcrtherly;anmon corner of Lots 12 and 13 in Block 79, City of
Grand Junction, thence South along the common lot line to a
point an Eﬁé South right-pf-way line of the EastWest allev in

lock 79, City of Grand Junetien; thence VWest along such Sauth
right-oi-way line to 2 point 12 feet West of the Eastern line
of Lot 7, Block 79, City of Grand Juaction; thence Heorth to
the 3outh right-of-wav line of Grand Avenue; thencs West to
the lorth corner point common to Lots ¢ and 13 of Block 73,
City of Grand Junction; thence South along the commoa line of
Lats @ and LN and he common line of %ots 15 and 15, all in
Jlock 73, ro the South vight=of-way line of White Avanue;

thence Zast to the Wesr right-nf-wir line of Ind Str=sar;



thence Soutrh tfo the North righi-of-wav line of the East-Wast
allev in Block 99, Tity of Grand Juncticn; theace East along
the ‘lorth line of the East-West alley Block 98, Citv of Grand
Juncztion, to the West right-of-wav line of 3rd Strzetr; thence
Worth along the West right-of-wavy line of 3rd Strest to the
South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue; thence East along the
South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue to the Northwest
cornar of Lot 12, Block 80, Cicy of Grand Junction; thence in
a Northerly direction to the Southwest corner of Lot 21, Block
73, City of Grand Junction; thence North along the West line
of Lot 21, Block 75, to the Neorth right—of-way of the East-
West alley in Block 75; thence West along the North right-
of-way of the East-West alley in Block 75 to the Southwest
corner of Lot 9, Block 75, City of Grand Junction; thence
Worth along the West line of Lot 9, Bleck 75, to the South
right-of-way line of QOuray Avenue; thence East along the South
righct-of-way line of Ouray Avenue to the Northeast point of
Lot 11, Block 73, which borders the alley parallel ro said Lot
11, Block 73; thence Scuth along the West right-of-way of said
alley bordering Lot 11, Block 73, to the South right-of-way
line of the wacated East-West allev in Block 73; thence to the
Wortheast corner of Lot 21, Block 73, City of Grand Junction;
thence along the East line of Lot 21, Block 73, to the North
right-of-way line of Grand Avsnue; thence along the Yorth
right—-uf—wa‘; line of Grand Avenue to the Southwest corner of

28, Block 73, City of Grand Junction; thence North along

re

La
the West line of Lot 28, Block 73, to the ¥orth right-of-way
line of the wvacated East-West alley in Block 73; thence West
to the West right-of-way line of 5cth Street; thence South
along the West right-of-way line of 5th Sctreet to the North
right-of-way line of the East-West alley ian Bleck 81, City of
Grand Junetion, thence East along the North right-of-wav line
of the Zast-West allev in Bloecks 81 and &2 to the Scuthwest

corner oI Lot 9, Bleck 82, Cizv of Grand Junction; thence



¥orth along the West linz of Lot 9, Block 82, City of Grand
Junction, te the South right-of-wav line of Grand Avenus,
thence East along sald South right-of-way line to the East
line of Lot 10, Block 82, Citv of Grand Junc:tion; thence South
along the East line of Lot 19, to the North right-of-way line
of the East-West alley in Block B2, Citv of Grand Junction;
thence East to the Southwest corner of Lot 13 Block 82, Citw
of Grand Junction, thence North zlong the West lins of Lot 13,
Block 82, Citvy of Grand Junction to the South right-of-way
line of Grand Avenue; thence East along the South right-of-way
of Grand Avenue to the East line of Lot 16, Block 82, Citvy of
Grand Junction, thence South along the East line of said Lot
16 to the MNorth right-of-way line of the East-West alley in
Block B2; thence East along the North right-ocf-way line of the
East-West allev in Block 83 to the West line of Lot 9, Block
B3, City of Grand Junction; thence North along the West line
of said Lot 9 to the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue;
thence East along the South right-of-way line of Grand Avenue
to the West right-of-way line of 8th Street; thence South
along the West right-of-way line of Bth Street to the South
right-of-way line of White Avenue; thence West along the South
right-of-way line of White Avenue to the West right-ef-way
line of the North-S5cuth alley in Bleck 93, City of Crand
Junceion; thence South along the West right-of-wav line of the
Nnrth~50ut;\élley in Block 93 to the South right-of-way line
of the East-West alley in 3lock 93, Citv of Grand Junction:
thence East to the Horth point common to Lots 23 and 24, Block
93, City of Grand Junction; thence South along the common line
of Lots 23 and 24 te the South right-of-wav line of Rood
Avenue; thence West to the North point commen zo Lots 14 and
15 in Block 106, Cicy of Grand Junction; thence South along
the common line of Lots 14 and 15 to the North boundarv of the
Zast-West allev in Bleck 106, Citv of Grand Junction:; thence

West to the South point coomon to Lots [2 and 13, Block 106,



Citvy of Grand Junction; thance Worth to the South rizht-ol-wav
line of Rood Avenue; thence West to the Yest right-of-wav line
of the North-South zallev in 3locl 105, City of Grand Juncriong
thence Scouth along the Hest =zight-oi-way liaz of the NHorth-
South a2llevs in 3Block 105, 115 and 123, Zity of OGrand
Junction, to the North right-of-way line of Ute Avenue; thence
East along the ¥orth right-of-way line of Ute Avenuz to the
South point common to Lots 25 and 26, Block 128, Citv of CGraad
Junetiona; thence South on the common line betwzen Lots 13 and
14, Block 137, City of Grand Junction, to the MNorth right-
of-way line of the Zast-West alley in Block 137, City of Grand
Junction; thence West to the West right-of-way liae of the
North-South alley in 3lock 137, Citv of Grand Junction; thence
North aleong the YWest right-of-way line of the Horth-South
alley iz 3lock 137, City of Graad Junetion, te tha BSouth
right-of-way line of Ute Avenue; thence West to the West
right-of-way line of 7th Street; thence South to the Horth
right-of-way line of Pitkin Avenue; thence West to the West
right-oi-wav line of 6th Street; thence Horth to ths South
right-of-way line of Ute Avenue; thence West to the North
point common teo Lots 12 and 13, Bleock 139, City of Grand
Junction; thence South to the North right-of-way line of the
East-West alley in Block 139, City of Grand Junction; thence
West to the South point common to Lots 8 and 9, 3lack 139,
Citw of G;:ﬁd Junetion; cthence North along the West line of
Lot 9, 3lock 139, City of Grand Junction, to the South right-
of-way line of Ute Avenus; thence West to the West rishe-
nf-way line of 5th Straet; thence 3outh to the Worth right-
of-way line of Pitkin Avenue; thence West te the East right-
of-way Lline of 4ch Screec; chence Horth to the South rishe-
of-wav line of Ute Avenue; thence Yest along the South right-
oi-way line of Ute Avenue to the Horth point semaracing tha
Easrc gne-ialf of Lot 9 from tha West one-hal?f o9 Lat 3, Alock

141, Cizv of Grand Junction; thance South to a point on tha



Jorth right-nr-wav line of the EZast-iest allev in Tlocik 14i;
thence West along the North right-of-way line of the Zast-West
alleys in Blocks 141 and 147 to the Zase right-nf-wav line of
Zad Street; thence HNorth to the North rizht-oi-way line of Ute
Avenue; thence West aleocng the North right-of-wavw line of Utz
Avenue Co the Southwest Corner Block 10 Hoblevy Subdivision:
thence Northwest along the Southwest line of Block 10 Mobley
Subdivision to the intersaction with the Southerly vprojection
of the East right-of-way line of Spruce S5treet; thence Yorth
along said East line to the Yorthwest coraner Block 10, Mobley
Subdivision, thence Northwesterly to a point which lies 415.8
fast West and South 41°03" East 68.97 feet from the Hortheast
Corner of the Southeast 1/4 Southeast 1/4 of Saectiomn 15,
Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Utz HMervidian; thence
Horth 89°57' West for 271.8 feet along a line parallel to the
Horth 1line of the Southeast 1/4 of the Southeast 1/4 of
Section 13, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Merid-
ian; thence Horth 53°03' West 16.56 feet: thence Horth 53°03"
Wesc 70 feet to the East right-of-way line of the Countv Road
to the East of the right-of-way of the Denver and Rio Grande
Western right-of-way; thence WYorthwesterly alonz the East
right-of-way of said County Road to the South right-of-way of
State Highfay 340; thence MNortheasterly aloag the South
right=of-yav of State Highway 340 to the Horthwest Corner of
Lot 9, Blcfﬁ_l, Richard D. Moblev's First Subdivision; thence
Sourh along the West line of said Lot 9 to the Southwast
corner; thence South to the canter lime of wvacated alley;
thence 25 feer East; thence North to a point 78 fset South of
the Jorth line of said 3leck I, thence Fast to a point 7% feec
west of the Zast line of Lot 11, 3lock 1, Richard D. !foblev's
First Subdivision, thence North to the South right-of-wav line
of Stace Highwav 3340; thence along the South rizhi-of-wav lina

of ffate Hizhwav 330 and Grand Avenues o the Peoiac of 3agin-



dowever, excluding from the Grand Juaction, Colorado, Downtown
Developmant Authority 211 of Block 5 of Richard D. !Mobley's
First 3ubdivision, and Lots 1 to 5, inclusiwve, of 3lock &,
Richard 2. Mobley's First Subdivision, and Lots 12 to 1§,
inclusive, of Block &4, Richard D. MMobley's First Subdivision

excent che North 50 feet of Lots 12 to 16.

And also excluding from the boundaries of the Grand Junction,
Colorade, Downtown Development Authority, that part of Tract 8
and Trazt 9 of the AMENDED SURVEY OF THE LITTLE BOOKCLIFF
RAITLROAD YARDS described as beginoning act a point which is
South 4£°L1" West 901.66 feet and South 0°01" East 197.50 feet
from East l/4 corner of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1
West of the Ute Meridian; thence North B8%9°58' West 126.00
feet; thence South 0°01' East 150.00 feet; thence South 89°58'
East 125,00 feet:; thence ¥North 0°01l' West 150.00 feet to the
point of beginning. AND ALSO excluding 14 feet adjoining said

tract 9 on the East thereof.
And except the following parcels:

Locs 1l to 16, inclusive, in Block 83, City of Grand Juncrion,

Mesa County, Colorado; and

The Horch ?E_EEEt of Lots 1, 2, and 3 of Block 104, City of

Crand Junction, HMesa County, Colorado; and

Lots 17 to 25, inclusive, in Block 102; Lots 17 te 32, inclu-
sive, in 3lock 103, Lots 17 to 32, inclusive, in 3lock 104;
Lots l6 to 30, inclusive, excepr all the East 71.95 feet of
Lots 16 to 20, inclusive, except the Nor:th 30 feet of the East

71.95 Zeet of Lots 16 to 20 inclusive, ia Block 105; Lots 1 to

'5, inelusive, in Zleock 117: and "ots 1| to 16, inclusive, in



Glock 113, and Lots | to 11 in Block 84,

Grand Junction, Mesz County, Ceolorado.

all in

the City of



ZXHI3IT "C"
DESCRIPTION OF THE COIMERCTIAL RENOVATION DISTRICTS

Lots 11 to 18, inclusive, in Bloclk 83, Citv of Grand Junction,

:lesa County, Colorado; and

The North 75 feet of Lots 1, 2, and 3 of Block 104, Citv of

Grand Junction, !lesa County, Colorado; and

Lots 17 to 25, inclusive. in Block 102; Leots 17 to 32, inclu-
sive, in Block 103, Lots 17 to 32, inclusive, in Block 104;
Lots 16 to 30, inclusive, except all the East 71.95 feet of
Lots 16 to 20, inclusive, except the North 30 feet of the East
71.95 feet of Lots 16 to 20 inclusive, in Block 105; Lots 1l to
15, inclusive, in Block 117; and Lots 1 to 16, inclusiva, in
Block 118, and Lots 1 to 11 in Block 84, all in the City of

Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado.
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DATE OF ACTION

TUEIBIT e

C. STATUTORY DEQUIREMENTS D. APTIONAL ACTIVITIES

{Continued)

a9
22

23,

24,

5.

27.

30.

12=-31-3

5-7-82

5-19-52

5-25-82

3-26-82

5-2-82

f=t-82

5-16-87

base and sal=s tax base as
af effeccivae date of Plan
31-25-807(3)

Frezzine of Ad Valorem tax

Resolution of DDA 3oard to
amend Plan of Development to
show recent approved in-
clusions of property and make
other minor changes and re-
ferral te City Council for
approval

SCHEDULED FUTURE ACTIONS

City Council review of Plan of
Development amendments and re-
farral to Planning Conmission

Planning Commission review and
comment on Plan of Development
amendnments

Publish notice of public meecing
before City Council on Plan of
Development amendments

City Council public hearing on
Plan of Development and adoption
of resolution adopting Plan of
Development amendments

Aesolution of DDA Board to hava
election for pledging of tax
inerement funds 35-25-307(3)(b)

Apoproval by Citv Couneil af
election at least 30 davs
nrior to elecrcion 35-25-307(3)(h)

Publication of Public Notice of
Elecicinn



3l.

32

33.

34.

8-3-82

8-4-32

To be deter-
minad during
1982

To be deter-

minad during
1382

Election - qualified electors of
distriet 35-25-B07(3)(b)

Canvass of votes
City Council adoption of ordin-
ance authorizing the issuance of

bonds

Bonds issuad for project

19{ab)



EXHIBIT "F"

CITY - COUNTY PLANNING

grand junction-mesa county 559 white ave. rm. 60 grand jct..colo. 8150°
®  Fment (303) 244-1628

MEMORANDUM

TO: GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL

FROM: GRAND JUNCTION FPLANNING COIRIISSION

DATE: MAY 25 . 1982

ERE: AMENDMENTS TO THE PLAN OF DEVELCPMENT OF THE GRAND JUNCTION,

COLORADD, DOWNTOWW DEVELOPHAENT AUTHORITY

On May 19, 1982, the Grand Juncticon City Council, pursuant to C.R.S. 1973,
531-25=807(4) {b) submitted amendments to the Plan of Development of the Grand
Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority to the Planning Commission
for review and recommendations.

We have reviewed the proposed amendments in light of the Plan of Development

- as adopted by the City and the Downtown Development Authority and we have
considered these amendments in light of the comments of the employees of the
Planning Department, and in light of past policies for development and reno-
vation and considered the guestions and comments of the members of the Commission.
After this review, we offer the following comments and recommendations:

1. The proposed amendments to the Plan of Development are consistent with the
Downtown Development Strategy which has been adopted as an element of the !laster
Plan for Grand Junction, as well as consistent with other current policies.

2. The oroposed amem@ments to include other areas within the boundarv of the
Dountown Development Authority are largely technical in nature, and the properties
sought to be included fire within the limits of the ultimate DDA boundary as defined™ -
in the Dovmtown Development Strategy and the ZDA Plan of Dewvelopment.

Cn the basis of this review, we find the croposed amendments to the Plan of
Jevelopment to be consistent with existing City policies and not in conflict with
development patterns on a City-wide basis.

w2, therefcre, endorse Lhe progosed amendments to the Plan of Development as

Pel“? consistent with existing City policies and recommend that the City Council
nold a Public Hearing on these amendments to the Plan of Development.

- e e A6 PR
FECOTTULLY buB;'.l..ED,




EXHIBIT 3 — Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority proposed Plan of
Development dated September 2019
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ABOUT COMMUNITY

BUILDERS

Community Builders (CB) is a
non-profit dedicated to helping
local leaders create strong and
prosperous communities in the
American West. CB provides
information, analysis, assistance
and trainings to support the
many people and organizations
working to build better places by
aligning their community values
to planning and economic goals.

The goal of the Community
Builders Assistance Program is
to provide communities with

the tools and resources to spark
meaningful on-the-ground
progress, while building local
capacity and creating success
stories that inspire and transform
places.

ABOUT THIS REPORT
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the Downtown Development
Authority of Grand Junction,
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WHY A PLAN OF
DEVELOPMENT?

Throughout the course of its 38-year history the DDA has been involved in a diverse

array of activities with the goal of sustaining Downtown Grand Junction’s role as a
hub for economic activity and vibrancy that benefits the entire valley. Many of the
projects over this time have involved collaboration as it takes a pooling of resources
and knowledge to make progress. Some of the noteworthy projects include the
development of Downtown hotels, Avalon Theatre renovation, the Mainstreet uplift

and development of the riverfront.

While the DDA has had many successes one of the major hurdles the organization
has had is the lack of a current road map that addresses the challenges of today while
also looking at potential challenges in the future. The 1981 Plan of Development
provided many great concepts and ideas for the DDA to pursue, many of which have
been completed and some that are still being worked toward. The updated plan
builds upon the past success and challenges of the past while identifying what the
current trends, issues and solutions are. Having a current Plan of Development will
provide Downtown with a vision for the future along with strategies for achieving

the goals and outcomes identified in the Plan.

- Brandon Stam
Downtown Development Partnership Executive Director
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« Vibrancy is
characteristically
Downtown

Grand Junction.
It has a unique
character. »







PLAN SUMMARY

GOALS &
STRATEGIES

Goal setting provides an opportunity for people to work together and build
consensus. These goals serve several key purposes. First, they provide
direction for advancing the community’s vision of building a thriving downtown
for everyone. They should act as a tool for guiding future decisions, like
determining if a new project or policy is in line with the vision. They are also
useful for monitoring progress, to build upon successful efforts, or to identify
unmet goals and gaps to address. From the input gathered and building

upon priorities set by the Downtown Partnership and the City, five goals were
identified for the Vibrant Together Project that will be the benchmark for future

revitalization efforts.
——————

[T

VIBRANT

ToOG 1R

IDENTITY
Downtown is recognized as

the hub of regional culture Q
for the western slope. '.’.

DOWNTOWN

DEVELOPMENT
Downtown offers a
diversity of quality
housing choices for
all price points to
bring more people
to live, work and play
downtown,

-
i
S

VIBRANCY SAFETY AND

Downtown is the “The
heart of it all” as

a 18 hour/7 days a week
center of activity for all
ages and income levels.

AN
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CONNECTIVITY

Downtown is connected to

local destinations and cutdoor
amenities through safe pathways
for bikes and pedestrians.

COMFORT
Downtown is safe
and comfortable
environment that is
welcoming to all.



THE BIG IDEAS

The biggest of the big ideas that emerged from the process is to bring
more people downtown by creating more vibe and connecting this vibe
to the River. This Plan will identify different strategies for achieving this

through;

(Chapter 4)

(Chapter 5)
CONNECTIVITY + ) PLACEMAKING
@
® o
®

CONNECTIVITY Looking at the relationships and connections
between key destinations in the downtown. (Chapter 3)

PLACEMAKING Enhancing the vibe in strategic locations.

DRV ELOFMEN T Identifying specific opportunities for infill
development to activate opportunity sites along key corridors.

- INFILL
"--' DEVELOPMENT

- VIBRANT

TO S ETHLER

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 11



C1: Convert 4th and 5th to Two-way Streets

C2: Prioritize pedestrian and bike improvements to improve mobility throughout
downtown and to the river.

C3: Create a 2nd Street Promenade connecting the Train Depot to Two Rivers Plaza.

C4: Initiate a Gateway and Wayfinding Study to improve ease of navigation for
pedestrians, bike and vehicles in downtown.

P1: Extend the vibrancy from Main to Colorado between 4th and 7th.

P2: Encourage more community gathering and event space in downtown.
P3: Activate alleys and breezeways.

P4: Low-cost design strategies for Whitman Park.

P5: Develop a program(s) to better utilize parking.

P6: Adaptive Reuse of Buildings and Spaces to active the street frontage

D1: Support existing businesses in the downtown through programs and Attract more
business diversity to downtown.

D2: Develop (a) Grant Program(s) to incentivize small scale local reinvestment in the
downtown

D3: Adjustments to codes and policy that are barriers to development.
D4: Leverage the DDA financial tools to incentivize development

D5: DDA to lead a strategic catalytic development project

12 | DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION
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SYNGINCINOGISHAD

The current DDA Plan of Development is 38 years old,
and therefore, is challenged to guide development
that is reflective of both the current market or
the vision of the community for what the future of
greater downtown should be. In this time of growth,
the DDA should have a strong governing document
that is reflective of the community’s wants and needs
in downtown and develop strong partnerships for
making a positive impact to the downtown. Future
growth needs to happen in a way that protects the
unique history and celebrate the local assets of the
community.




This Plan will identify a
vision the downtown that
is aligned with the needs
of the community.
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BACKGROUND

INFORMATION
INTRODUCTION

WHAT MAKES GRAND
JUNCTION SPECIAL?

Agriculture & Local Bike
Wine Culture Scene

Arts & Creativity Natural H:DDI.I‘DHE &
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“Downtown Grand Junction creates a sense of home - this is where

we bring our friends when they visit - this is where we take them to
show off our community.”

Local residents describe the City of Grand Junction as a welcoming community
with a small-town vibe characterized by strong local arts, culture and history. At the
heart of it all is the downtown. However, residents also feel there is lot of potential
for improvement in downtown. Regional population and economic growth are
creating a demand for development. With this growth comes the need for strategic
thought about what is best for the community.

The goal of this Plan of Development, called “Vibrant Together: A Downtown
Initiative,” (referred in this document as ‘the Plan’ or ‘the POD’) is to communicate
our shared values for growth in Downtown Grand Junction. This Plan will be a
governing document for the Downtown Partnership (DP) and will identify a clear
plan of action for priority projects, strategies, and partnerships in that are aligned
with the community’s vision for downtown. To achieve this the Plan will;

Provide a unified vision for downtown;
Identify projects that advance the vision;
Bring local leaders together in pursuit of that vision.

WHY DO THIS NOW?

The primary responsibility of the Downtown Partnership is to support and
facilitate economic development efforts to enhance the vitality of the
Downtown community through capital investment and construction. While the
City Comprehensive Plan, The Greater Downtown Plan and other guiding vision
documents and strategic plans identify opportunities and regulate growth in
the downtown, this Plan of Development will guide the types of projects and
programs for downtown with the goal of sustaining Downtown Grand Junction’s
role as the preeminent hub for economic activity and commerce, cultural
experiences and as a vibrant place to live and visit.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 17



THE DOWNTOWN
PARTNERSHIP

The Downtown Partnership (DP) consists of two special districts, the Downtown
Development Authority (DDA) and the Business Improvement District (BID)
which share the same staff and Board of Directors. Large and small, Downtown
Grand Junction is involved in a wide array of activities and projects Downtown,
all with the goal of sustaining Downtown Grand Junction’s role as the
preeminent hub for economic activity and commerce, cultural experiences and
as a vibrant place to live and visit.

The Downtown Development Authority was established in 1981 by the City

of Grand Junction after receiving approval through a special election of the
Downtown property owners and businesses. The DDA was established to halt
and prevent deterioration of property values within its district and to assist

in the development and redevelopment of its district and to use its power

to promote the general welfare of the district by the use of its direct and
supplemental powers. The Authority was one of the first such organizations
in the State of Colorado and focuses on supporting and facilitating economic
development efforts to enhance the viability of Downtown through grants,
capital investment and improvements to public amenities.

In late 2005, business and property owners within the boundaries of the

BID voted to impose a special assessment which would fund marketing,
promotions, public relations, advertising and special events. The BID affects
Downtown Grand Junction commercial property owners only and excludes
residential properties. The Business Improvement District produces and
supports events that attract visitors, enrich life for residents, and drive revenue
to local businesses. The BID also develops advertising, marketing, and public
relations campaigns that reach regional, statewide and national audiences and
help brand Downtown as a regional hub.

The Downtown Development Authority (DDA) focuses
on supporting and facilitating economic development

S efforts to enhance the viability of Downtown through
grants, capital investment and improvements to
public amenities.
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The Downtown Parthnership should have a strong governing document

that is reflective of the community’s wants and needs. Through the process
develop strong partnerships for making a positive impact to the downtown.

ORGANIZATION

This nine-member board is appointed by the Grand Junction City Council. Eight
of the members must be a resident, business lessee, or own real property within
the boundaries of the DDA and BID. The City Council shall appoint one member
that is exempt from the above qualifications. The four-year terms expire in June.

POWERS AND INITIATIVES

Downtown Grand Junction is involved in potential catalytic projects such as
the Las Colonias Business Park and the Las Colonias Amphitheater that are
transforming Downtown’s River District into a vibrant area that will incorporate
recreation, entertainment and job clustering into an area that has historically seen
little investment. The Downtown Partnership is also engaged in helping bring two
new hotels to downtown as well as much needed renovation to Two Rivers that
will allow it to continue to operate as an economic driver for downtown. Potential
new downtown housing is also on the way as the DP reached an agreement with
a developer for the former R-5 building site to develop townhomes and find an
adaptive reuse of the former school building. The most recent project is a public/
private partnership with Kaart Group which will add four and six story class A office
space to 7th and Main and add roughly 80 new jobs to Downtown.

POLICY AND DECISION MAKING

The Plan of Development will be approved by the Downtown Board. Following
Board approval, the Planning Commission will review the plan and make a
recommendation to City Council for final approval and adoption.

The Business Improvement District (BID) produces ~
and supports events that attract visitors, enrich life - =

for residents, and drive revenue to local businesses. g $ g nﬂ ﬂu D

The BID also develops advertising, marketing, and
public relations campaigns that reach regional, CD II

statewide and national audiences and help brand
Downtown as a regional hub.
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DDA BOUNDARY

The boundary is important in that these are the properties and general areas in
which the DDA has the ability to utilize its powers to assist in project, programs
and policy as outlined by this Plan. Throughout this Plan, ‘downtown’ is used
more generally to refer to the area defined by the Greater Downtown Plan,
which encompasses the Central Business District, the Rail District and the River
District. The DDA boundary includes properties within the DDA District that
extends from the Central Business District to the Rail District and River District.
The Business Improvement District largely consists of the Central Business
District as well as some properties within the River District. It should be noted
that properties can voluntarily incorporate into both Districts with DDA/BID and

City Council approval.

-
—
i
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PLAN CONSISTENCY

There are a number of existing plans that are of significant influence to Downtown
Grand Junction, including the 1981 Plan of Development. It is important to
consider how these existing plans will support and work in collaboration with
this Plan of Development. Vibrant Together will work in alignment with the City’s
Plans such as the Great Downtown Plan and provide recommendations from
this update should help to inform revisions to the Comprehensive Plan update
currently underway with the City. Key considerations and potential impacts are
outlined in the Appendix.

HOW THIS DOCUMENT IS ORGANIZED

CHAPTER 1: BACKGROUND

The introduction sets the stage for the ideas in the Plan. It provides background
context for how history has informed current trends in Grand Junction. It provides
information on the history of Downtown Partnership and how this plan is consistent
with related, past planning efforts in Grand Junction.

CHAPTER 2: PROCESS

This chapter explains the planning process that was undertaken to develop the
strategies in the Plan. Results from community outreach which engaged over 500
community members in person and over 25,000 people online.

CHAPTER 3, 4 & b: BIG IDEAS, STRATEGIES AND ACTIONS

These chapters explore specific strategies to achieve the goals with
recommendations for action around three overarching themes; connectivity,
placemaking and development. Each strategy describes some of the background
of the ideas and why it matters to downtown and outlines key action items.

ACTION POLICY
Outlines specific actions the DP should The DP should coordinate with the City
take to move ideas forward. to modify codes and regulations.

@. PROGRAM PROJECT
@ A program the DP should develop A specific project or study to work with

and/or coordinate with a partner to partners on detailed design and costs.
develop.

CHAPTER 6: IMPLEMENTATION

This section provides a frameworks for how the Downtown Partnership and local
partners can build momentum in the downtown on the strategies and specific
actions, priorities to guide the actions, projects, policy and programs for the next 3
to 5 years.
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GRAND
JUNCTION

Grand Junction gets its name from its location at the confluence of the
Colorado River (formerly named the Grand River) and the Gunnison River

and offers sweeping views of the Grand Mesa, Colorado National Monument
and the Book Cliffs. The Grand Junction town site was settled September 26,
1881, although human civilization in the area dates back thousands of years to
include the Ute and Fremont tribes, among others. Grand Junction has been
shaped by natural geography as well as man-made transportation connections,
first by the Denver and Rio Grande Railroads in 1882 and again when the
Interstate system reached the City in the 1960's. These connections supported
the economic growth of agriculture across the Western Slope, and in later
years wholesale goods and energy production. The River has a significant role
in shaping Grand Junction and the surrounding landscapes. This powerful
river provided water in the desert for the growth of both towns and agriculture.
Between the river and the rail, Grand Junction became a regional hub of
agricultural and mining industries that transformed the downtown.

In the 1950’s, a time when many cities were looking towards pedestrian malls,
Downtown Grand Junction embraced the concept of a chicane, which is a
serpentine street design with pockets of green space and public art. Grand
Junction’s Main Street is celebrated as an innovative and successful downtown
revitalization strategy, the design of which is part of the unique character

and history of the community. The downtown was first recognized nationally
in 1962 when Operation Foresight began to reconstruct Main Street into a
‘downtown shopping park’ with landscape, parking and updated streets for
which the city was awarded All America City recognition by Look magazine.
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GRAND JUNCTION

GRAND JUNCTION

Downtown Grand Junction is
b now home to dozens of outstanding

locally-owned shops, music venues,
restaurants, galleries and area services with
a large collection of public art, fountains and
historic buildings.

Art on the Corner (AOTC) is a year-round outdoor sculpture

exhibit which was established in 1984 by local sculptor, Dave

Davis and was one of the first of its kind in the country. Art on the

Corner, First Friday's, farmers markets and events at the Avalon are noted

as some of people’s favorite events in the downtown that make Main Street a
source of pride for local residents as well as a draw for visitors.

The future of Grand Junction looks bright. Based on the shifting demographic
trends, the demand for housing and influence of the local arts scene, there
is opportunity for growth in the City, specifically in the downtown.
In addition, the outdoor amenities and agricultural assets of the
region provide a unique setting that is attractive to both long

time locals and new residents. Key to this is reactivation of
the confluence in the River District, with Las Colonias
Park, Dos Rios, the Riverfront Trail with connections
to the Lunch Loops, and providing access to
the Colorado River. Local residents know
this is what makes Grand Junction
special. There is an essential need
to make the connection from
the river area to and from
Downtown.




Understanding current trends and market shifts in the downtown assists in
making informed decisions around planning and policy. While the future is
always an unknown, markets can shift and change. A keen understanding is
needed for how economic growth has affected development in the downtown
and how current shifts in the market can inform future growth for the Plan. An
understanding of the markets is included in Appendix B.

Grand Junction today is the ’"r';h? ?\J‘Z’Tfﬂﬁf
largest City along the |70 OWNTOWN
corridor between Denver and Salt e

Lake City with a City population of 87%
58,000 and a metropolitan area

for dining
of 146,000 people. As the major
DEMOGRAPHICS population and employment I
center in the region, the City 61%

is home to county and state

for shopping
offices, three major hospitals and

Colorado Mesa University. The R ——
downtown population represents 48%
25,000 peoplewithapproximately for work

10,000 residences.

As a regional hub, Grand Junction has a strong daytime
population with downtown banks, real estate and other
professional services as well as being the central location of
many City and County offices. In addition, The Grand Junction
Business Incubator is locally training and producing young
entrepreneurs and emphasizes the creation of local jobs
emerging in the downtown. The City has also focused attention
on the outdoor recreation industry that is inherent to the region.
To attract growth in this sector, the 15-acre business park within
the Las Colonias development at the riverfront will offer outdoor
recreation companies a new office submarket within the Greater
Downtown,

OFFICE MARKET
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RETAIL MARKET

HOUSING MARKET

Downtown serves as an important retail node for local
and regional residents as well as tourists. Community
input shows that 76% of people go to downtown Grand
Junction once or more each week. The downtown is
supported by a large regional population of people that
come to downtown for work (40%), shopping (54%) and/
or for dining and drinks (78%). There is a growing market
potential for restaurants and bars in the downtown as this
area has seen 13% growth over the last 10 years. There is
also a momentum in the downtown market driven by the
recreation and tourism culture in the area exemplified by
the Las Colonias River Development and 15-acre business
park.

Demographic research suggests 2 8%

that downtown is attracting a

young generation of people Residents want
starting their careers, and an older more dining
generation of retirees ‘empty- and shopping
nesters’ who are downsizing. This downtown.

in addition to a strong residential

rental and for sale housing market
in downtown, suggests a demand 12%

for increased housing and infill Residents want
development in the downtown. longer hours for
businesses.
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PROCESS

The goal of Vibrant Together Project is to work with
residents and local organizations to create a vision
for a thriving downtown. In addition to providing
strategies for the downtown, the process has
built support from the community as well as local
partnerships for successful implementation.




“Everything that matters
most to me in GJ is

downtown”
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A COMMUNITY

DRIVEN PROCESS

10 CREATE A GREAT
DOWNTOWN

DOWNTOWN TOMORROW
Where are we? Where do we want to be?

Develop downtown goals that align
community priorities. This phase
will result in goals that provide a
framewaork for action and guide
decision making.
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People Reached on Social Media

OVER

Community
Action Team

Comment Boxes & Community Survey Meetings

The Vibrant Together process followed four distinct phases, looking broadly

at the issues, developing community driven goals, and moving towards more
specific strategies and actions to achieve these goals. Each phase provided a
number of meaningful opportunities to engage in community dialogue to gain
more awareness around the challenges in the community and provide feedback
on ideas for change. Through the process there has been a perceivable shift

in the community conversation around working together towards common
objectives and putting ideas into action.

STRATEGIES PRIORITIES AND ACTIONS
How will we get there? —
Explore and refine ideas and This phase will result in a Plan of
strategies to advance downtown Development update that identifies
goals. This phase will result in a key concepts for downtown,
series of strategies that focus on implementation recommendations,
achieving community goals, and key partnerships for taking
action.
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Feedback from local residents and visitors is essential to understanding the
community vision for downtown. Vibrant Together aimed at a wide variety of
public engagement activities and strategies to reach a broad spectrum of the
population and to make providing input easy and fun. A complete summary
of the engagement process and activities is provided in the Appendix.
Community engagement took place in three phases through the project;

DOWNTOWN TODAY AND TOMORROW

The first step in community engagement was working with and listening to
the community to identify their perspectives on what works and what doesn’t
downtown. Between September 2018 and February 2019 community feedback
was received at pop up events, comment boxes around town, through an
online survey and Instagram surveys, focus group meetings, meetings with
stakeholders, the Community Action Team and at a series of strategy workshops
followed by a Community Open House. Feedback asked a series of questions
that looked to better understand;

1. What downtown means to residents and visitors in Grand Junction;
2. How people get around and what challenges they face;

3. What people like to see or do in downtown now and what they would like to
see or do in the future.

IDEAS FOR IMPROVING DOWNTOWN

The next step in the process was working with stakeholders and the public to
identify specific actions to work towards achieving the goals identified in the
first phase. A week-long Design Workshop took place in April 30-May 2 2018.
The workshop brought together a team of experts to produce conceptual
drawings and renderings while gathering immediate feedback from the DDA,
CAT, stakeholders and public. This was a collaborative team-based approach
that resulted in developing design concepts and strategies. Following the
workshop, we met with property owners and potential project partners for
review and input on the ideas and strategies encompassed in this Plan.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION

A number of videos were produced about the big ideas the Plan would highlight
that were distributed on social media. An Instagram Live and Facebook
Live answered guestions from the community about the ideas in the Plan.
Community Action Team members provided blogs on their key takeaways from
the project that were shared on the website, social media and in the Sentinel.
The goal was to share the ideas in this Plan to build an understanding of these
strategies and why they matter to the future of downtown.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PROCESS DIAGRAM

Genera

Feedback
Completed in February 2019: Phase 1/2 Summary

Downtown Tomorrow

Completed in February 201%: Phase 1/2 Summary
Targeted

mproving Downtown Feedback

Completed May 2019:
Workshop Summary

Action

WV

Specific

Feedback




CONNECTIVITY

Streets are the connective networks of downtown
essential to creating a vibrant community. They are
an important part of getting people where they need
to go- whether it is to a favorite restaurant on Main
Street ora show and the Avalon. A great street moves
people, bikes and cars safely and comfortably. Cars
should travel slow enough to see businesses and
keep people safe, as well as get them where they
need to go. Primary corridors, such as Ute and Pitkin
prioritize cars. Others, such as Main and Colorado
balance the movement of cars, people and bikes.
Streets also play an important role in the success of
businesses that front them. The space between the
street and the building is where the magic happens.
From running into a neighbor at a street café to
stopping to take a selfie with a piece of art to window
shopping for a new pair of shoes, this is what great
downtown experiences are made.




“It's a beautiful place to
hang out. | love the old
buildings, trees, and walk-
able lifestyle.”
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BIG IDEAS:

CONNECTIVITY
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Convert 4th and 5th to Two
Way Streets.

Prioritize pedestrian and
bike improvements to
improve mobility throughout
downtown and to the river.

Create a 2nd Street
Promenade connecting the
Train Depot to Two Rivers
Plaza.

Initiate a Gateway and
Wayfinding Study to improve
ease of navigation for
pedestrians, bike and vehicles
in downtown.
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Converting 4th and 5th to two way streets would promote safer, more
comfortable, walking and biking and support more successful businesses
along these key corridors. This creates more experiential streets by attracting
more foot traffic. More people walking attracts more restaurants with outdoor
seating, promotes more drop-in business, and encourages more chances

to meet and interact as a community. On the Vibrant Together walking tour,
stakeholders noticed 5th Street is significantly noisier and feels less safe with
traffic whizzing past. In comparison, walking along 6th Street which has slower
traffic, street trees, and nice places to sit feels more comfortable and local
residents more often choose to take this route.

Converting 4th and 5th Streets is not a new discussion for the City of Grand
Junction. The 1981 Plan of Development addressed this idea and more recently
in the Greater Downtown Plan in 2015. Stakeholder meetings with CDOT and
the City were generally receptive to the idea of converting to two-way streets.
The biggest concerns noted are how this change would be perceived by the
community and increased traffic along 5th. Preliminary discussions with traffic
engineers suggest that the existing grid would disperse traffic and not provide
significant traffic implications to downtown.
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STREETS

+
STREETS
+
STREETS
ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION
Increase awareness of the importance and value of two-way streets in downtown among
business owners and residents to gather support from the community.

PROJECT

Engage a transportation engineer to model roadway design and configuration to better
understand traffic impacts and costs. Explore a temporary re-striping study to ‘test’
the project, identify potential problem areas for further study, and gain the trust of the
community before a larger infrastructure investment.

PROJECT

Following a successful launch of a test project, and with support from the local community,
the City could work with the Downtown Partnership to identify a series of larger infrastructure
related projects for 4th and 5th that would convert thern into multi-modal streets with two-
way traffic, on-street parking, bike lanes and sidewalks with street trees and furnishings.
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C2.

The Colorado River is an east-west spine of the community. It represents the
identity and the history of Grand Junction. A consistent message heard from
the community was to promote better walkable-bikable connections from
downtown to the River and future development at Las Colonias and Dos Rios.

Street design has an impact on if people choose to walk or bike and how they
experience a downtown. Some areas of downtown, such as Main Street, have
a very comfortable walking environment. However, off Main, there is a need for
safety improvements such as better lighting, improved crosswalks and better-
quality sidewalks. Design elements to promote safe walking or biking and
encourage more active streets include curb extensions, ramps, street trees,
street furnishings art and signage as well as lighting to feel safe. Some of these
strategies, such as crosswalks and bump outs, could be applied throughout the
downtown- or at key intersections- as a low-cost, high-impact strategy.

People need to move safely from north to south and east to west- and
everywhere in between- to create a vibrant downtown. There are opportunities
to enhance existing roadway corridors to provide multiples routes to connect
to key destinations in downtown and to the river.
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QUICK WINS FOR MOBILITY

CROSSWALKS

Painted with white stripes or
bright colors, these provide
increased visibly of legal
pedestrian  movements to
inform vehicles of shared space
and inform pedestrians of safe
places to cross. Crosswalks
could be painted by local artists
or community members within
the Creative District, tie to local
arts and include the history of
Grand Junction.

CURB EXTENSIONS

Curb extensions (often referred
to as bulb outs) are a simple
strategy in downtown to
improve pedestrian safety and
increase the aesthetics of a
street. Curb extensions increase
pedestrian safety by decreasing
the crossing distance and
increasing visibility by extending
the curb and sidewalk into
streets where on-street parking
exists. These can be built as a
test project with paint before
installing permanent curbs.
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7TH STREET

7th should function as a primary connective corridor from Main Street to the
Riverfront. Itis critical that it be an engaging, walkable and bikeable street. The
existing 7th St. corridor has recently updated infrastructure, buildings framing
the street, and emerging local businesses. Redevelopment projects along the
7th St. corridor would bring the energy of downtown towards the River and
encourage future redevelopment within the Rail District. An ‘art trail’, with art
as a visual beacon, to lead people from the art on Main Street to the river is
another strategy to activate the corridor.

PEDESTRIAN BRIDGES

12th Street connects north
to Colorado Mesa University
and to Riverside Parkway
including the future
developrnent at the Sugar
Beet Factory.

The City has discussed vehicular connections over the Railroad tracks to
reconnect the grid along 12th Street as a major north-south thoroughfare. A
different way to think about increasing connectivity at this location may be to
shift the conversation towards a Pedestrian/Bike Bridge which would have less
impact to rail operations and have lower infrastructure costs.

Future planning around the Dos Rios Development would benefit from a
pedestrian and bike connection to downtown. It is a relatively short distance
fromthe Dos Rios project area to downtown. However, due to high speed roads
and rail lines future residents would need to walk over a mile to dine and shop.
A pedestrian bridge from Dos Rios to the Train Depot and potential 2nd Street
promenade would significantly increase access in this part of downtown.
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7TH & SOUTH

Main Street is approximately 1 mile from 7th and Riverside Parkway. The 7th and
South St. intersection is % mile, commonly understood to be a comfortable
5-minute walk, from Main Street. Activating this node will help to draw people
along the 7th Street corridor.

9TH STREET

ILLUSTRATIVE PERSPECTIVE OF 9TH STREET

9th Street is a great
connection to the river with
a lot of potential to provide
a safe, walkable pathway.

quieter and provides a more direct connection from downtown neighborhoods
tothe River. Thisstreet should be a multi-modal road. Streetscape infrastructure
improvements should include curb and gutter, buffered bike lanes, sidewalks
and art along the corridor.

RIVERSIDE PARKWAY

Riverside Parkway is a road designed for vehicles, not pedestrians. As such it
is a barrier between potential redevelopment to access to Las Colonias and
the River. Efforts should be made to improve pedestrian at-grade crossings at
7th, 9th, 12th and Winters Ave, which are spaced at about % mile. Pedestrian
signals, high visibility crosswalks, bump outs, narrowed turn radii, and refuge
islands are strategies that could help to increase pedestrian and bike safety.
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SOUTH STREET

Main Street is a great east to west connection but it is a challenging route
for bikes. South Street would be an east-west alternative and bike route. It
is not highly trafficked, has a wide ROW that could accommodate additional
infrastructure, and is a comfortable, treelined street. In addition, Quray could
be modified to accommodate bikes and provide a safe bike connection to
the lanes along 10th Street. These connections would offer a safe bike and
pedestrian alternatives to higher-speed streets like Grand Avenue and I-70B.

The intersection of 5th and South Street is an important arrival gateway
into downtown but is challenged with heavy infrastructure. Cars travel at
significant speeds, traffic merges at Ute and Pitkin, and Whitman Park does
little to welcome to downtown. A median in the roadway at the 5th and
South intersection restricts for east-west movement for vehicles, bikes and
pedestrians. Yet this important intersection also provides access to the
bus terminal and 7th Street corridor. Discussions with CDOT should identify
strategies to slow vehicles and improve multi-modal access at this location.
This could include as lane narrowing after the bridge to slow traffic entering
downtown. Bump outs, sidewalks, signage and landscape to improvements
along the roadway provide visual cues for cars to slow and increases
pedestrian comfort and safety. Safe pedestrian and bike access must be
provided to the bus terminal for the success of transit in the downtown.

COORDINATE WITH CDOT

SIGNAL WARRANT

A warrant is a condition that an
intersection must meet to justify
a signal installation. A thorough
investigation of traffic conditions,
accident history, and physical
characteristics of the location is aletter.

necessary to establish warrants for  Traffic Control Signals can be justified
the installation of a traffic signal. when warrants are met as indicated in
The Region Traffic Engineer will the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control
conduct the signal warrant study Devices for Streets and Highways
with all the necessary calculations (MUTCD), Part IV. The following eight
and shall certify that warrants have “traffic control signal needs studies”,
been met by documenting them in  are warrants for a new signal;
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Warrant 1, Eight-Hour Vehicular Volume _
Warrant 2, Four-Hour Vehicular Volume

Warrant 3, Peak Hour

Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume

Warrant 5, School Crossing

Warrant 6, Coordinated Signal System

Warrant 7, Crash Experience
Warrant 8, Roadway Network
Warrant 9, Intersection Near a Grade Crossing

O 0 % BB 72

KEY ACTION ITEMS

POLICY
The City should amend the GDP to update the Sth Street sections to be more multimodal.

ACTION

The City and the Downtown Partnership should initiate conversations with BNSF to improve
pedestrian and bike access over the Rail lines.

ACTION

The City and the Downtown Partnership should engage in discussion with CDOT for traffic
calming tools and a better pedestrian crossing at 5th and South.

PROGRAM

The Downtown Partnership to coordinate a community crosswalk paint program at the
intersections along Colorado as a pilot project.

R )

The City, with support of the Downtown Partnership, should review intersections along
Riverside Parkway, 5th and South, 7th and South, Ute and 2nd, Pitkin and 2nd, and the
roundabout at 7th and Main for an improved pedestrian access.

PROJECT
The Downtown Partnership should work with City Public Works, Urban Trails Committee

and Neighborhood Groups to better understand the types of bike lanes facilities the
community wants. Develop a design plan and identify funding to implement bike lanes.
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Connecting the Train Depot to more active areas of downtown is an important
goal. The railroad is a strong part of the history of Grand Junction and
influenced how the City grew and prospered. Today, people visiting Grand
Junction by train stay at the hotels along Main Street a couple of blocks

north. Yet, navigating this area is both uncomfortable and confusing for local
residents as well as visitors arriving to Grand Junction by train. The roadways
are fast, pedestrian crossings are limited, and the sidewalks are in disrepair.

The Old Train Depot is under new ownership for potential redevelopment and
was noted as many peoples favorite building in downtown. Second street is

a direct connection from the Train Depot to Two Rivers Plaza on Main St. This
should be a safe, visible corridor inviting visitors and locals from to the heart of
Grand Junction. There is some emerging redevelopment along Second Street
such as restoration of the old Train Depot, a brewery and wine bar and a new
hotel. Investment along 2nd Street would likely spur additional redevelopment
in the area.

For this to be a safe and viable route for pedestrians, signalized intersections
are critical. Ute Street and Pitkin Street are currently State-owned highways
managed and maintained by CDOT. Transportation departments across

the country are increasingly recognizing the value of multi-modal streets-
street that pedestrians and bicycles, as well as vehicles safely. A key focus
in discussions with CDOT should emphasize the importance of moving
pedestrian’s safely from north to south along the 1-70B corridor. This is an
obtainable goal and a strong compromise for mitigating the impacts of 1-70B
on the downtown.
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A road diet could allocate 20" of
Znd 5t. to a pedestrian tree-lined
promenade with signage, art,
sidewalks, and street furnishings.
A pedestrian crossing at South
Street, a city-owned and
maintained street, would provide
safe access from the Train Depot ===
to the 2nd Street promenade. L

KEY ACTION ITEMS

PROJECT

Q The City convened a stakeholder meeting in July 2019 to get feedback about a 2nd Street
promenade from nearby businesses and relevant stakeholders. The City hired local
landscape architect to help develop design concepts based upon the feedback with the
goal of having a completed concept for the 2nd Street Promenade by the end of 2019,

POLICY
Downtown Partnership should coordinate with CDOT to obtain a signalized intersection
through a warrant study.
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Downtown Grand Junction is bisected by highways, rail lines and vacant areas
which creates divisions within downtown and makes it challenging to navigate.
To encourage people to walk, shop and explore downtown needs to be safe
and easy to get around for both residents and visitors. Wayfinding references
how people navigate from place to place. Wayfinding is most successful when
it is looked at comprehensively through a family of sign elements along key
corridors to strategic destinations. Gateways, directional signs, street banners,
pavement markings, public art and map kiosks are ways to direct people in a
manner that is simple and understandable.

Signage should be provided at a range of scales to assist drivers, bikes and
pedestrians in navigating the downtown district. Signage that designates
times or distances to local destination is more motivating for people to walk
or bike. A wayfinding study should look at other elements of this Plan such as
providing ease of access to public parking, an ‘Artline’, and activation of the
alleys. This is also an opportunity to collaborate with local artists and local
businesses for how the brand and identity should connect to local history, the
arts and culture of Grand Junction.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION
©Q) The Downtown Partnership should initiate a comprehensive wayfinding and gateway study
to provide a strategy for bringing people to and navigating around downtown.
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PLACEMAKING

People are looking for more than just a shopping
in downtowns. They are looking for an experience
that includes dining, events and interacting with
neighbors. Placemaking key to creating a downtown
experience. Interesting, interactive spaces create
thriving places that people want to live and hangout.
Placemaking can be creative in leveraging local
arts and culture to highlight a community. It can be
transformative in building character and quality of
place that sparks reinvestment. It can also be low
cost by looking at opportunities for small changes
using minimal or reused materials. Anyone can be a
placemaker; a business who builds a parklet in front
of their store, a developer who adds a plaza with a
park and cafe seating in their project, and community
of artists that come together to paint a ground mural
at an intersection.
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BIG IDEAS:
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e Encourage more community
B a4 gathering and event space in
downtown.

Low-cost improvements to
improve safety at Whitman
Park.

Adaptive reuse of buildings to
activate the street frontage.
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Great downtowns are more than a great Main Street. They are a network of
streets, spaces, and buildings that work together. Expanding the energy of
Main Street towards the emerging businesses along Colorado will extend

the vibe to create more activity downtown. New and different businesses

in downtown will capture a more diverse set of shoppers, which will attract
new and different people to come downtown, which will in turn attract more
businesses. This business diversity is healthy for downtowns to serve a wide
range of people, from students to families to active retirees, and contribute to
interesting and engaging place to hang out. Encouraging business expansion
along Colorado makes sense. Colorado is a great street, with updated
infrastructure and strong local businesses to frame to the street on the south
side. Extending the momentum to the south of Main Street is a first step
towards extending this energy towards the river, and encourages development
towards the Rail and River Districts.
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KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION

The Downtown Partnership should work with the local businesses to create a brand and
marketing strategy for this area which could include the ‘Artling’, identity of the alleys and
breezeways, murals, creative district programs and event programs.
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ENCOURAGE MORE COMMUNITY

GATHERING SPACES IN
DOWNTOWN.

The community expressed interest in more spaces downtown for people of

all ages to hang out. Currently, events are a huge success in downtown and
do a great job of bringing people downtown - but it is cumbersome to close
Main Street. An additional event space or plaza would provide a venue and the
infrastructure to increase and/for improve events in the downtown as well as

to provide a location for casual public gathering in downtown during off-event
times.

An event plaza could be implemented incrementally. The first step would be
to keep the parking and block off the space during events. A next step could
be incorporating low-cost improvements such as a ground mural, temporary
seating and overhead lighting. Finally, if successful based on feedback from
businesses and the local community, options could be explored for dedicating
a permanent event space with a stage, plaza paving, new safe-restrooms,
lighting, electrical, tents spaces, sculptural/interactive art pieces and/or play
equipment could be installed. Parking could be incorporated as an off-event
use in any option, but could be phased out based on community and business
preference.

Te -_- ——
_ A T ;

The City-owned lot between
Ath and 5th Street along
Colorado would be an ideal,
central location for a future
event plaza, It is located
central toc Main Street,

fronts to an active alley with
strong businesses and isin
the proximity of other local
businesses that would benefit
from increased customers in
the area.
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KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION

Test the concept of a flexible use event space at 5th and Colorado within the existing
Downtown Partnership programsfevent schedule. Locate farmers markets, chalk art
festival, adding a temporary music stage to an existing event and/or as a designated food
truck location.

ACTION
Utilize the lot at 5th and Colorado for a pilot food truck program, that happens once or
twice a month.

POLICY
Update the Downtown mobile vending ordinance toincorporate food trucks into Downtown
and identify potential pod sites for food trucks Downtown.

PROJECT

Based on feedback from the businesses and local community, develop a plan to implement
permanent improvements in the plaza.

PROGRAM
Develop a pop-up shop program to activate spaces downtown.
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The alley and breezeway networks are a
unique part of downtown Grand Junction
and could become part of the identity for
the Grand Junction arts scene. Defining

a of a 'sense of place’ in the alleys and
breezeways through specialty paving, wall
and ground murals, overhead lighting,
and businesses with rear entrances would
enhance the permeability between Main
and Colorado to boost a vibrant, creative,
active district. Activating the alleys serves
a dual purpose of making the alleys a
safer by improving visibility and sense

of comfort while maintaining function of
the alleys. Local maintenance and utility
companies should be coordinated with so
improvements do not impede operations.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION

The Downtown Partnership and the Arts Commission should collaborate to develop a
Murals Grant Program to encourage both local and regional artists and highlight the
unique history and character of Grand Junction.

R ey
Review and/or revise the existing fagade grant program to include back of building
improvements.

POLICY

The Downtown Partnership should partner with existing businesses and the City on
revising the regulatory requirements to allow for a sizable site to be used by multiple
businesses as a way to lower costs,

PROJECT
Develop a plan to implement larger scale investments such as improved paving, increased
lighting, signage in the alleys.

O 8 7
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ILLUSTRATIVE OF ALLEY IMPROVEMENTS

Businesses should be

encouraged to locate
entrances along the back
alleys. Some local businesses
have already put entrances
at the back of their buildings
to address the parking along
Colorado.

Some Main Street business
owners commented that
the deep retail spaces are
difficult to fill. Activating the
backs of the buildings with
entrances offers the additional
benefit for businesses to co-
share spaces, sub-divide to
two separate businesses or
expand their operations.
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FOOD TRUCKS

Another way of activating spaces downtown and bringing people together
is to bring food trucks to a central location. Food trucks are becoming an
‘indicator’ for cool places to hang out. Acommon misconception is that food
trucks offer too much competition to existing restaurants. In reality, food
trucks often draw people more people to a central place by offering a range
of food choices that can bring more customers to nearby restaurants. Food
trucks have the unique ability to activate a space temporarily or permanently
for a low-cost investment. Additionally, a popular food truck will often out-
grow the food truck space and find the need to move to a brick and mortar
building, bringing more restaurants to activate downtown.

Murals, both on the walls and
on the ground, are a great way
to make alley and breszeways
seern more vibrant and
connect to the arts scene in
Grand Junction,

WALL MURALS

Murals are associated with increased foot-traffic in an area, the colors
and messaging offer positive benefits for mental health and have been
linked to equitable development when derived from a community driven
process. A blank wall with no street activity can be activated through
wall murals, as well as other adaptive reuse strategies, to make the street
frontage feel more engaging. Murals in the alleys could be a destination
along the Artwalk from Main Street to the River.

58 | DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION



ACTIVATION

The community must own and drive ideas

Consider some
permanent
vendors that are
not food related

KEEP IT SIMPLE

Find Keeps things
community real and
champions funky
ATTRACTION PARTNERS ARE KEY
E

-
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The DP could help

to provide a tap with
multi-unit adaptor or
encourage the vendor
to bring their own
water.

Food Preparation

with the Business
Incubator for
shared commissary
kitchen(s).

could be coordinate

The DP could provide on-site dumpster or hau
through a truck generator or through a shared

l-away service and electricity
utility agreement.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 59



60

Whitman Park has long struggled to serve the downtown as a park should, for
respite, enjoyment and relaxation. The perception that the park is enclosed
by streets and is cut off from the city allows for the park to serve as a haven
for socially unacceptable activities. A redesign of the park is needed to
encourage visibility from the street. Some simple, low-cost strategies to
improve visibility include activating the edges with parking, high branching
trees lining the sidewalks at the edge, removing trees and visual obstructions
from the center of the park and replacing with an active lawn with moveable
chairs, and encouraging development across the street to face towards the
park. Critical to the success of any redesign effort will be addressing the
nature of the roadways that surround the park to be more active and less of
an island.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION
Bring a design competition to redesign Whitman Park. This should engage local or national
experts to think creatively about low cost solutions for Whitman Park.

Park.

PROGREAM
Establish & Public-private partnership oversee maintenance and a sense of ownership to
protect the transformation of the uses of the park.

PROJECT
Work with the Downtown Cornmunity to build low cost safety improvernents to Whitman
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DEVELOP (A) PROGRAM(S) TO BETTER
UTILIZE PARKING

Downtowns need the right amount of parking, in the right places, to thrive.
Too much parking takes up valuable space that could be generating revenue
for downtown and instead creating voids that discourage the activated
streets needed for a vibrant downtown. Insufficient parking can create traffic
congestion and create challenges for local businesses.

What draws people downtown is great shops, restaurants and spaces in the
downtown in an active, comfortable walking environment. A more walkable
and vibrant downtown is difficult to achieve when the priority is put on
providing parking. Future development in downtown should aim for a better
utilization of parking to encourage infill and activation of the downtown.

DOWNTOWN PARKING STUDY 2015

DOWNTOWN PARKING

LOTS o -
M mwry
N GBCFRLE
Clacg . am =y
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A significant amount of downtown is dedicated to surface parking lots. A parking study, initiated
by the City in 2016, shows most of these lots are in downtown are under-utilized.
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SHARED PARKING AGREEMENTS

Shared parking utilizes parking jointly among different buildings or businesses
so parking can be used at all times of day. This strategy may target providing
more employee parking downtown with potential new housing in the
downtown. Other agreements could provide overnight security during events/
off hours. Parking Agreements with private property owners at 7th and Ute and
the Elks Lodge lot could provide opportunities for increased employee parking
downtown.

EASE OF ACCESS TO PARKING

Wayfinding signs should direct and inform people to underutilized parking
facilities. Connecting physical wayfinding navigational signs to a smart parking
app can show people how many spaces are available in a garage, lot, or along
the street and direct them how to get there to make an easy, positive parking
experience.

ACTIVE PARKING MANAGEMENT

Active enforcement of parking has the potential to increase revenues for parking
in downtown. Parking management encourages more efficient use of parking
resources and more efficient travel choices. Additional regulations on parking
such as dedicated delivery times and parking durations (such as 15 minute
and 2 hour parking zones) can help increase retail turnover and make parking
easier to find for customers. Pricing incentives such as increased pricing for
higher demand spaces or discounted parking for downtown business owners
or residents can help to offset the impacts.

PARKING TECHNOLOGY

Integrating the use of apps is an effective strategy to manage parking and offer
the ability to adjust parking prices based on demand or let users know where
there is a vacant parking space. Providing credit card readers will capture
customers that typically pay by phone or credit/debit card.

DOWNTOWN PARKING DISTRICT

A parking district defines an area to be managed holistically from a parking
and transportation perspective. A district-wide parking approach allows for
vehicle to utilize parking reservoirs, while taking into consideration a reduction
in parking to support active modes of transportation.
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PARK AND RIDES

Larger events and long-term parking strategies could look to provide park and
ride options utilizing the new Dash Shuttle Route. Overflow lots for downtown
events could be located at Las Colonias, the airport, CMU or on underutilized
sites in the Rail District. Coordinating a parking agreement with an under-
utilized lot in the Rail District with a park and ride (and/or bike share) would
provide a quick win strategy for increasing employee parking options in the
downtown. As the Dash becomes more viable- stakeholder CMU and Airport.
Look at commuter passes.

ZONING CODE UPDATES

Plan review requirements may include maximum parking requirements,
flexibility in providing parking off-site, and incentives for shared parking. Parking
reductions for affordable/workforce housing or transit-oriented developments
could be considered.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTICN
Hire an app developer to update existing parking app to coordinate wayfinding and parking
locations, on demand parking pricing structures.

PROIJECT
Add credit card readers to downtown meters and enforce parking,

ACTION
Look at opportunities for shared use agreements in private lots and/or a pilot park and ride
employee parking program utilizing the Dash.

SN
Review zoning code to incorporate smart parking strategies to reduce parking demands
that may inhibit development.

Ry Oyal
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ADAPTIVE REUSE OF BUILDINGS AND
SPACES TO ACTIVATE THE STREET
FRONTAGE

Incremental development is the idea that growth doesn’t happen all at once,
but incrementally over time. This model is focused on small projects in

the scale and context of the existing neighborhood. This encourages local
business owners and homeowners to take on the roles a developer usually
plays through strategies such as ADUs, adding rental units over a business,
building housing units or retail space on existing property, or bringing food
trucks to activate a vacant space. Incremental development is tangible and
even a tiny development can build value and contribute to community.

Adaptive reuse is often a first step in incremental development by re-purposing
buildings from their original purposes for different functions while at the same
time retaining their historic features to maintain the character of a certain area.
These projects are often easier to achieve because of lower infrastructure

and construction costs. Adaptive reuse can be done through reactivation

of a site or maintaining portions of an existing building as a part of a large
project. This provides powerful story-telling to future generations and visitors
while protecting a distinct architectural identity that positively impacts the
community.

ILLUSTRATIVE OF FOUND SPACES

64
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Building improvements
that are small scale and
low cost cando a lot to
activate the street frontage

and bring more vibe to % oL

downtown. Overhead & i P "
lighting, seating, rooftops - 1’ & -

and food trucks create a
cool place to hangout.
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ILLUSTRATIVE OF BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS

__ — |

Murals, garage doors,
outdoor seating,
lighting and landscape
are strategies building
owners can do to
increase their personal
property value as well
as create an engaging
downtown experience.

BUILDING IMPROVEMENTS

Redevelopment doesn’t always need to be abig project. There are opportunities
to activate the street frontage through low-cost private investment. There is
no shortage of unique historic buildings in downtown Grand Junction that
could be rehabilitated through potential grant programs and low-interest loan
programs.

FOUND SPACES —

Found spaces are small or large, under-utilized spaces that private property
owners can activate on their lots to provide places for respite along the street.
Pallet benches, tables and chairs, picnic tables, overhead lighting, grass
mats, painted asphalt, lawn games and planters are all low-cost ways to invite
people to hangout. The more ‘dwell time’ people spend in a space or area, the
more likely they are to buy something. There are many vacant spaces along
downtown streets that business owners could activate the property to capture
more customers.
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START UPS AND POP UP BUSINESS

Qutdoor markets offer low-cost, low-risk entry into a small business and also
serve to activate certain areas of downtown. Markets can also come together
under one roof to offer food and wares, effectively creating a larger grocery
store. Multiple vendors, such as the butcher, florist, baker, and dry goods
vendors act as individual entities yet partner together visually and legally
to provide food access for downtown residents. There should be a focus to
extend this type of local small business atmosphere along 7th St to activate
the corridor.

The concept of implementing a ‘Holiday Pop-Up Shop’ is an opportunity for
growing retailers or entrepreneurs to test the Downtown Grand Junction
market as a viable option for a brick-and-mortar location while contributing to
the consumer experience during one of our busiest shopping seasons. It's also
a creative strategy for attracting new retail concepts to Downtown and filling
vacant spaces during the holidays.

This program is recommended to be carried out from October 15 - First Week
of January each year. Selected retailers would be notified of their approval into
the program before the short term lease start date. The Downtown Partnership
would work with current property owners in vacant buildings to explore short
term leases for applicants that are accepted for the particular calendar year.

KEY ACTION ITEMS
ACTION

Encourage local businesses and artist to bring temporary art/sculpture, movable seating,
lighting and other temporary design ideas to activate the space.

POLICY

Remove restrictive regulations that make small business startups difficult and allow them
to cluster to create a larger entity.

PROGRAM
Create incentives for private property improvernents through grants.

SN A

@@
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of comments

X would like to see
_r) ( ), ~ MORE EVENTS
1% € ) including live

music and
festivals




-VELOPMEN T

While Main Street is at the heart of downtown, there
is a need to look at infill opportunities in the Rail and
River Districts as a way of creating a bridge between
Downtown and the River. Infill development is
important to bringing more people living and working
downtown, which is important for making downtown
feel more active and safer. There is a significant
momentum for development in Grand Junction,
including redevelopment along the Riverfront at
Los Colonias and Dos Rios, new infill development
downtown including GIS offices and townhomes at
R5, and adaptive reuse projects such as the Train
Depot and Sugar Beet Buildings.
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“| have lived downtown
before and | loved it and
miss it. | hope too again.”

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 69




BIG IDEAS:

DEVELOPMENT
SRING MOR

PEOPL

DOWN TOWN




Develop (a) grant program to
incentivize small scale local
reinvestment.

Leverage the Downtown
Partnership financial tools to
incentivize development,
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Small business owners and
downtown property owners are
in some cases struggling to be
successful. A history of vacancies
in downtown has led to a fear
that expanded development
around downtown will shrink
business for existing shops. The
truth about vibrant downtowns
is that expanding activity and
options creates a virtuous cycle
of prosperity. People like to be
in places where other people
are. The DDA should work with
businesses to help foster their
success and to understand that
more businesses is good for all
businesses.

KEY ACTION ITEMS
ACTION

Contract with a Retail and/or Small Business consultant to offer to aid building owners to
encourage better business marketing, trainings, and address business hours.

PROGRAM
Utilize Business Improvernent District (BID) and work with GJEP on attracting business to the
downtown.

@. PROGRAM
@ Coordinate with the Business Incubator on a Feasibility Study to connect local entrepreneurs,

educational programs and resources to downtown.

PROGRAM
Creating Spaces for Artist/Artists in Residence, maker spaces and pop up shops.
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The main barrier to substantial new
investment in downtown that is off-street
parking standards. The 7th St. corridor is

a key multi-modal corridor connecting the
downtown core with the new Las Colonias
development and the Colorado River. While
there is clearly an intent to bring new
development and interesting uses to this
corridor, parking requirements and limitations
on what is allowed in the C-2 zone make reuse
of these sites challenging. The City has taken
steps to reduce barriers to development and
redevelopment within the downtown core,
such as on-site parking reduction allowances.
These strategic zone changes should be
considered beyond the downtown core, such
as along 7th Street.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

Reduce off-street parking requirements within zones in the larger downtown area. Expand
off-street parking reduction allowances beyond the downtown core.

Identify and revise code barriers that make adaptive reuse difficult to achieve. For instance,
allow flexibility in achieving key life safety requirements of building code to encourage
adaptive reuse of older buildings and avoid incentivizing themn being torn down.

Conduct a code audit to identify additional barriers to development and allow for greater
flexibility to incentivize good projects that support the goals of this Plan.
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DEVELOP (A) GRANT PROGRAM(S) TO INCENTIVIZE SMALL
SCALE LOCAL REINVESTMENT IN THE DOWNTOWN

Incremental development and adaptive reuse are small scale local
reinvestment strategies that can be leveraged to activate vacant areas of
downtown. Some strategies to encourage this type of development in
downtown would be to develop grant and loan programs administrated by the
Downtown Partnership to encourage small scale investments. These would
be an application process and awarded to maximize public benefit and are
targeted to deliver outcomes unlikely to occur without the resources. Grants
would be awarded to support business and/or property redevelopment in
projects to support the goals of this Plan.
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ILLUSTRATIVE OF LOCAL REINVESTMENT

Examples of

potential projects
include storefront
improverments, upper
floor retrofit grants,
and “storeback”
improvements,

i

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION
Coordinate with the City to incentivize redevelopment on existing parking lots to activate
the street frontage along this key section of Colorado.

PROGRAM

Develop a Storefront and “Storeback” Improvernent Grant to encourage property improve-
ments for local retailer including building facades facing the alleys and bisecting spaces
for co-retail,

PROGRAM

Develop a Grant program Tenant Improvement Grants: Aimed at larger building activation
strategies, making the building cornmercially viable or renovating historic buildings and
bringing themn up to code.

PROGRAM

Develop a program for start up grants or start up loans/microloans to encourage new
businesses downtown. These should be aimed at small scale local investors such as food
trucks, pop-ups and micro-retail entrepreneurs.
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Pre-development costs are the highest risk funds in development because
many well-intentioned projects fail before they get off the ground. Municipal
fees, like tap fees, and property taxes can also be significant development
costs that local governments can consider changing, abating or discounting in
order to spur increased development. One of the benefits of downtown infill
is the infrastructure is in place. This can justify a reduction of impact fees as it
does not require the City to build new roads or put new utilities in place. The
Downtown Partnership and City should work together evaluate establishing
property tax abatement programs could be incentivize development. Term-
limited property tax abatements are an increasingly common tool being used
to jump-start redevelopment within downtown areas.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

i e
%I The DP and City should work together reduce, remove or reimburse impact fees to
encourage development within the DP through incentive programs.

PROGRAM

The DP could work with the City to develop a Property Tax Reimbursement or a 10-year
@ tax abaternent program to jump-start redevelopment by lowering operating costs for
developers.
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The first redevelopment project in a downtown area is always the most difficult
to finance, because banks relay on “comparable” projects to underwrite
development loans. If there are no recent examples of new downtown
projects, banks are reluctant to lend. Cities and DDAs can help jump start
private investment by partnering on early projects, which make every
subsequent project easier.

There is an opportunity to build momentum for downtown development
through a catalytic Public-Private Partnership (PPP) development project.
This would require securing a site, defining a set of incentives and partnering
with a developer to build a project. The level of partnership can range from
facilitation and identifying incentives, to grants and land cost discounts, to
co-investing in the project depending on the risk tolerance of the Downtown
Partnership.

A similar strategy has been used at R5, and the lessons learned from this
project can help to improve future RFP processes. The selected site should

be strategic to achieving the goals of this plan. A site along the 7th Street

or Colorado St. corridors would be an ideal project to activating these key
corridors. Some case studies have been identified as potential projects on the
Startek site, a city owned parking lot at 7th and Colorado, and the former Flea
Market site.

KEY ACTION ITEMS

ACTION

Uﬂj] Partner with the City or private property owners on site identification/land acquisition.
Prepare and issue a Request for Interest (RFI) to developers. Pro-actively market to qualified
developers in and out of the local market. Marketing materials should include key goals and
an identification of incentives, such as land cost discounts, pre-development funds, etc.
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Three development types were identified as key opportunities for increasing
activity in the downtown; adaptive reuse, vertical mixed use and urban

housing. These can be applied to a broad range of opportunity sites within the
downtown.

Three case studies were explored to better understand the development
potential for downtown within the current market and assure that
recommendations realistic and achievable. The goal is to identify roadblocks
and inform recommendations for creating a more development friendly
downtown.

OPPORTUNITY SITES IN DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

Opportunity Sites

Adaptive [ Interim
Urban Housing

Vertical MU
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LOCATION

LISES

BUILDING
CHARACTERISTICS

LOT CONDITIONS

VERTICAL
MIXED
USE

Downtown core
and commercial

corridors

Residential w/
retail ground
floor

URBAN
HOUSING

Downtown areas
without good
commercial
frontage,
residential

areas at edge of
downtown

ADAPTIVE
REUSE

Edge of
downtown core,
railyards district,
industrial areas

4-6 stories wood
frame over 1
story of parking
and/or retail

or 3-4 stories

all wood frame
with small retail
component

Downtown areas
without good
commaercial
frontage,
residential

areas at edge of
downtown

Edge of
downtown core,
railyards district,
industrial areas

at least ¥ acre,
retail-friendly
street frontage

1-3 stories wood
frame

good street-
frontage,
historic
character,
covered outdoor
space (Re-Use)

/ Parking lots,
gravel lots
(incremental)

at least 1/4 acre

at least 1/4 acre




CASE STUDY 1 - THE FLEA MARKET SITE

.13-

SITE PLAN

The Flea Market site is a 1.3acre parcel located at S. 7th St. and South Ave.

It is zoned C-2 (general commercial) with a commercial corridor overlay. It
features an existing 14,000 square foot industrial building as well as a large
paved surface parking lot. This corner site is a prime development opportunity
that is ideally located at the edge of the downtown core along a stretch of

S. 7th that recently received significant public investment in the form of a
streetscape treatment.

FLEA MARKET SITE  WHAT WE LEARNED

Lower barriers to entry for local
entrepreneurs - lower rents

Opportunity to Work with

expand food business owners
access to become
future owners
Cultivate
future brick

of brick and
mortar buildings
through seller-
financing.

and mortar
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CASE STUDY 2 - STARTEK SITE

SITE PLAN

The former StarTek site is a 5.25 acre parcel located at S. 7th St. and South
Ave. It is zoned C-2 (general commercial) with a commercial corridor overlay.
It features an existing 50,000 square foot industrial building as well as several
large surface parking lots and an undeveloped area formerly occupied by
several older structures. This large site is a prime development opportunity
that is ideally located at the edge of the downtown core along a stretch of

S. 7th that recently received significant public investment in the form of a
streetscape treatment.

STARTEK SITE. WHAT WE LEARNED

C-2 zone parking ’
requirements restricts
feasibility .

I .
With
Potentially construction
streamline costs escalating

30% over the last
few years. New

permitting / reduce
plan review for

downtown housing construction
development may be feasible
projects. at 120% of AMI
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CASE STUDY 3 - 7TH AND COLORADO

SITE PLA

The city-owned site at 7th and Colorado is an ideal candidate for more
intense mixed-use infill development. This can take the form of a traditional
development model or, with the site already in public ownership, a public-
private partnership.

JITH COLORADO  WHAT WE LEARNED

B-2 zone is extremely flexible

I

No

parking

required Public

g;:::ats) participation

may be required
_ to get initial

Potentially streamline permitting or projects off the
reduce plan review ground
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MPLEMENTATION

This Plan provides a roadmap for how to approach
development in the downtown. It is meant to guide
progress that is reflective of a community vision. The
intent is to provide actionable strategies for success with
enough flexibility to adapt to a market shifts and changing
trends.

Whenitcomestodevelopment, theDowntownPartnership
should serve the role of a partner and a facilitator to
match resources to get people in the market to get things
done. Another key outcome of these strategies will be
to attract more properties by increasing the influence
and strength of resources. The improvements outlined
in this Plan will to help the Downtown Partnership to be
more effective and yield more influence which will in
turn encourage additional properties to participate and
expand the boundary.




“I love the potential
of Downtown GJ. | get

excited about what this
place can be.”

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 85




STRATEGY

C1: Convert 4th and 5th to
Two Way Streets

ACTION

Action. Informational sessions to increase
awareness of the importance and value of
two-way streets in downtown among business
owners and residents to gather support from
the community. City Council should vote to
make this a project.

TIMING
Short Term

Project. Temporary re-striping study to ‘test’
the project north of Grand Avenue. |dentify
potential problem areas for further study, and
gain the trust of the community before a larger
infrastructure investment.

Mid Term

Project. Following a successful launch of a
test project, and with support from the local
community, the City could work with the DP to
identify a series of larger infrastructure related
projects for 4th and 5th that would convert
them into multi-modal streets with two-way
traffic, on-street parking, bike lanes and
sidewalks with street trees and furnishings.

Long Term

C2: Prioritize pedestrian
and bike improvements
to improve maobility
throughout downtown
and to the river.

Policy. Amend the GDP to update the 9th
Street sections to be more multi-modal.

Short Term

Action. Initiate conversations with BNSF to
improve pedestrian and bike access over the
Rail lines at 2nd Street and 12th Street.

Mid Term-
(With New
Projects)

Program. Coordinate a community crosswalk
paint program at the intersections along
Colorado as a pilot project.

Short Term

Project. Review intersections along Riverside
Parkway, 5th and South, 7th and South, Ute
and 2nd, Pitkin and 2nd, and the roundabout
at 7th and Main for an improved pedestrian
access. 6th and Grand, 3rd and Grand.

Long Term

Project. Better understand the types of

bike lanes facilities the community wants.
Develop a design plan and identify funding to
implement bike lanes.
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DP ROLE

City Led Project, DP to
assist with advocacy.
Business and neighbour
outreach and support.

PARTNERSHIPS

Business Owners,
Stakeholders,
Neighbourhoods

FUNDING

City Lead, DP Support

City Lead, DP Support

Potential Funding Partnership
with the DP.

Identify CIP funding

Support implementation
of multi-modal facilities in
new projects.

Identify CIP funding

Facilitate with artists and
City.

DP Lead, City Support, Arts
and Community Support.

City and DP to partner on
Funding. Look for Grant
funding and Creative District
Funding.

City Led Project, DP to
assist with advocacy.
Business and neighbour
outreach and support.

City lead Pedestrian Access
Plan.

Identify CIP funding

City Led Project, DP to
assist with advocacy.
Business and neighbour
outreach and support.

Neighbourhood
Organizations, City of Grand
Junction, Urban Trails

Identify CIP funding
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STRATEGY ACTION TIMING
Action. Engage in discussion with CDOT for Mid Term
traffic calming tools and a better pedestrian
crossing at 5th and South.

C3: Create a 2nd Street Project. As of summer, 2019, the City has Short Term

Promenade connecting initiated a study group to look at ideas for

the Train Depot to Two a pedestrian corridor along 2nd Street and

Rivers Plaza. has identified this as an important project for
downtown.

Action. Coordinate with CDOT to obtain a Short Term
signalized intersection through a warrant study

to better understand the need for a signal

at these intersections and the Communities

support.

C4: Initiate a Gateway Action. The DDA should initiate a Mid Term

and Wayfinding Study comprehensive wayfinding and gateway study

to improve ease of to provide a strategy for bringing people to

navigation for pedestrians, | and navigating around downtown.

bike and vehicles in

downtown.

STRATEGY ACTION TIMING

P1: Extend the vibrancy | Action. The DDA should work with the local Short Term

from Main to Colorado businesses to create a brand and marketing

between 4th and 7th. strategy for this area which could include the
‘Artline’, identity of the alleys and breezeways,
murals, creative district programs and event
programs.

P2: Encourage more Action. Test the concept of a flexible use Short Term

community gathering and | event space at 5th and Colorado within the

event space in downtown. | existing DDA programs/event schedule.

Locate farmers markets, chalk art festival,

adding a temporary music stage to an existing

event and/or as a designated food truck

location.

Action. Utilize the lot at 5th and Colorado for | Mid Term

a pilot food truck program, that happens once

or twice a month.

Policy. Change the municipal code to allow Short Term

vendors to cluster, no required distance
separation of clustered vendor pods, allow a
range of vendor types (truck, carts, clothing,
double decker bus), allow mobile vendors to
stay in place for extended periods of time.
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DP ROLE

DP to advocate for
downtown stakeholders

PARTNERSHIPS
City lead, DP Support

FUNDING
Active Transportation Plan

Align Objectives

City Lead, DP Support

Potential Funding Partnership
with the DDA.

DP to advocate for
downtown stakeholders

City Lead, DP Support

DP retain consultants.
Coordinate stakeholders
and implementation.

DP Lead with City Support.
Coordinate with Local
Businesses, Arts and Creative
District. Visit Grand Junction
Branding?

Potential Creative District
Funds. Includes 2 Creative
District Signs Locations.

DP ROLE PARTNERSHIPS FUNDING
CGOCO Grant

DP to bring events, City to | City to support permitting

permit use. and use of property.

DP lead on enhancements | City to support permitting DP Funding.

and infrastructure project
with support from City.

and use of property.

DP to support/advocate
for businesses.

City to Lead Code Review.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 89




STRATEGY

ACTION

Project. Based on feedback from the
businesses and local community, develop a
plan to implement permanent improvements
in the plaza.

TIMING
Mid Term

Program. Develop a pop-up shop program to
activate spaces downtown

Mid Term

P3: Activate alleys and
breezeways.

Action. The DDA and the Arts Commission
should collaborate to develop a Murals Grant
Program to encourage both local and regional
artists and highlight the unigue history and
character of Grand Junction.

Short Term

Policy. Review and/or revise the existing
fagade grant program to include back of
building improvements.

Short Term

Project. Develop a plan to implement larger
scale investments such as improved paving,
increased lighting, signage in the alleys.

Mid to
Long Term

P4: Design Competition
for Whitman Park

Action. Bring a design competition to
redesign Whitman Park. This should engage
local or national experts to think creatively
about low cost solutions for Whitman Park.

Mid Term

Project. Identify low cost safety improvements
to Whitman Park.

Mid Term

Program. Establish a Public-private
partnership oversee maintenance and a sense
of ownership to protect the transformation of
the uses of the park.

Mid Term

P5: Develop a program(s)
to better utilize parking.

Action. Hire an app developer to update
existing parking app to coordinate wayfinding
and parking locations, on demand parking
pricing structures.

Mid Term

Project. Add credit card readers to downtown
meters and enforce parking.

Short Term

Action. Look at opportunities for shared use
agreements in private lots and/or a pilot park
and ride employee parking program utilizing
the Dash.

Short Term

Policy. Review zoning code to incorporate
smart parking strategies to reduce parking
demands.

Mid Term

S0 | DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION




DDA ROLE
DP to lead on planning.

PARTNERSHIPS

City to coordinate property,
maintenance as a public
park. Potential partnership.

FUNDING

CIP funding partnership or
allocation of TIF (BID)

DP to lead on programs

Coordinate with Business
Incubator an the DDA’ in
Colorado.

DP

Arts Commission, Park

DP Funding. Explore Creative

Department District Funding and Grants.
DP to review program
policy.
DP to lead on planning. City to coordinate property. | CIP funding partnership or

Maintenance as a public
park. Coordination with
Utilities. Potential funding

allocation of TIF (BID)

DP to lead on planning.

partnership.

DP to lead on planning. Shared costs for City, DOLA placemaking grants
downtown agencies. and/or GOCO funds

DP to lead on planning. Public Private Partnership
or coordinate a 501C3 to

organize and maintain park.

DP to hire consultant to
best inform the City.

City to advocate for best
practices in downtown.

DP to lead on identifying
private partners for shared
use agreements.

Private property owners

DP to support/advocate
for businesses.

City to Lead Code Review.
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STRATEGY ACTION TIMING
P6: Adaptive Reuse of Action. Encourage local businesses and artist | Short Term
Buildings and Spacesto | to bring temporary art/sculpture, movable
active the street frontage. |seating, lighting and other temporary design
ideas to activate private properties.
Policy. Remove restrictive regulations that Mid Term
make small business startups difficult and
allow them to cluster to create a larger entity.
Program. Create incentives for private Mid Term
property improvements through grants.
STRATEGY ACTION TIMING
D1: Support existing Action. Contract with a Retail andfor Small Short Term
businesses in the Business consultant to offer to aid building
downtown through owners to encourage better business
programs and Attract marketing, trainings, and address business
more business diversity to | hours.
downtown.
Program. Develop programs and incentives for | Short Term
attracting business to the downtown,
Program. Coordinate with the Business Short Term
Incubator on a Feasibility Study to connect
local entrepreneurs, educational programs and
resources to downtown.
Program. Creating Spaces for Artist/Artists in | Mid Term
Residence, maker spaces and pop up shops.
D2: Develop (a) Grant Action. Incentivize redevelopment on existing | Mid Term
Program(s) to incentivize | parking lots to activate the street frontage
small scale local along this key section of Colorado.
reinvestment in the
downtown.
Program. Develop a Storefront and Short Term
“Storeback” Improvement Grant to encourage
property improvements for local retailer
including building fagades facing the alleys
and bisecting spaces for co-retail.
Program. Develop a Grant program Tenant Short Term

Improvement Grants: Aimed at larger building
activation strategies, making the building
commercially viable or renovating historic
buildings and bringing them up to code.
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DDA ROLE PARTNERSHIPS FUNDING
DP to develop programs to | DP, Businesses, Business

support. Incubator

DP to advocate for down- | City to Lead.

town stakeholders

DP to Lead.

DDA ROLE PARTNERSHIPS FUNDING

GJEP

Business Incubator

Business Incubator

Coordinate with City

Coordinate with City

Coordinate with City
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STRATEGY

ACTION

Program. Develop a program for start up grants
or start up loans/microloans to encourage new
businesses downtown. These should be aimed
at small scale local investors such as food

trucks, pop-ups and micro-retail entrepreneurs.

TIMING
Short Term

D3: Adjustments to
codes and policy that are
barriers to development.

Policy: Reduce off-street parking requirements
within zones in the larger downtown area.
Expand off-street parking reduction allowances
beyond the downtown core.

Short Term

Policy: Identify and revise code barriers that
make adaptive reuse difficult to achieve. For
instance, allow flexibility in achieving key

life safety requirements of building code to
encourage adaptive reuse of older buildings
and avoid incentivizing them being torn down.

Mid Term

Policy. Conduct a code audit to identify
additional barriers to development and allow
for greater flexibility to incentivize good
projects that support the goals of this Plan.

Mid Term

D4: Leverage the
DDA financial tools to
incentivize development.

Policy. Reduce, remove or reimburse impact
fees to encourage development within the DP
through incentive programs.

Mid Term

Program. Develop a Property Tax
Reimbursement or a 10-year tax abatement
program to jump-start redevelopment by
lowering operating costs for developers.

Mid Term

D5: DDA tolead a
strategic catalytic
development project.

Action: Partner on site identification / land
acquisition and prepare and issue a Request for
Interest (RFI) to developers. Pro-actively market
to qualified developers in and out of the local
market. Marketing materials should include key
goals and an identification of incentives, such
as land cost discounts and pre-development
funds.

Short Term
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DDA ROLE PARTNERSHIPS FUNDING
Coordinate with City

City to Lead

City to Lead

City to Lead

The DP and City should work
together

the DP and City should work
together

Partner with City or Private
Property Owners.

The Plan of Development goals, strategies and actions are intended to provide an
outline to the Downtown Partnership Board in implementing a community vision for
downtown over the next 10 years. The Downtown Partnership will use the above
strategies and actions in annual strategic plan containing specific programs and
project focus areas for the year. The strategies and actions should be reviewed
every year to identify successful outcomes, reassess the yearly priorities and
problem solve future issues.

These strategies and actions should be updated as needed with input by the City,
stakeholders, and elected officials.
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APPENDIX

The following documents capture critical aspects of
the project that cannot be entirely communicated in
this Plan. These documents can be used for reference
to understand how the ideas in the Plan evolved.
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APPENDIX A

The Phase1and Phase 2 Input Summary documents the issues and opportunities
from the first phases of work. This document describes the feedback received
from the community and how this informed the goals of the plan. Ideas for
potential strategies are also explored.

The Phase 1and 2 Summary can be found here.

APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

The community was an essential part of the planning process. From focus
groups, to surveys, to comment boxes, to online surveys, to social media
engagement and in-person workshops- the community of Grand Junction had
an important role in shaping the future of downtown.

A Summary of Engagement can be found here.

PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT | 97



UUWN 1VVYVIN

AND JUNCTION COLORADO

Lige Happems Here



EXHIBIT 4 — Map of DDA POD Boundary

Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction
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EXHIBIT 5 — Proposed Ordinance

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 2019
PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT AND REPEALING THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY 1981 PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT

Recitals

A Plan of Development for the DDA was originally adopted in 1981 and has since
received minor updates, mostly recently in 2017 in the form of updates to address public
improvements to the Las Colonias area. This 2019 “Vibrant Together” Plan of
Development identifies changes to conditions in the Downtown Development Authority
area and explicitly delineates strategies to improve connectivity, infill development
potential, and sense of place in the downtown.

Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-25-807(4)(b), prior to its approval of a plan of development, the
governing body shall submit such plan to the planning board of the municipality, if any,
for review and recommendations. The planning board shall submit its written
recommendations with respect to the proposed plan of development to the governing
body within thirty days after receipt of the plan for review.

After public notice and public hearing, the Planning Commission recommended
approval of the amendment to the Plan of Development and the City Council finds that
the proposed amendment is consistent with the City's overall vision, as included in the
Comprehensive Plan, the Greater Downtown Plan, and sections of the Zoning and
Development Code specifically related to Downtown. Further, the City Council finds
that the plan will afford maximum opportunity, consistent with the sound need and plans
of the municipality as a whole, for the development or redevelopment of the plan of
development area.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

The Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction, Colorado (DDA) 1981 Plan of
Development be repealed and Replaced by the 2019 “Vibrant Together” Plan of
Development in the form of the document attached hereto.



INTRODUCED on first reading the ___ dayof ___, 2019 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading the day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of the Council

City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.b.ii.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduce an Ordinance Zoning the Adams Il Annexation R-8 (Residential - 8 du/ac),
Located at 216 27 1/2 Road and Set a Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this item at their September 24, 2019 meeting and
recommended approval (7 - 0).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, Paul Adams, is requesting a zone of annexation to R-8 (Residential — 8
du/ac) for the Adams |l Annexation. The 1.99-acre parcel of land is located in Orchard
Mesa, directly west of the Mesa County Fairgrounds at the intersection of B ¥ Road
and 27 %2 Road, south of Highway 50 and has a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map designation of Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac). The properly currently contains
a single-family detached home along with various accessory buildings.

The Applicant is requesting annexation into the City limits per the Persigo Agreement
between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction in order to market and sell the
property in conjunction with the neighboring property to the west of 13.31 acres that is
also owned by the Applicant and recently annexed and zoned R-8 (Residential — 8
du/ac) (Adams Annexation) in 2018. The request for annexation will be considered
separately by the City Council also on November 6, 2019.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Applicant, Paul Adams, has requested annexation of a parcel of land into the City



limits located at 216 27 ¥z Road, in anticipation of future residential subdivision
development. Though there is not a pending development application, should the
Applicant or future owner want to develop they would be subject to annexation as
compelled by the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County. This agreement
requires all future residential development that is considered annexable development
be annexed, zoned and reviewed by the City. The property currently contains a single-
family detached home and various accessory buildings and is approximately 1.99-acres
in size. There is no dedicated right-of-way included in the annexation, however, the
Applicant’s property extends to the centerline of both B %4 and 27 2 Road through the
use of a road easement. Through the annexation process, the City would take
ownership and maintenance obligations for this 6,400 square feet of roadway. The
Applicant is requesting a zone of annexation to R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) to match
the zoning district on the adjacent 13.31-acre parcel of land which is also owned by the
Applicant.

The property is currently in the County and retains a County zoning of RSF-4
(Residential Single Family — 4 du/ac). Surrounding and adjacent properties are also
zoned RSF-4 in the County, ranging in size from 0.56 to 3.88 acres, with the exception
of the Mesa County Fairgrounds property which is zoned PUD (Planned Unit
Development). Adjacent property within the City limits to the west is zoned R-8 with C-
2 (General Commercial) zoning to the north and contains the land use of Humphrey
RV. The subject property has a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use designation of
Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac). The requested zone district of R-8 is in conformance
with the Future Land Use designation for the area.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting regarding the proposed Annexation and Zoning was held on
June 10, 2019 in accordance with Section 21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and
Development Code. The Applicant and City staff were present, however no citizens
attended the meeting. To date, no concerns have been voiced by the neighborhood
and City staff has not received any comments from the public regarding this request.
An official application for annexation and zoning was submitted to the City of Grand
Junction for review on July 5, 2019.

Notice was completed consistent with the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the
City's Zoning and Development Code. The subject property was posted with an
application sign on July 31, 2019. 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 Planning Commission public hearing was published September 17, 2019
in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.



ANALYSIS

The criteria for review is set forth in Section 21.02.140 (a) and includes that the City
may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the following rezone
criteria as identified:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or

The property owner has petitioned for annexation into the City limits with a requested
zoning district of R-8 which is compatible with the existing Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map designation of Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac). Since the property is
currently in the County, the annexation of the property is a subsequent event that will
invalidate the original premise; a county zoning designation. The requested annexation
and zoning is also in accordance with the Persigo Agreement between Mesa County
and the City of Grand Junction, which states that all new development shall be
annexed into the City limits. Therefore, Staff has found this criterion has been met.

(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment
is consistent with the Plan; and/or

The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2010, designated this property as
Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac). The Applicant is requesting an allowable zone
district that is consistent with the higher end of the density range allowed by the
Residential Medium category. The character and/or condition of the surrounding area
has not changed in recent years as the area is made up of larger residential acreage
that has remained undeveloped or underdeveloped and/or commercially zoned
properties, however, the requested zone district of R-8 is compatible with the
Comprehensive Plan designation. Further subdivision development and/or lot splits are
feasible in the future for this and other properties in the area that are large enough to
accommodate such development.

Because there has been no apparent change of character and/or condition and the
area has not significantly changed, Staff finds that this criterion has not been met.

(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land
use proposed; and/or

Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the property and
are sufficient to serve land uses associated with the R-8 zone district. City Sanitary
Sewer and Ute Water are presently both available within the 27 2 Road & B % Road
rights-of-way respectfully. Property can also be served by Xcel Energy natural gas and



Grand Valley Power electric. A short distance away is Dos Rios Elementary School
and further to the north along Highway 50 are commercial retail centers that includes
offices, convenience stores and gas islands, restaurants, commercial businesses and a
grocery store. The property is also directly west of the Mesa County Fairgrounds.

The public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of the
residential land use proposed, therefore, staff finds this criterion has been met.

(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community,
as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or

The property and surrounding area to the north, west and south is designated on the
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map as Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac) with
Commercial to the north and Park designations to the east. The proposed zoning of R-
8 meets with the intent of achieving the desired density for the property, with this
request, to develop at the higher end of the Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac)

category. The adjacent 13.31-acres, owned by the applicant was recently annexed into
the City limits in 2018 and zoned R-8. The R-8 zone district comprises the largest
amount of residential acreage within the City limits. However, in Orchard Mesa and
south of Highway 50, there exists limited R-8 zoning. The lack of supply for this zone
type impedes the ability to provide a diverse supply of housing types; a key principle in
the Comprehensive Plan. Because of lack of supply in this part of the community, Staff
finds this criterion to be met.

(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from
the proposed amendment.

Annexation and zoning of the property will create consistent land use jurisdiction within
the City consistent with an Intergovernmental Agreement with the County. The
requested zone district will also provide an opportunity for housing within a range of
density that is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan in this area to meet the needs
of the growing community. This principle is supported and encouraged by the
Comprehensive Plan and furthers the plan's goal of promoting a diverse supply of
housing types; a key principle in the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, Staff finds that
the community and area will benefit from this proposed request and that this criterion
has been met.

Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code provides
that the zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan and the criteria set forth. Though other zone districts could be
considered, the R-8 zone district is consistent with the recommendations of the Plan’s
Future Land Use Map.



In addition to the zoning requested by the petitioner, the following zone districts would
also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of Residential Medium (4
— 8 du/ac) for the subject property.

R-4 (Residential — 4 du/ac)
R-5 (Residential — 5 du/ac)
R-12 (Residential — 12 du/ac)
R-16 (Residential — 16 du/ac)
R-0O (Residential Office)

In reviewing the other zoning district options for the Residential Medium designation,
the zoning districts of R-4, R-5, R-8 & R-O allow single-family detached residential
development as an allowed land use. However, the residential zone districts of R-12,
R-16 and R-O would allow multi-family residential development through the use of the
Blended Land Use Map and have a higher maximum residential density than what the
Comprehensive Plan anticipates for this property and area of the community.

Further, the zoning request is consistent with the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

Goal 1/ Policy A: Land use decisions will be consistent with Future Land Use Map.

Goal 3: The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread
future growth throughout the community.

Goal 5: To Provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.

Policy C: Increasing the capacity of housing developers to meet housing demand.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

After reviewing the Adams Il Annexation, ANX-2019-384, for a Zone of Annexation
from County RSF-4 (Residential Single Family — 4 du/ac) to a City R-8 (Residential — 8
du/ac), the following findings of fact have been made:

In accordance with Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Zoning and Development Code, the
application meets one or more of the rezone criteria.

In accordance with Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Zoning and Development Code, the
application is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Therefore, City Staff recommends approval of the requested Zone of Annexation.



FISCAL IMPACT:

As the property is developed, property tax levies and municipal sales and use tax will
be collected, as applicable. For every $250,000 of actual value, City property tax
revenue on residential property at the current assessment rate would be $144
annually. Sales and use tax revenues will be dependent on construction activity and
ongoing consumer spending on City taxable items for residential and commercial uses.
Fire

Currently the property is in the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District (Rural
District) which is served by the Grand Junction Fire Department through a contract
with the Rural District. The Rural District collects a 5.938 mill levy that generates $44
per year in property taxes that are passed on to the City of Grand Junction per the
contract. If annexed, the Rural District mill levy will be removed and the City's 8 mills
that will generate property tax revenue of $60 per year. Property tax will need to pay
for not only fire and emergency medical services but also other City services provided
to the area.

No changes in fire protection and emergency medical response are expected due to
this annexation. Primary response is from Fire Station 4 at 2884 B 2 Road. Response
time from Fire Station 4 is within National Fire Protection Association guidelines and
any increase in calls for service based on the proposed zoning is predicted to be
minimal.

Utilities
Water and sewer services are available to this property.

This property is within the Ute Water District service area. An 8-inch water line runs
along the northern boundary on B %4 Road.

The property is currently within the Persigo 201 Sewer Service Area and currently has
sewer connection to the existing one home on the property. There is sufficient sewer
collection and treatment capacity for 16 additional dwelling units.

Plant Capacity: Based on the Future Land Use (FLU) designation, the maximum
anticipated additional flow associated with 16 equivalent units (EQUs) is about 1,920
gallons per day. The Persigo wastewater treatment plant has sufficient capacity to
accommodate this development. The current capacity of the wastewater treatment
plant is 12,500,000 gallons per day. The plant currently only receives approximately 9
million gallons per day. Therefore, the plant has ample capacity to accommodate this
additional flow. If the property constructs 16 additional dwelling units, it would be
assessed the current plant investment fee (PIF) of $4,776 per equivalent unit (2019
rate) or $19,104. This fee is intended to pay the equivalent share of the payments due
on bonds for the existing wastewater treatment plant and infrastructure.

Ability to Serve Area: The property is currently served by an 8-inch sewer main on 27



Y2 Road. There is available capacity in this sewer collection system to accommodate
future development of this property with 16 additional dwelling units.

Sewer Service Charges: Monthly sewer service rates for single family units are
$22.40. These rates have been determined sufficient to cover the cost of service.

Police

To determine/anticipate what the impact may be to the GJPD in providing police
services should the city proceed with this development, calls for service during 2017
and 2018 were pulled. A review of that data revealed that there were no calls for
service. A review of data of like density address (Kelso Mesa Dr., Trevor Mesa Dr.,
and Love Mesa Dr) revealed that there were 16 calls for service in 2017 and 23 calls
for service in 2018 at (Kelso Mesa Dr., Trevor Mesa Dr., and Love Mesa Dr.) which is
similar in residential density. Based on that information, we anticipate that any calls for
service by GJPD for this location will equal to .1% of an officer.

With that said, at this point, the City Police Department does not anticipate a need for
an increase in personnel or equipment in order to provide law enforcement services to
this proposed annexation. However, this annexation, along with any future
annexations/developments will no doubt have an ultimate cumulative impact that will
require an increase in law enforcement personnel and equipment in order to provide
adequate services.

Public Works

B % Road was previously annexed, however additional 130 feet of open drainage
facilities will be added to the City's inventory to maintain. 27 2 Road consists of 20-
foot wide asphalt pavement in poor to fair condition. Approximately 6400 square feet of
asphalt is part of the annexation. No curb, gutter, sidewalk or streetlights are present.
An open drain is on the east side of 27 2 Road outside the annexation boundary that
will remain Mesa County’s responsibility.

As 27 2 Road is a local road, the developer would be required to construct its half of
the road and therefore there would be no future capital construction impact on the City.

Future chip seal costs for 27 2 Road are estimated at $1,750 for the current width and
would be planned as part this area’s normal chip seal cycle in the next six years. As
the road is a local road there would be no striping and minimal signage. There are no
street lights. Annual maintenance for the 130 feet of open drain on the south side of B
¥ Rd would run approximately $100/year.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance zoning the Adams Il Annexation to R-8 (Residential -
8 du/ac), located at 216 27 1/2 Road and set a public hearing for November 6, 2019.

Attachments
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE ADAMS Il ANNEXATION
TO R-8 (RESIDENTIAL - 8 DU/AC)

LOCATED AT 216 27 = ROAD
Recitals

The property owner has requested annexation of the 1.999-acre property into the
City limits in anticipation of future residential subdivision development

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning
& Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended
approval of zoning the Adams |l Annexation to the R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) zone
district, finding that it conforms with the designation of Residential Medium (4 — 8 du/ac)
as shown on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan and the
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and is generally compatible with land uses
located in the surrounding area.

After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that
the R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac) zone district is in conformance with at least one of the
stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning & Development Code.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
THAT:

ADAMS Il ANNEXATION

The following property be zoned R-8 (Residential — 8 du/ac).

A certain parcel of land lying in the North-Half (N 1/2) of the Southeast Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of
the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly
described as follows:

The East 132.0' of the North one-half of the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter
(SE 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal
Meridian.

CONTAINING 87,094 Square Feet or 1.999 Acres, more or less, as described

INTRODUCED on first reading this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.



ADOPTED on second reading this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of the Council

City Clerk
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Grand Junction
(-_'_c-‘_\__ COLODRADOD

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.b.iii.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Senta Costello, Planner

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Senta Costello, Associate Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduce an Ordinance Zoning Zona's Annexation C-1 (Light Commercial), Located at
408 29 Road and Set a Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this item at their September 24, 2019 meeting and
recommended approval (7 - 0).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, Roy and Marilyn Anderson, are requesting a zone of annexation to C-1
(Light Commercial) for Zona's Annexation. The 1.82-acre property consisting of one
parcel is located at the north of the corner of D Road and Roberts Road. The Applicant
is requesting annexation into the City limits consistent with the requirements of the
Persigo Agreement between Mesa County and the City of Grand Junclion to be able lo
continue to operate an auto repair business with a business residence on the property,
currently under city review, which would require a rezone. The Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map designates this property as Village Center and this request
conforms with this designation. The request for annexation will be considered
separately by the City Council also on November 6, 2019.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Applicant, Roy and Marilyn Anderson, have requested annexation of land into the
City limits, located at 408 29 Road, to be able to continue to operate an auto repair
business with a business residence on the property, currently under city review, which
would require a rezone. The property to be zoned consists of one parcel of land and is



approximately 1.82 acres in size. The one parcel site currently has a single family
house and an auto repair shop. The Applicant is requesting a zone of annexation to C-
1 (Light Commercial).

The parcel of land is currently in the County and has a County zoning of RSF-R
(Residential Single Family — 5 acres per dwelling unit) and surrounding properties east
and north are also zoned County RSF-R and C-1 in the City to the south and PD
(Planned Development) across 29 Road. The subject property has a Future Land Use
designation of Village Center. The Applicant's proposed zoning designation of R-8 C-1
meets with the intent of the Land Use Map achieving the desired intensity for the

property.
NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting regarding the proposed Annexation and Zoning was held on
July 15, 2019 in accordance with Section 21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and Development
Code. The Applicant’s and City staff were in attendance along with one citizens.
Comments expressed by the attendees centered on long term use of the property with
general approval and positive feedback.

Notice was completed consistent with the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the
City’s Zoning and Development Code. The subject property was posted with an
application sign on August 8, 2019. 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 11,
2019. The notice of this public hearing was published September 17, 2019 in the
Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

ANALYSIS

The criteria for review is set forth in Section 21.02.140 (a) and includes that the City
may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the following rezone
criteria as identified:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or
The property owners have petitioned for annexation into the City limits with a requested
zoning district of C-1 (Light Commercial). Since the property is currently in the County,
the annexation of the property is a subsequent event that will invalidated the original
premise; the property can no longer have a county zoning designation. Therefore,
Staff has found this criterion has been met.



(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment
is consistent with the Plan; and/or

The adopted Comprehensive Plan designated this property with a Future Land Use
designation of Village Center. The character and/or condition of the area was mostly
undeveloped agricultural land prior to the adoption of the 2010 Comprehensive Plan,
although it has continued to urbanize with the addition of Maverik Convenience
Store/Gas Station to the south, elevator manufacturing business to the north and G &
G Petroleum Convenience Store/Gas Station to the southwest of the subject property.
The subject property is currently an infill site, part of the urbanization going on around
it. Therefore, Staff finds that this criterion has been met.

(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land
use proposed; and/or

Water and sewer services are available to this property in 29 Road. This property is
within the Ute Water Conservancy District service area. A % -inch water line services
the property. An 8-inch line is located in 29 Road. The property is currently within the
Persigo 201 Sewer Service Area and the Persigo wastewater treatment plant and has
current sewer service. The property can also be served by Xcel Energy natural gas and
electric.

To the south along 29 Road are an existing convenience store and gas islands and one
to begin construction shortly. A mile north is North Avenue with access to restaurants,
commercial businesses and Walmart.

Grand Junction Fire Department finds the public and community facilities regarding fire
and emergency medical services are adequate to serve the type and scope of the
commercial land use proposed. This property is currently in the Grand Junction Rural
Fire Protection District and fire and emergency medical response is provided from the
Station 1 at 625 Ute Avenue; with Annexation, the property will still be served by the
Grand Junction Fire Department from Fire Station #1. Evaluation of fire and EMS
incident data, shows no incidents at this location and the annexation and proposed
development is not predicted to add substantially to the current fire and EMS incident
load.

On input provide by a number of utility and service providers, staff has found that public
and community facilities are adequate to serve the type of residential land use
proposed and therefore, staff finds this criterion has been met.

(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community,
as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or
The property has a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation of Village



Center. The site currently has a single family house and an auto repair shop. The
proposed zoning designation of C-1 meets with the intent of achieving the desired
overall intensity for the property. Citywide, seventeen (17) percent of existing property
in the City limits with a C-1 zoning designation is vacant. The area is shown as Village
Center on the Future Land Use Map; however, there are only four properties within the
Village Center area currently zoned with a designation that implements the Future Land
Use designation. Staff finds that there is an inadequate supply of the requested zoning
designation in the area and, therefore, has found this criterion to have been met.

(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from
the proposed amendment.

Annexation and zoning of the property will create consistent land use jurisdiction within
the City consistent with an Intergovernmental Agreement with the County. The
requested zoning will also further implement the Comprehensive Plan Village Center
vision for this area. This principle is supported and encouraged by the Comprehensive
Plan. Therefore, Staff finds that this criterion has been met.

Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code provides
that the zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan and the criteria set forth. Generally, future development should be
at a density/intensity equal to or greater than the allowed density/intensity of the
applicable County zoning district. The proposed C-1 zone district is of a greater
intensity than the existing RSF-R zone district of Mesa County. Though other zone
districts could also be considered, as listed below, this zone district comports with the
recommendations of the Plan's Future Land Use Map.

Other zone districts permitted within the Village Center Land Use designation and
implement the Comprehensive Plan include:

- R-8
- R-12
+R-16

- R-24
«R-0

- B-1

« MXR-3,5
« MXG-3,5
-« MXS-3,5
« MU

Further, the zoning request is consistent with the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:



Goal 1/ Policy A: Land use decisions will be consistent with Future Land Use Map.

Goal 3: The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread
future growth throughout the community.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

After reviewing Zona's Annexation, ANX-2019-408, for a Zone of Annexation from
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family — 5 ac/du) to a City C-1 (Light Commercial),
the following findings of fact have been made:

In accordance with Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Zoning and Development Code, the
request meets one or more of the rezone criteria.

In accordance with Section 21.02.160 (f) of the Zoning and Development Code, the
request is consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan.

Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the requested Zone of Annexation.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The provision of municipal services will be consistent with adjacent properties already
in the City. Property tax levies and municipal sales/use tax will be collected, as
applicable, upon annexation. Based on the current assessed values of the annexation
area, the City property tax revenue is estimated to be $640 annually. The home
business operation will be subject to applicable sales tax licensing and collection
requirements as well.

Fire

Currently the property is in the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District (Rural
District) which is served by the Grand Junction Fire Department through a contract with
the Rural District. The Rural District collects a 5.938 mill levy that generates $475 per
year in property taxes that are passed on to the City of Grand Junction per the
contract. If annexed, the Rural District mill levy will be removed and the City's 8 mills
will generate property tax revenue at the rates discussed above. Property tax will need
to pay for not only fire and emergency medical services but also other City services
provided to the area.

The fire department has responded to this location three times in the last 3 years. With
no immediate change in the occupancy or use of the property the department does not
predict the incident volume to change substantially as a result of this annexation.
Primary response is from Fire Station 1 at 625 Ute Avenue. Response time from Fire
Station 1 is within National Fire Protection Association guidelines.

Utilities



Water and sewer services are available to this property.

This property is within the Ute Water District service area. An 8-inch water serves this
property along 29 Road.

The property is currently within the Persigo 201 Sewer Service Area. However, the
property currently has a sewer tap. No change in service is anticipated.

Police

In an effort to determine/anticipate what the impact may be to the GJPD in providing
police services should the city proceed with this development, calls for service during
2017 and 2018 were pulled. A review of that data revealed that there were two calls for
service. A review of data of like density address (2911 D Rd. and 2923 D Rd.)
revealed that there were 0 calls for service in 2017 and 0 calls for service in 2018 at
(2911 D Rd. and 2923 D Rd.) which is similar in light commercial. Based on that
information we anticipate that any calls for service by GJPD for this location will equal
to .0% of an officer.

With that said, at this point, we do not anticipate a need for an increase in personnel or
equipment in order to provide law enforcement services to this proposed annexation.
However, this annexation along with any future annexations/developments will no
doubt have an ultimate cumulative impact that will require an increase in law
enforcement personnel and equipment in order to provide adequate services.

Public Works

This section of 29 Road was constructed in 2007 as a five lane minor arterial and
therefore no additional capital construction dollars are anticipated. Additional
maintenance will be limited to the existing 160 feet x 32 feet of asphalt pavement and
approximately 160 feet of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Pavement condition is in good
condition with an estimated pavement condition index of 70.

Future chip seal costs for this 5,160 square feet of 29 Road are estimated at $1,400
and would be planned as part this area’s normal chip seal cycle in the next six years.
Signage, striping, sweeping is anticipated at $15/year. Streetlights are located just to
the south and north of this annexation.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance zoning Zona's Annexation to C-1 (Light Commercial),
located at 408 29 Road and set a public hearing for November 6, 2019.

Attachments

1. Maps and Photo



2.

Zoning Ordinance



Zona’s Annexation - Expanded City Limits Location Map
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Zona’s Annexation Photo

View of property from 29 Road looking east



Exhibit 4

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING ZONA'S ANNEXATION
TO C-1 (LIGHT COMMERCIAL)

LOCATED AT 408 29 ROAD
Recitals

The property owners have requested annexation of the 1.82-acre property into
the City limits in anticipation of commercial use of the property

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning
& Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended
approval of zoning Zona's Annexation to the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district
respectfully, finding that it conforms with Village Center as shown on the Future Land
Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan and the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies
and is generally compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.

After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that
the C-1 (Light Commercial) zone district is in conformance with at least one of the
stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development
Code.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
THAT:

ZONA’S ANNEXATION

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 17, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian,
County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the Southwest comer of said Section 17 and assuming the West line
of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 17 bears N 00°13'10" W with all other bearings
contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement, N
00°1310" W along the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 17, a distance of
330.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said Point of Beginning, continue
N 00°13'10” W along the West line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 17, a distance
of 165.20 feet; thence N 89°58'45" E, along the North line of that certain parcel of land
described with Reception Number 2790261, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado,
a distance of 527.36 feet; thence S 00°13'10" E, along the East line of said parcel, a



distance of 165.20 feet; thence S 89°58'45" W, along the South line of said certain parcel
of land, a distance of 527.36 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.

CONTAINING 87,120 Square Feet or 2.000 Acres, more or less, as described.
INTRODUCED on first reading this day of ___, 2019 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of the Council

City Clerk
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CITY O

Grand Junction
(-_'_c-‘_\__ COLODRADOD

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #3.a.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Ken Watkins, Fire Chief, Gus Hendricks, Emergency Manager/Fire
Training Chief

Department: Fire
Submitted By: Kirsten Armbruster - Project Engineer

Information
SUBJECT:
2019 Fire Training Facility - Burn Slab
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the City Council give preliminary approval for the advanced award
selection for the 2019 Fire Training Facility - Burn Slab, of which the solicitation
process is currently underway, for an anticipated contract cost of $285,000.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This item is for the preliminary approval for the advanced award selection for the Fire
Training Facility Burn Slab on Whitewater Hill.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

In 2014, the City of Grand Junction and the Grand Junction Fire Department (GJFD)
started building the infrastructure for firefighter training on land owned by Colorado
Mesa University that was secured to build a regional public safety training center called
the Colorado Law Enforcement Training Center (CLETC). This property was identified
for public safety use through a combined partnership between Colorado Mesa
University, Mesa County, and the City of Grand Junction. The first portion of the fire
training facility extended a 6" water line to this site in order to support firefighting
operations at a fire training facility and future water needs. The installed water line
runs from 32 Road to the western edge of the training facility property and currently
hosts three fire hydrants that will accommodate additional hydrants as needed.
Additionally, there are three 20,000-gallon water tanks that are fed by the water line



from 32 Road for backup firefighting activities buried on this property. Currently, there
is groundwork on the fire facility property that includes grading, a detention pond to
collect runoff from firefighting operations, and the site has two modular classroom
buildings adjacent to the fire training facility that includes domestic water and a septic
system.

The burn building foundation for the Live-Fire Training Facility (LFTF) at the training
site is currently under construction, with the delivery and placement of the LFTF
occurring by the end of October. Propane and electrical power will also be brought to
this LFTF by the end of October to provide fuel for training fires and power for heat
monitors within the structure. Once the building is complete, a 90 ft wide by 120 ft long
Burn Slab can be constructed around it. The purpose of the Burn Slab is to provide a
driving surface for the Fire Engines and Trucks to drive around the building and train
for structure fires.This current project request is to construct a new reinforced concrete
Burn Slab surrounding the newly completed LFTF and foundation at the Fire Training
Facility on Whitewater Hill. Construction will begin at the end of October and is
proposed for completion in December. The Fire Department is seeking preliminary
approval by City Council due to the upcoming grant deadline of December 18.

The Fire Department has secured partial funding through the Mesa County Federal
Mineral Lease Grant Program in the amount of $126,476.00. The grant was acquired in
the Fall of 2018, and expires on December 18, 2019.

The Fire Training Facility is located on property owned by Colorado Mesa University
and shared in an agreement recently executed between CMU, the State of Colorado
and the City of Grand Junction. The construction of the project was delayed until this
agreement could be established.

FISCAL IMPACT:

$ 158,524 Matching Funds (Fire Department Training Budget)
$ 126,476 Grant Funds (Mesa County FML Grant)
$ 285,000 Total Project Budget

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to authorize the City Purchasing Division to execute a contract with the
apparent low bidder for the Fire Training Facility - Burn Slab at or below the project
budget of $285,000.

Attachments

1. 2019 FTFWH Vicinity Map
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CITY O

Grand Junction
(.—c;_—_ COLORADO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.a.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Trent Prall, Public Works Director

Department: Public Works - Engineering
Submitted By: Trent Prall, Public Works Director

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Application for the
Multimodal Options Fund (MMOF) Grant program

RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize the City Manager to submit an application in response to the Mesa County
Regional Transportation Planning Office’'s (RTPQ's) call for projects for the Multimodal
Options Fund (MMOF) program.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Colorado SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund
(MMOF). The Grand Valley TPR has been allocated $1,731,488 to be used in the
Grand Valley Transportation Planning Region (TPR). A call for projects has been
issued and the application deadline is Oclober 21, 2019. Eligible applicants are limited
to: Mesa County government or any municipal government within the Grand Valley
TPR boundaries (all of Mesa County).

City staff recommends the Dos Rios to Downtown Pedestrian Bridge as the selected
project. The project will provide strong multi-modal connection between the Riverfront
at Dos Rios and the Downtown and Depot.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Grant background:
Colorado SB 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund
(MMOF). The Grand Valley TPR has been allocated $1,731,488 to be used in the



Grand Valley Transportation Planning Region (TPR). A call for projects has been
issued and the application deadline is October 21, 2019.

Eligible applicants are limited to: Mesa County government or any municipal
government within the Grand Valley TPR boundaries (all of Mesa County). In order to
be eligible MMOF funds, a project must be one of or a combination of the following for
project types:

a.Capital or Operating costs, for Fixed route and On-demand transit,

b.Transportation Demand Management programs,

c.Multimodal Mobility projects enabled by new technology,

d.Multimodal Transportation studies, AND

e.Bicycle or pedestrian projects

Project sponsors must commit to a 50% match.

Selected project:

The City has been working on the development of the River District which includes both
the Riverfront at Las Colonias and the Riverfront at Dos Rios. The Riverfront at Las
Colonias will be completed later this Fall while Dos Rios is proposed for construction
next year.

Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) infrastructure bisects much of the Grand Valley creating
a significant barrier from the north side to the south side. Connectivity is one of five
key goals in the Downtown Development Authority's Plan of Development. With the
development of Dos Rios and the redevelopment of the 2nd Street and the historic
depot area, this signature bridge will provide a safe pathway for bikes and pedestrians
between Downtown and the new Riverfront at Dos Rios development.

The project includes a 900 foot pedestrian bridge across the Union Pacific Railroad's
West Yard connecting South Avenue to the Riverside Parkway near the Riverfront at
Dos Rios Development. An accessible ramp is proposed on the west side while
elevator and stairs will be provided on the east end near the historic depot.

The project will eliminate a gap in connectivity between the Riverfront at Dos Rios and
Downtown including the depot, and 2nd Street. The project provides a walkable,
accessible access to Downtown as well as transportation options including national rail,
regional bus service and local transit systems.

The project is identified in the Downtown Development Authority's Plan of Development
and specifically addresses a number of key goals in the plan:

1. Connectivity: Downtown would be connected to the 55 acre Riverfront at Dos Rios
mixed use development and the outdoor amenities by a safe pathway for bike and



pedestrians.

2. Identity: Downtown is recognized as the hub of regional culture for the west slope.
This project would help provide a signature landmark for downtown as well as the
Riverfront at Dos Rios.

3. Downtown Development: This goal is for downtown to offer a diversity of quality
housing choices for all price points to bring more people to live, work, and play
downtown. The bridge will help connect downtown to the broad range of housing
opportunities including camping, short term rentals, as well as to 8 unit/acre to 16
unit/acre residential developments. The connection makes the Dos Rios development a
viable option to augment and expand downtown housing options.

Awards are anticipated within 90 days.

If selected, the project is proposed for design and securing UPRR crossing permits in
2020 followed by construction in 2021.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The Multi-Modal Options Fund (MMOF) requires a 50% match.

The project is estimated at $3.5 million. The grant request is for $1.7 milllion with a
match of $1.8 million. The project is included in the City's proposed 2020 Capital
Improvement Program with another $1.3 million in expected grant and partner funds
(ie. Great Outdoors Colorado, Department of Local Affairs) as well as $500,000 from
the .75% Sales Tax Capital Fund.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 65-19, a resolution supporting the grant application for
multi-modal options fund (MMOF) for the Riverfront at Dos Rios to Downtown Bike-Ped
Bridge Project.

Attachments

1.  Dos Rios to Downtown Ped Bridge Layout
2. Dos Rios Ped Bridge MMOF Resolution
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Resolution No.  -19

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE GRANT APPLICATION FOR MULTI-MODAL OPTIONS FUND
(MMOF) FOR THE RIVERFRONT AT DOS RIOS TO DOWNTOWN BIKE-PED BRIDGE PROJECT.

Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado that:

The City of Grand Junction by, with and through this Resolution of the City Council supports the Riverfront at Dos
Rios to Downtown Bike-Ped Bridge application that the City of Grand Junction has made to the Mesa County
Regional Transportation Planning Office’s Multi-Modal Options Fund. With the development of Dos Rios and the
redevelopment of the 2nd Street and the historic depot area, this signature bridge will provide a safe pathway for
bikes and pedestrians between Downtown and the new Riverfront at Dos Rios development.

Colorado 5B 18-001 includes a provision that establishes a Multimodal Options Fund (MMOF). The Grand Valley
Transportation Planning Region (TPR) has been allocated 51,731,488 to be used in the Grand Valley TPR. A call
for projects has been issued.

The Multi-Modal Options Fund provides funding for projects such as transit system improvements as well as multi-
modal studies, or bicycle and pedestrian projects.

In accordance with the grant purposes, the City Public Works Department proposes to construct a 900 foot
pedestrian bridge across the Union Pacific Railroad’s West Yard connecting South Avenue to the Riverside Parkway
near the Riverfront at Dos Rios Development. An accessible ramp is proposed on the west side while elevator and
stairs will be provided on the east end near the historic depot.

Completion of the Project is scheduled for 2021.

City stafT is seeking Mesa County Regional Transportation Planning Office’s Multi-Modal Options Fund funding in
the amount of $1.731 millon. The City Council of the City of Grand Junction authorizes the expenditure of funds
necessary to meet the terms and obligations, including established deadlines, of any Grant awarded.

If the grant is awarded, the City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to sign the grant agreement with the
Mesa County Regional Transportation Planning Office for the project.

The City staff has recommended that the City Council support the grant application and if awarded that the grant be
utilized.

PASSED and ADOPTED this 16th day of October 2019

Rick Taggart
President of the Couneil

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Randi Kim, Utilities Director

Department: Utilities
Submitted By: Randi Kim

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Supporting the Grant Application for a Bureau of Reclamation Grant for
Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project

RECOMMENDATION:

The City staff has recommended that the City Council support the Bureau of
Reclamation grant application for the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project for the
City's municipal water system.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

City staff is seeking Bureau of Reclamation grant funding in the amount of $300,000.
The Utilities Department proposes to implement an advanced metering infrastructure
(AMI) project for the City's municipal water system as part of its long-term goal of
efficient waler management. The AMI Project includes the upgrade of approximately
9,867 existing manually read water meters with an AMI fixed-based network system
that will automatically collect and store hourly consumption data, aiding in water
conservation and water use efficiency and improved water management.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City initiated a meter replacement program in 2014 and has replaced about 5,298
manual-read meters with automated meters. Completion of the AMI Project is
scheduled to be complete by 2022 with the following activities: 1) upgrade

remaining 4,569 manual-read water meters to AMI compatible water meters; 2) install a
fixed network data collection system that will automatically collect and store hourly
consumption data; 3) deploy a web-based utility management portal and a web-based



customer portal for water customers to access their accounts to view both real-time
flow and information and historical usage data. The upgrade to a fully automated AMI
system is expected to result in measurable water savings estimated at 741 acre-feet
per year (AFY). Furthermore, deployment of a Customer Portal through which water
users will have online access to their own real-time hourly water usage data will prompt
customers to make positive changes to their water use behaviors. The AMI Project will
reduce real system losses and increase water use efficiency and conservation through
the availability of near real-time data on water usage and daily water needs.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Total project costs are $1,821,141. The City is applying for a federal grant of $300,000.
The City is required to provide matching funding in the amount of $1,521,141. The City
proposes to contribute in-kind (labor) funds in the amount of $175,581. Funds are
available in the Water Enterprise Capital Fund approved FY19 budget in the amount of
$570,000. The remaining funding would be budgeted in FY20 and FY21.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 66-19, a resolution supporting the grant application for
a Bureau of Reclamation Grant for Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project.

Attachments

1.  Resolution Supporting Grant Application for BOR AMI Project



Resolution No. -19

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE GRANT APPLICATION FOR A BUREAU OF
RECLAMATION GRANT FOR ADVANCED METERING INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT

Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado that:

The City of Grand Junction by, with and through this Resolution of the City Council supports the
WaterSMART Water and Energy Efficiency Grant application that the City of Grand Junction has made
to the United States Burean of Reclamation (BOR). The application will assist the City in implementing
an Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project.

The BOR provides assistance to states, tribes and local governments to conduct planning activities to
develop water marketing strategies that establish or expand water markets or water marketing activities
between willing participants, in compliance with state and Federal laws,

In accordance with the grant purposes, the City Utilities Department proposes to implement of an
advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) project for the City’s municipal water system as part of its long-
term goal of efficient water management. The AMI Project includes the upgrade of approximately 9,867
existing manually-read water meters with an AMI fixed-based network system that will automatically
collect and store hourly consumption data, aiding in water conservation and water use efficiency and
improved water management.

Completion of the AMI Project is scheduled to be complete by 2021 with the following activities: 1)
upgrade remaining 4,569 manual-read water meters to AMI compatible water meters; 2) install a fixed
network data collection system that will automatically collect and store hourly consumption data; 3)
deploy a web-based utility management portal and a web-based customer portal for water customers to
access their accounts to view both real-time flow and information and historical usage data. The upgrade
to a fully automated AMI system is expected to result in measurable water savings estimated at 741 acre-
feet per year (AFY). Furthermore, deployment of a Customer Portal through which water users will have
online access to their own real-time hourly water usage data will prompt customers to make positive
changes to their water use behaviors. The AMI Project will reduce real system losses and increase water
use efficiency and conservation through the availability of near real-time data on water usage and daily
water needs.

The City staff is seeking Bureau of Reclamation grant funding in the amount of $300,000 over a period
up to 2 years. The City Council of the City of Grand Junction authorizes the expenditure of funds
necessary to meet the terms and obligations, including established deadlines, of any Grant awarded.

If the grant is awarded, the City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to sign the grant agreement
with Bureau of Reclamation for the Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project grant program.

The City staff has recommended that the City Council support the grant application and if awarded that
the grant be utilized for the important purposes of continuing to carefully manage the water resources.

PASSED and ADOPTED this 16th day of October 2019



Rick Taggart
President of the Council
ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Item #4.c.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Ken Sherbenou, Parks and Recreation Director

Department: Parks and Recreation
Submitted By: Ken Sherbenou

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution on Behalf of the Downtown Development Authority Authorizing the City
Manager to Submit a Great Outdoors Colorado Mini-Grant Request for the Active
ArtLine

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This Resolution enables submission of a grant application to GOCO for the Active
ArtLine project on behalf of the Downtown Development Authority (DDA). This project
aims to further the connection between two primary community hubs, the Downtown
area and the Riverfront.

The Active ArtLine includes a combination of wayfinding signage, interactive and
musical equipment and murals to activate and highlight the direct connection that exists
between Downtown and the Riverfront. The route is only 1.1 miles and estimated at a
24-minute walk. The path to be enhanced would start at 4th and Main, run east along
Colorado Ave and then south along 7th Street. The ArtLine would then go east at
Struthers Avenue and connect to the Riverfront Trail next to the Botanic Gardens.

The DDA is not an eligible entity to receive GOCO grants and per the code, any
ineligible entity must partner with a GOCO eligible entity to pursue a GOCO grant. This
project does not compete with any other City of Grand Junction request. There is
another pass through grant application in the Local Park and Outdoor Recreation
(LPOR) cycle for a land acquisition in partnership with the Colorado West Land Trust.



The LPOR and the mini grant are independent sources of money and will be
considered separately. Both grant proposals are due to GOCO on October 24, 2019.

This resolution will provide authorization for a $45,000 grant request to GOCO for the
Active ArtLine. There is no matching cash contribution on the part of the City. However,
should the grant be awarded, there will be in-kind support on the part of the City from
the Parks and Recreation Staff and the Project Team for installation of some of the
improvements. This increases the competitiveness of the grant request yet minimizes
the financial burden on the City.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Downtown Development Authority has requested sponsorship from the City of
Grand Junction for the Active Art Walk project. With all the recent energy and
investment devoted to the Riverfront at Dos Rios and the Riverfront at Las Colonias,
the DDA and the City would like to better connect Downtown with the Riverfront.

This project will achieve this through art and active components along 7th Street
between Downtown and the Riverfront at Las Colonias corridor. The DDA's Active
ArtLine is modeled off the 40West ArtLine along Colfax Avenue in Denver. This project
has achieved success in connecting key areas in Denver,
https://www.40westartline.org/. Grand Junction residents and visitors downtown will be
drawn southward along 7th street with a painted line running the length of this
connection. Furthermore, artwork will adorn this connection along existing sidewalks
using art walk and active play components. Musical instruments will also invite walkers
and bikers to stop and play a few notes, thereby increasing the invitingness of the
corridor. Visitors and locals alike will realize the proximity of the River District to the
Downtown District, a short 1.1 miles. Currently, this route is not inviting. Consequently,
biking and walking between the two destinations is minimal.

The project will help change this by providing an interactive art experience for bike and
foot traffic between Downtown and the Riverfront. It will extend art and culture from
Main Street to lesser active places throughout downtown, including Colorado Avenue
and 7th Street (extending into the warehouse/rail district). Plans call for multiple visual
improvements along the 7th Street corridor including ground murals, interactive
activities focusing on outdoor recreation and sculptures.

Furthermore, the project provides an urban cycling and walking experience to the
Riverfront that is easily accessible. This is extremely important given the recent and
forthcoming investment in the Riverfront Area and all the community assets that are
being created and are already provided there. This includes the River Park at Las
Colonias, the Amphitheatre at Las Colonias, the Business Park at Las Colonias, the
Botanic Gardens, the connection to Eagle Rim Park and Orchard Mesa Pool and the
Dos Rios development. Lastly, providing the proposed Active ArtLine improvements will



involve the local community and business owners along the Active ArtLine to further
create a sense of culture, pride, and ownership.

This project aligns closely with the strategic directive of diversifying our economic base
through linking a focal point of the local business community to the recreation-oriented
river frontage along the Gunnison and Colorado rivers. Additionally, it enhances
infrastructure through careful planning and supports engagement and community
building.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The current cash budget is approximately $65,000, $45,000 of which is the GOCO
grant. The DDA has pledged $15,000 towards the project and the One Riverfront
Commission has pledged $5,000. Furthermore, the project is supported by in-kind
contribution of labor from the Western Colorado Conversation Corps and the City.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 67-19, a resolution supporting the application for a mini
grant from the State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Trust Fund for the creation
of an Active ArtLine along 7th Street connecting Downtown to the Riverfront.

Attachments

1.  Resolution - Downtown Development Authority GOCO Mini Grant Active Art Walk
- 092519
2.  Downtown Development Authority - 092519 Active Art Walk IGA Oct 2019



RESOLUTION NO. __ -19

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE APPLICATION FOR A MINI GRANT FROM THE
STATE BOARD OF THE GREAT OUTDOORS COLORADO TRUST FUND FOR THE
CREATION OF AN ACTIVE ARTLINE ALONG 7™ STREET CONNECTING
DOWNTOWN TO THE RIVERFRONT

Recitals:

The Downtown Development Authority (“DDA"), requested sponsorship from the City of
Grand Junction for the creation of an Active ArtLine from 4™ and Colorado Ave to 7f
Street down to the Botanic Gardens in order to connect downtown to the Riverfront
(“Project”).

The Project plan depends in significant part on receipt of funding in an amount up to
$45,000 from The Great Outdoors Colorado (“GOCO") grant. The DDA is an ineligible
recipient of the grant and desires the City to be the conduit through which the DDA, 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.

After due consideration, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction supports the
Project and desires the City to assist the DDA'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 DDA 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 DDA 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 DDA regarding the
GOCO grant. Such agreement shall provide for the successful
implementation of the grant as proposed in the application to the
satisfaction of the grant agreement.



a. Pass through to the DDA of GOCO grant funds received by the City
for the Project;

b. The DDA'’s assumption of the City's obligations under the GOCO
grant agreement,

C. Confirmation that the DDA has raised and set aside sufficient funds
to satisfy GOCO's matching funds requirement(s) for the Project;
and,

d. The DDA’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 Winkelman
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 the DOWNTOWN
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, a quasi-governmental entity, hereinafter called “DDA;"
collectively the “Parties.”
RECITALS

A. The real property along 4" and Main at “Chrome on the Range” south to Colorado
Ave and east on Colorado Ave towards 7™ Street and south along 7t Street to Struthers Street
known as the Active ArtLine project, situated in Mesa County, Colorado, is proposed to be
activated by providing a variety of active and colorful art components along this stretch of existing
detached path. For purposes of this agreement, this is referred to as “The Project”.

B. The DDA requests sponsorship from the City on application for a Mini Grant from
the State Board of the Great Outdoors Trust Fund for the Active ArtLine.

C. Pursuant to City Council Resolution No. entitled “A Resolution
Supporting The Application For a Mini - Grant From The State Board of the Great Outdoors

Colorado Trust Fund For Active ArtLine project” the City applied for a grant in an amount up to
$45,000 (the “Grant”) from The State Board of the Great Outdoors Colorado Fund (“*GOCO™)
activating this connection through active components and art (the “Project”); and

D. The DDA is an ineligible recipient of the Grant and the Parties desire the City to be
the conduit through which the DDA, 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 DDA 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 DDA 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 DDA 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 DDA 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 $20,000 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 DDA and the City agree that the City will
provide up to $10,000 worth of in-kind contribution that includes installation of several active or
playground components under the Grant and/or the Grant Agreement with respect to construction
of the Project. The DDA 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 DDA for funds
expended on the Project and to remit to the DDA 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
DDA. 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 DDA 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 DDA will, at its own expense, operate, repair
and maintain the Project Improvements to the same standards observed by the DDA in
maintenance and operation of other DDA 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 DDA 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 DDA.

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 DDA’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 DDA’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 DDA 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. If any 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.

€. 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.

i. 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 Downtown Development Authority
By
By
Greg Caton ATTEST:
City Manager
ATTEST:
Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Presented By: Greg Caton, City Manager, Trent Prall, Public Works Director, Tamra
Allen, Community Development Director

Department: = Community Development

Submitted By: Tamra Allen, Community Development Department Director

Information
SUBJECT:

Consider a Group of Actions Including 1) 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) An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 3641
Regarding the Growth and Development Related Streets Policy

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this at their September 24, 2019 meeting and
recommended to not approve the full staff recommendation. The transcription of the
hearing has been included in the packet.

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 (GVMPQ) 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 workshop 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 since 1987and 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.

There are currently 251.9 acres of undeveloped parkland including Maichett at 205.5
acres, Flint at 3.3, Horizon at 12.6, and Saccomanno at 31. The cost to develop the
majority of this currently undeveloped park land is estimated at $36,000,000. The rate
of park development is not keeping pace with population growth due in part to the
inadequate impact fee. The 10-year growth projection in the TischlerBise study
indicates a need to develop 65 more acres of parkland to serve anticipated growth.
Without a method to pay for the needed park development, the level of service will
decline. The cost to develop 65 additional acres is estimated $12,512,000. This is on
top of the $36,000,000 to develop a majority of the parkland currently undeveloped, for
a total shortfall of over $48,000,000. The increase in impact fees for parks will assist in
maintaining of the current level of service in the parks system as well as meet the
additional demand brought by projected growth.

Impact Fees were discussed at the May 2, 2019 Parks Recreation Advisory Board
meeting. Below is an excerpt from the approved minutes from that meeting.

ltem 3: Impact Fees

Rob Schoeber talked with the board about the Impact Fee Study that was recently
presented to the Planning Commission. Rob explained the difference between Open
Space Fees and Development Impact Fees as well as Level 1 and Level 2 parks.
Currently the Development Impact fee is $225 per lot. These fees are used for the
capital improvements or growth-related infrastructure, not operations or maintenance.

The company that executed the study determining the cost per person of Level 1 and
Level 2 parks by using the acres of each type and the cost to develop that type of park
(which Staff provided). The study shows the cost of a Level 1 park to be $11.25/person
and of a Level 2 park to be $666.76/person. Using those costs and an average of
persons found per housing unit the study proposes Development Impact fees of $1606
per single family unit and $1055 per multi-family unit. A 2015 survey showed the
national average fee to be $2812, and the Colorado average was $3300.

Sam Susuras made a motion that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board support an
increase in impact fees and the methodology by which they were evaluated. The
motion was seconded by Byron Wiehe and carried unanimously.

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 20 years with the option of an extension of the term.

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 $1.6 million per year in Transportation Impact
Fees (aka Transportation Capacity Payments). At full implementation, the anticipated
revenue is estimated at approximately $3.6 million per year. With a three-year
implementation schedule, $2 million in TCP revenues will not be collected. Over a 10-
year period based on growth assumptions, the revenue generated from impact fees will
be $36 million and the cost of street expansion is estimated at $184 million. The
revenue from impact fees will therefore only cover only 20% 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 total $6.5 million with cost of expansion
estimated by the impact fee study of $12.7 (page 42 of TischlerBice report). The
revenue from impact fees will therefore only cover 51% of the cost of 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 total $1.5 million with cost of expansion estimated by the impact fees study of $3.7
million. (page 33 of TischlerBice report). The revenue from impact fees will therefore
only cover 41% of the cost of expansion of police facilities improvements 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
total $4.1 million with cost of expansion (Station #9) estimated by the impact fees study



of $4.1 million. (page 25 of TischlerBice report). The revenue from impact fees will
therefore only cover 75% of the cost of building only one additional fire stations which
will be needed as a result of growth. It is important to note that the First Responder
Tax was intended only to build and operate current Fire Stations #6, #7, and #8 which
are current deficiencies. At the projected growth of the study, the City may need two
additional stations (#9 and #10).

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 total $5.4 million with cost of expansion
estimated by the impact fees study of $6.2 million. (page 13 of TischlerBice report).
The revenue from impact fees will therefore only cover 87% of the cost of expansion of
municipal services facilities expansion which will be needed as a result of growth.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Ordinance No. 4878, an ordinance amending Section 21.06 and
adding Section 21.11 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code
Conceming the updating of and adoption of new Development Impact Fees on final
passage and order final publication in pamphlet form; and

| move to (adopt/deny) Ordinance No. 4879, an ordinance amending Ordinance No.
3641 concerning growth and development related Street Policy on final passage and
order final publication in pamphlet form.

Attachments
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Grand Junction CO Dev Fire Police Facilities Parks Impact Fee Study 4.10.19
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Police Fire MF Parks Implementation Schedule
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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. Sep 24 2019 - Impact Fee Discussion transcript

12. Commissioner Ehlers Letter

13. Ordinance No. 3641 - 2004
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15. ORD-Impact Fees vFINAL
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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, (Z) 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
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $1,902 $2,5564 $2,5564 $3,200
Multi-Family Dwelling $1,979 $1,317 $1,769 $1,769 $2,208
Mobile Home/RY 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 <600k sf) 1,000 sf $4,267 $2,843 $3,805 $3,816 $2,368
Shopping Center {500k sf or more) 1,000 sf $3,042 $2,627 $3,525 $3,521 $2,193

Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf 54,232 $2,824 $3,780 $3,785 $2,352
Bank 1,000 sf $7,117 $4,744 $6,369 $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 $6,951 $5,954 $3,702
Health Club 1,000 sf $3,813 $2,642 $3,422 $3,410 $2,129
Movie Theater 1,000 =f 11,834 $7,880 $10,574 $10,584 %6,578
Restaurant, Sit Down 1,000 sf $5,757 $3,838 $6,159 $5,150 $3,210
Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000 sf $12,848 $8,696 $11,544 $11,532 $7,182
Office, Genaral (0 to <99 s 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, Meadical 1,000 sf $9,807 $6,607 $8,862 $8,865 $5,514
Hospital 1,000 sf $4,554 $3,069 54,112 4,117 %2 558
Nursing Homae 1,000 sf $1,276 $860 $1,149 $1,163 $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, Transporiation Impact Fee Study for Mesa County, Colorado, September
2002; Mesa Counly Tees from resolution adjusting the fees for inflation adopled January 8, 2018; Palisade feas from Town of
Palisade, February 6, 2018; Fruita fees from 2018 fee schedule from City of Fruita, February &, 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).

Transportation Impact Fee Study duncan|associates
Mesa County, Colorado 2 February 27, 2019



Executive Summary

The inputs into the fee calculations are updated in this study based on the most current available data.
Ttip 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 ime. 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
categories 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 categoties reflects changes in travel
demand factors, including trip generation rates (1997 versus 2017 ITE manual), percent new trips
(also from I'TE manual), and average trip lengths (1995 versus 2017 national travel survey).
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Executive Summary

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 $3,683 160% 1%
Hotel/Motel Room $2,687 $6,610 $4,183 B6%  -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 1M7%  -12%
Bank, Drive-In 1,000 sf $7.117 $17,508 $18,365 158% 5%
Conveniance Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 sf $10,191 $25,070 $26,395 159% 5%
Golf Course Hole $6,578 516,182 $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 $25,666 162% 6%
Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic 1,000 sf n/a n/a $15,858 n/a nfa

Hospital 1,000 sf $4,654 $11,203 $7,905 T4% -29%
Mursing 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 nfa

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 Assocciales, 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 lndex from
2 guarter 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 Family 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 $3,532 $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 $1,5580
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 $2,630
Weld County 20m $2,488 $1,630 $3,450 $2,275 $2,251
Windsor 2017 $3,838 $2,436 $5,076 $4,674 $2,016

MNotes: (1) includes transportation excise lax; (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. fi.
single-Tarnily unit, 1,000 sg. Tt 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

Single-Family (unit) Retail (1.000 sf)

$9,000 49,000
58,000 $8,000
57,000 47,000
56,000 $6,000
55,000 45,000
54,000 54,000
53,000 53,000
42,000 42,000
$1,000 51,000

S0

R RIS g gy P 0P PO « a
P EEEG SIS N A AL TP

Transportation Impact Fee Study duncan|associates
Mesa County, Colorado 5 February 27, 2019



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
T "i":"*"."'"".‘:-___ : _l
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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

Legend
Roadway Inventory

Jurisdiction
Mon-State

Slate

Air Shed

Transportation Impact Fee Study duncan|associates
Mesa County, Colorado 7 February 27, 2019



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).

Mew 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 ITE 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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Travel Demand

Existing land use information was compiled for all jurisdicions 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.

Existing

Units
Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 44,535 210,205
Multi-Family 220/221 Dwalling 11,383 3.19 36,312
Subtotal, Residential 55,918 246,517
Hotel/Maotel 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. 3,666 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
Tabla 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
Avaraga Trip Langth [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
Transportations 2017 National Housebold 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 ttips, as shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Average Trip Lengths by Trip Purpose
Regional

Trip Length

Trip Purpose {miles)

To or from work 10.77 0.626 6.74
Residential 9.16 0.626 5.73
Doctor/Dentist 09.42 0.626 5.90
School/Church 5.0 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 ragion from US.
Department of Transportation, Metione! Household Trave! Survey, 2017; regional
residential trip length estimated based on weighting of 20% work trips and 80%
avarage trips (20% work trip factor based on 2016 Byear U5, Census sample
data for Mesa County showing the average dwelling unit has 0.91 workers, and
0.81 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 preduct 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 Manual, 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
categories are provided in Appendix B.

. The current four shopping center size categories 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 ITE manual does not have a daily trip
generation rate, and the PM peak hour rate is similar to shopping center.
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. 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.

. 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
category, 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.

. The sit-down and fast food restaurant categoties have been renamed “standard” and “drive-
through,” and are defined by whether they have dtrive-through/drive-in facilies. 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 Dwaelling 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% 573 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 .15
Multi-Family (including townhome) 220221 Dwelling 3.19 100% 573 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) 21 Dwelling 2.72 100% 5.73 15.59

Townhoussa 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 1.86 100% 5.73 10.60
Maobile Home/RV Park 240 Pad 250 100% 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% 1.99 106.58
Golf Course 430 Hole 15.19 90% 3.76 51.40
Movie Theater 444 1,000 sf 35.04 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 23547 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
MNursing 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 238 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 16.25
Industrial 130 1,000 sf 1.45 100% 5.73 8.3
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 % of trip ends from Institute of Transportation Engineers {ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition,
2017 (single-family by unit size from Table 23 in Appendix E); new trip percentages for retail/fcommercial uses from ITE, Trip
Generation Handbook, 3™ Edition, 2017; new trip percentage for day care and schools based on Preston Hitchens, “Trip
Generation of Day Care Centers,” 1990 TE Compendium; average trip lengths from Table 6 (comnvenience 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 Unit
Single-Family Detached Dwelling
Multi-Family Dwelling
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad
Hoteal/Motel Room
Shopping Center/Commercial 1,000 sf
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf
Bank, Drive-In 1,000 sf
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1,000 sf
Golf Course Hole
Movie Theater 1,000 sf
Restaurant, Standard 1,000 sf
Restaurant, Drive-Through 1,000 sf
Office, General 1,000 sf
Office, Medical 1,000 sf
Hospital 1,000 sf
MNursing Home 1,000 sf
Place of Worship 1,000 sf
Day Care Center 1,000 sf
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000 sf
Industrial 1,000 sf
Warehouse 1,000 sf
Mini-Warehouse 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
£9.90
132.81
26.74
102.66
31.62
12.48
10.80
17.94
6.75
8.3
4.99
4.30

Percent
Change

9%
-11%
-4%
-40%
-27%
-16%
1%
-1%
-26%
7%
0%
1%
-21%
0%
-34%
-7%
-52%
-62%
-9%
-61%
-68%
-20%

Source: 2002 VMT from Duncan Associates, lranspartation 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 transportaton
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 I-70 1.20 3 5 240 $8,100,000 $3,375,000
25 Road |-70B F1/4 075 3 & 150 $7,290,000 $4,860,000
25 Road F1/4 Road G Road 075 2 3 075  $3,060,000 $4,080,000
26 Road Patterson H Road 200 2 3 200 $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 Aoad Patterson  Hawthorne 038 0 2 076 $390,000 $513,158
28 3/4 Road North Ave Orchard Ave 050 2 3 050 $4,500,000 $9,000,000
29 Rd Pkwy F Road I-70 1.00 2 & 3.00 $9,000,000 $3,000,000
Crosby Ave 251/2Rd  Main St 063 2 3 0683 $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 Plwy |-70B F 1/4 Rd 1.70 0O 3 B0 $9,720,000 $1,905,882
G Road 24 Road 27 Road 300 2 3 300 $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 18, 2018; cost per lane-mile is project cost divided by new lane-miles,
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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 Project

Description Miles Ex. Fut. Cost
22 Road Ranchman's Ditch H Road Added 3rd lane w/shldrs 027 2 3 027 $948,300 $3,512,222
22 Road H Road H 1/2 Road Added 3rd lane w/shldrs 0.41 2 3 0.4 $1,046400 %$2,662,195
22 Road H 1/2 Road | Road Added 6' shoulders 0.69 2 3 0589 $997,360 $1,680,424
22 Road | Road GVIC Canal Added &' shoulders 0.66 2 3 066 $1,008,250 $1,527,652
22 Road GVIC Canal J 1/2 Road Added B' shoulders 070 2 3 070 $1,067,300 $1,510,429
22 Road J 1/2 Road K Road Added 6' shoulders 0.68 2 3 058 $784,800 $1,363,103
K Road 19 Road 19 1/2 Road Added &' shoulders 061 2 3 081 $833,850 $1,366,967
K. Road 19 1/2 Road 20.2 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.70 2 32 070 $1,286,200 $1,837,429
K Road Adobe 20.8 Road Added 6' shoulders 0.63 2 3 063 $693,240  %$1,100,381
Total 5.15 5.15 $8,655,690  $1,680,717

Souwrce: Mesa County Engineering, October &, 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
% Percent of Lanae-Miles 66.2% 33.8% 100.0%

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

Sowrce: Average cost per lang-mile from Table 9 (urban) and Table 10; distribution of urban and
rural major roadway lane-miles within the senvice 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 per 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

Woeighted Average Cost per Lane-Mile $2,764,644
+ Awverage Daily Capacity per Lane 7.827
Average Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $353
x VMCVMT Ratio 1.00
Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel (VMT) 4353

Source: Weighted average cost per lane-mile from Table 11; average capacity
per lane derived from Table 18 (total VMC + total lane-miles); VMOAMT ratio
is recommaeandead ratio from Table 15
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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 (TIP) 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

-70B 24 Rd-15th St Widening $2,000,000
Use Clifton-Palisade Preliminary Engineering 7,200,000
US6 Fruita-1-708 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, Transportation Improverment Program,
State FY 2009 to 2022, smended 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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MNet 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 $0
Total $10,056,420

Source:  Local Highway Fnance Reports, 2012-2016 for Mesa
County and Grand Junction, 2013-2017 for Fruits 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
% 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 ¥YMT from Table 18; present value factor is
based on a discount rate of 3.30%, which is the national average
yield on Af4 30-year municipal bonds from fmsbonds.com on
Movember 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 $363
— Credit per Vehicle-Mile of Traval -$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 catepories 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.

Table 17. Updated Transportation Impact Fees
VMT/ NetCost/ NetCost/

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 54,570
Multi-Family, Low-Rise {1-2 storie  Dwelling 20.97 $250 $5,243
Multi-Family, Mid-Rise (2-10 storie Dwelling 16.68 $250 $3,808
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/Commaercial 1,000 sf 32.96 $250 $8,240
Auto Sales/Service 1,000 sf 37.03 $250 $9,268
Bank, Drive-In 1,000 sf 7346 $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
Mursing 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 831 $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 par 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 VvMC VMT
19/10 Rd Highline Canal Rd  1-70 CoL 0588 2 12,000 a7 7.056 57
dth Ave Sof S 7th St S 9th 9th St coL 0568 2 12,000 228 6,696 127
14 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 MNode COL 0340 2 12,000 183 4,080 66
15 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 L Rd CoL 0.114 2 12,000 151 1,368 17
15th St Morth Ave Patterson Rd coL 0998 2 12,000 838 11,976 836
16 Rd Hwy 6 nd 50 Q Rd COL 6770 2 12,000 638 69,240 3,681
17 1/2 Rd Applewood Dr M 3/10 Rd CcoL 2827 2 12,000 1,502 33,924 4,246
17 Rd K Rd O Rd coL 399 2 12,000 bG2 47,952 2,246
18 1/2 Rd K Rd M 3/10Rd COL 3669 2 12,000 2,382 44,028 8,740
18 Rd K 6/10 Rd Node CoL 3142 2 12,000 75 37,704 236
19 Rd Hwy 6 and 50 Mode coL 6690 2 12,000 3,349 80,280 22,405
201/2Rd Spoon Ct E 3/4 Rd COL 0849 2 12,000 286 10,188 243
20 Rd E 3/4 Rd N Rd CoL 5663 2 12,000 1,612 67,956 9,129
211/2Rd Hwy 6 & 50 | Rd coL 097 2 12,000 536 11,748 525
21 Rd MNode MNode COL 8129 2 12,000 1,423 97,648 11,668
22 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Node CoL 5128 2 12,000 146 61,536 749
23 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Orchard Ave coL 5600 2 12,000 2,928 67,200 16,397
241/2Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Patterson Rd MA 0301 4 40,000 11,141 12,040 3,363
24 1/2 Rd Patterson Rd F 3/8 Rd CoL 0368 2 18,000 9,238 6,624 3,400
241/2 Rd F 3/8 Rd H Rd coL 1629 2 12,000 4,691 19,648 7,642
24 Rd MNode MNode PA 0466 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 |-70 Ramp coL 0079 4 24,000 8,730 1,896 690
24 Rd I-70 Ramp K Rd COL 3438 2 12,000 6,336 41,266 21,780
251/2 Rd Independent Ave  Patterson Rd CcoL 0753 2 18,000 4,696 13,654 3,536
251/2Rd 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 0544 2 18,000 1,795 9,792 976
251/2 Rd Moonridge Dr G Rd coL 0200 2 12,000 1,309 2412 263
25 Rd Hwy 6 And 50 Riverside Pkwy PA 0332 4 44,000 17,671 14,608 b,B67
25 Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Patterson Rd MA 0610 2 24,000 18,733 14,640 11,427
25 Rd Patterson Rd Foresight Cir MA 0.168 2 16,000 9,182 2,704 1,662
25 Rd Foresight Cir F 1/2 Rd PA 0326 2 18,000 9,066 5,BE68 2,966
25 Rd F 1/2 Rd Hayes Dr MA 0.2a8 2 16,000 8,493 3,968 2,106
25 Rd Hayes Dr G Rd MA 0.264 2 24,000 7,228 6,096 1,836
25 Rd G Rd MNode COL 4344 2 12,000 2,728 62,128 11,860
26 1/2 Rd Horizon Or H Rd MA 1740 2 16,000 254 27,840 442
26 1/2 Rd H Rd | Rd coL 0988 2 12,000 254 11,976 253
26 Rd Patterson Rd G 1/2Rd MA 1463 2 16,000 6,526 23,248 9,482
26 Rd G 1/2 Rd Node MA 0110 2 24,000 4,332 2,640 477
26 Rd Mode H Rd MA 0435 2 16,000 4,332 6,960 1,884
26 Rd H Rd | Rd COL 0988 2 12,000 1,113 11,988 1,112
27 1/2Rd Patterson Rd Horizon Dr CoL 1.020 2 18,000 9,077 18,360 9,259
27 1/4Rd H Rd Mode coL 0926 2 12,000 b2 11,112 48
27 Rd B Rd C Rd COL 0902 2 12,000 2,829 10,824 2,662
27 Rd G Rd H Rd MA 0993 2 16,000 3,138 15,984 3,135
281/2 Rd Hwy 50 Orchard Ave coL 1944 2 12,000 6,159 23,328 11,973
28 1/4Rd MNorth Ave Orchard Ave COL 06504 2 18,000 2,666 9,072 1,344
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 vmMmC vMmT
28 1/4 Rd Orchard Ave Patterson Rd Ma 0498 4 32,000 7,803 15,936 3,886
281/4 Rd Patterson Rd Park Dr CcoL 0.210 2 18,000 2,666 3,780 560
28 Rd B 1/2Rd Unaweep Ave coL 0504 2 12,000 382 6,048 1893
28 Rd -70 B MNode Ma 0.282 2 16,000 5,494 4,612 1,649
28 Rd Node Orchard Ave MA 0.788 2 24,000 5,494 18,912 4,329
28 Rd Patterson Rd Ridge Dr coL 0.498 2 18,000 3,302 8,964 1,644
28 Rd Ridge Dr Cortland Ave COoL 0.262 2 12,000 1,912 3,024 482
291/2 Rd Hwy 50 F1/2 Rd CcoL 2006 2 12,000 481 24,072 965
29 3/4 Rd Old WW Rd Hwy 50 coL 0.724 2 12,000 21 8,688 15
29 Rd Hwy 50 Unaweep Ave COoL 0.987 2 18,000 3,126 17,766 3,084
29 Rd Unaweep Ave D Rd PA 1.276 2 26,000 14,078 33,176 17,964
29 Rd D Rd D1/2Rd PA 0413 4 44,000 16,766 18,172 6,511
29 Rd D1/2 Rd MNorth Ave PA 06590 4 36,000 22,096 21,240 13,037
29 Rd North Ave Patterson Rd MA 0.998 2 24,000 10,566 23,952 10,545
29 Rd Patterson Rd 29 Rd PA 0.876 2 18,000 5,850 15,768 5,126
29 Rd G Rd N I-70 Frontg Rd COoL 0.424 2 12,000 b 6,088 2
2nd St Front St F Rd CcoL 0276 2 12,000 1,410 3,312 389
30 Rd Hwy 50 B 1/2 Rd coL 1.231 2 12,000 766 14,772 843
30 Rd D Rd E Rd Ma 0878 2 24,000 7,489 21,072 6,675
30 Rd ERd Patterson Rd MA 1120 4 40,000 17,250 44,800 19,320
30 Rd Patterson Rd F1/2 Rd coL 0.497 2 12,000 6,188 5,964 3,075
311/2Rd E Rd F1/2 Rd cCoL 1466 2 12,000 3,896 17,472 6,671
31Rd Hwy 50 F1/2 Rd CcoL 4399 2 12,000 1,440 52,788 6,335
32 Rd -70 B Frontage Rd MA 0.023 4 32,000 3,440 736 79
32 Rd E 1/2Rd 32 Rd Ma 0.217 4 40,000 5,896 8,680 1,279
32 Rd 32 Rd F Rd MA 0.248 2 16,000 6,713 3,936 1,651
32 Rd F Rd E1/2Rd CcoL 06500 2 12,000 25618 6,000 1,268
321/2Rd ERd F Rd CcoL 0836 2 12,000 2,209 10,032 1.847
33 Rd D1/2Rd D 3/4Rd coL 0.249 2 12,000 1,877 2,988 467
33 Rd D 3/4 Rd E Rd COoL 0.751 2 18,000 369 13,618 277
33Rd E 1/2 Rd Noda coL 1672 2 12,000 91 20,064 152
341/2Rd C1/2Rd D Rd coL 0504 2 12,000 1,319 6,048 665
34 Rd E 1/4 Rd G Rd CcoL 1.767 2 12,000 48 21,084 84
351/2Rd E Rd E1/2Rd coL 0.497 2 12,000 454 5,964 226
36 Rd 341/2Rd E Rd COoL 1436 2 12,000 1,319 17,220 1,883
36 Rd E 1/2 Rd F Rd CcoL 049 2 12,000 454 5,952 225
371/4Rd F Rd F1/4 Rd coL 0.243 2 12,000 1,079 2,916 262
37 3M0Rd G Rd [-70 COoL 0777 2 12,000 2,168 9,324 1,685
38 Rd Horse Mntn Rd G Rd CcoL 0921 2 12,000 1,947 11,052 1,793
A1/2Rd 30 Rd 31 Rd coL 0.999 2 12,000 182 11,988 182
American Way Base Rock St Maldonado St COoL 0.236 2 12,000 3867 2,832 913
B 1/2 Rd Hwy 50 27 1/2Rd MA 0.208 2 24,000 4,382 4,992 911
B 1/2 Rd 27 1/2Rd 32 Rd MA 4520 2 16,000 4382 72,320 19,807
B Rd 27 Rd 30 Rd COoL 3066 2 12,000 2269 36,660 6,932
Base Rock Mode Noda CcoL 0.556 2 18,000 4,509 10,008 2,507
Belford Ave N 4th St N 5th St MA 0.092 4 16,000 1,447 1,472 133
Belford Ave M 24th St 28 Rd COoL 0.199 2 12,000 3642 2,388 725
Bookcliff Ave 26 1/2 Rd N 12th St CcoL 0.467 2 12,000 2,623 5,604 1,225
C1/2Rd 32 Rd 34 1/2Rd coL 2549 2 12,000 1,656 30,588 4,221
C Rd 31 Rd 32 Rd COL 0.998 2 12,000 128 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 L[] Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT vMmC VMT
Canon St MNode Hwy B0 COL 0221 2 12,000 2,839 2,662 627
Coffman Rd Hwy 141 Broadway CoL 3662 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 271/2Rd 28 Rd COL 06500 2 12,000 2,736 6,000 1,368
Crosby Ave American Way Broadway coL 0465 2 12,000 2,367 5,580 1,101
Crossroads Blvd 27 Rd Horizon Dr MA 1088 2 16,000 6,177 17.408 6,721
D1/2Rd 29 Rd D12Ct COL 0.245 2 18,000 7,080 4,410 1,727
D 1/2 Rd Dv2cCt 30 1/4 Rd CoL 1.044 2 12,000 7.050 12,628 7,360
D 1/2 Rd 30 1/4 Rd Mode coL 0077 2 18,000 9,619 1,386 41
D1/2Rd MNode 33 Rd COL 2669 2 12,000 7,669 32,028 20,469
D Rd Monument Rd Rosevale Rd coL 03068 2 12,000 2,191 3,672 670
D Rd Mode Mode MA 0373 4 32,000 4,849 11,936 1,809
D Rd MNode MNode MA 0300 2 16,000 4,983 4,800 1,496
D Rd Node Riverside Pkwy MA 0044 4 32,000 4,983 1,408 219
D Rd D Rd Mode PA 0.064 2 26,000 12,164 1,404 657
D Rd 29 Rd 32nd Rd MA 2993 2 16,000 15,986 47,888 47,846
Desert Rd Hwy 50 Hwy 141 coL 4787 2 12,000 1 57,444 53
DS Rd 17 3/10 Rd Rim Rock Dr coL 4883 2 12,000 879 58,686 4,780
E1/2 Rd 30 Rd 36 Rd MA 1497 2 16,000 6,706 23,952 8,642
E1/2 Rd 32 Rd Aaron Ct CoL 16068 2 12,000 3,642 19,272 5,849
E 1/4Rd 33 Rd 34 Rd coL 1.009 2 12,000 833 12,108 840
E 3/4 Rd 201/2Rd 20 3/4Rd 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 coL 0485 2 12,000 612 5,820 297
E Ottley Ave N Mesa St MNode COL 0447 2 12,000 4,369 5,364 1,963
E Pabor Ave N Masa St N Maple St CoL 0.249 2 12,000 B46 2,988 211
E Rd 30 Rd 365 1/2Rd coL 356539 2 12,000 10,048 42 468 36,660
Elm Ave M 7th St Houston Ave coL 1848 2 12,000 2,868 22,176 5,300
F Rd I-70 B 33 Rd PA 0675 2 26,000 17,935 17,660 12,106
F Rd 33 Rd 331/2Rd PA 0512 2 18,000 8,076 9,216 4,136
F Rd 31Rd 331/2Rd PA 1320 4 44,000 19,165 58,080 25,298
F Rd 331/2Rd 37 1/4Rd coL 1721 2 12,000 1,323 20,662 2,277
F 1/4 Rd 37 1/4Rd Horse Mntain Rd coL 0809 2 12,000 1,485 9,708 1,201
F 1/2Rd 25 Rd 32 Rd coL 4041 2 12,000 2,078 48,492 8,397
Frontage Rd Timber Falls Dr Hwy & and 50 COL 0777 2 12,000 2,992 9,324 2,326
Frontage Rd 31 1/2Rd 32 Rd MA 0487 2 16,000 3,860 7.792 1,880
G Rd Power Rd Hwy 6 & 50 coL 0048 2 12,000 3,338 576 160
G Rd Hwy 6 & 50 Horizon Dr MA 4944 2 16,000 1,727 79,104 8,638
G Rd 33Rd Front St CoL 3710 2 12,000 1,398 44,520 5,187
Grand Ave N 15T St N 7th St MA 05632 4 40,000 19,966 21,280 10,622
Grand Ave M Tth St M 12th St MA 0466 2 24,000 8,449 11,184 3,937
Grand Ave N 12th St 28 Rd CoL 1.008 2 12,000 6,344 12,108 6,401
Gunnison Ave N 1st St N 9th St coL 0706 2 12,000 6,335 8,472 4,473
Gunnison Ave M 9th St M 12th St COL 0.280 2 18,000 7,763 5,220 2,248
Gunnison Ave N 12th St Mantlo Cir CcoL 0809 2 12,000 3.912 9,708 3,165
H Rd 21 Rd 26 1/2Rd coL 4485 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 Morth Crest Dr coL 1131 2 12,000 3117 13,672 3,525
H Rd MNorth Crest Dr Horizon Dr coL 0455 2 18,000 1,659 8,190 755
Horizon Dr 26 1/2 Rd N 2th St MA 0670 2 16,000 7,489 10,720 5,018
continuad on next page
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Appendix A: Major Roadway Inventory

Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From L[] Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT vMmC VMT
O Rd 16 Rd 19 Rd COL 1899 2 12,000 185 23,988 370
Old 6 and 50 MNode 28/10Rd MA 11956 2 16,000 64 191,296 765
Orchard Ave 1st St 26 Rd coL 2016 2 12,000 4,826 24,192 9,729
Orchard Ave 28 Rd 30 Rd MA 0691 2 24,000 9,842 14,184 5,817
Orchard Ave Normandy Dr 29 Rd MA 0397 2 16,000 8,059 6,352 3,199
Orchard Ave 29 Rd 291/2Rd MA 0503 2 24,000 7,877 12,072 3,962
Orchard Ave 291/2Rd 30 Rd MA 06500 2 16,000 5,282 8,000 2,641
Ottley Ave Node M Pine 5t coL 0300 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 10,682 9,140
Patterson Rd Mira Vista Rd View Point Dr PA 0385 4 44,000 30,640 16,940 11,796
Patterson Rd View Point Dr Node PA 0209 4 36,000 28,741 7,624 6,007
Patterson Rd MNode 31 Rd PA 4108 4 44,000 26,667 180,762 109,648
Plwy Ramp Node Riverside Pkwy RMP 0380 2 12,000 1,651 4,560 627
Plkwy Ramp MNode MNode PA 0.027 1 9,000 186 243 5
Pkwy Ramp MNode MNode RMP 06542 2 6,000 2,916 3,262 1,680
Pitkin Ave Ute Ave 2nd 5t PA 0114 4 18,000 13,144 2,052 1,498
Pitkin Ave S 2nd St S 12th St PA 0921 6 27,000 13,144 24 BE7 12,106
Pitkin Ave S 12th St MNode PA 0440 4 18,000 12,263 7,920 5,396
Rabbit Valley Rd MNode MNode RMP 0170 2 12,000 9 2,040 2
Redlands Pkwy S Broadway Broadway coL 0.440 2 12,000 7,715 5,280 3,395
Redlands Pkwy Colorado River Pkwy Ramp PA 0808 4 36,000 17,688 28,124 14,310
Redlands Pkwy S Camp Rd S Broadway coL 0.262 2 12,000 7.715 3,144 2,021
Redlands Plkwy Broadway Colorado River PA 0827 2 18,000 12,843 14,886 10,621
Redlands Pkwy MNode MNode PA 0022 4 36,000 17,435 7892 384
Redlands Pkwy MNode MNode PA 0336 2 18,000 8,540 6,048 2,869
Redlands-Riverside Node MNode RMP 0086 2 6,000 608 570 Lt
Reeder Masa Rd Hwy 50 Goodfellow Ct CcoL 2567 2 12,000 3 30,804 978
Ridges Blvd Ridgeway Ct Broadway coL 0753 2 12,000 7.717 9,036 5,811
Rimrock Dr M 16 1/2 Rd S Camp Rd COL 23.0058 2 12,000 288 276,060 6,626
River Rd Frontage Rd Plkwy Ramp coL 4607 2 12,000 3,886 55,284 17,903
Riverside Plkwy Pkwy Ramp Overpass coL 1388 2 18,000 2,722 25,002 3,781
Riverside Pkwy MNode Node CcoL 0.161 2 12,000 1,980 1,932 319
Riverside Plwy Mode Mode coL 0039 4 24,000 444 936 17
Riverside Pkwy MNode 29 Rd MA 1.666 2 24,000 12,885 37,344 20,049
Riverside Pkwy Node Node PA 0306 2 9,000 1,215 2,754 372
Riverside Plwy Mode Mode PA 0,115 4 44,000 17,227 5,060 1,981
Riverside Pkwy MNode MNode PA 0132 2 9,000 1,636 1,188 203
Riverside Pkwy MNode MNode PA 1713 4 44,000 17,670 75,372 30,269
Riverside Plowy Hwy 50 Exit Hwy 50 on-ramp PA 0230 4 44,000 12,420 10,120 2,857
Riverside Pkwy MNode S 9th St PA 0330 4 44,000 12,276 14,620 4,061
Riverside Pkwy S 9th St D Rd PA 1.011 2 26,000 10,253 26,286 10,366
Riverside Plwy Mode Mode RMP 0.262 2 6,000 10,313 1,612 2,589
Riverside Pkwy MNode MNode RMP 0.266 1 6,000 177 1,630 45
Riverside Pkwy Node Node RMP 0.264 2 6,000 9,264 1,684 2,446
Rood Ave M 1st St N 7th St coL 0529 2 12,000 3,134 6,348 1,668
Rosevale Rd S Redlands Rd D Rd COL 0820 2 12,000 1,670 9,840 1,287
S 1st 5t Ute Ave Main St PA 0116 4 36,000 25,971 4,176 3.013
S 5th St Hwy 50 Pitkin Ave EXP 1.143 4 24,000 14,580 27,432 16,676
S Bth St Pitkin Ave Ute Ave MA 0.068 4 32,000 15,318 2,176 1,042
continuad on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From L[] Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT vMmC VMT
S 4th St Pitkin Ave Main St MA 0.206 4 16,000 4,410 3,280 904
S 5th 5t Ute Ave Main St MA 0131 & 24,000 7.584 3,144 094
S 7th St Riverside Plwy Pitkin Ave coL 0539 2 18,000 1,203 8,702 648
S Tth 5t Pitkin Ave Main St MA 0.202 4 40,000 8117 8,080 1,640
S 9th 5t Riverside Pkwy 4th Ave CoL 0230 2 12,000 848 2,760 195
S 9th St ath Ave Ute Ave MA 0416 2 16,000 1,526 6,666 635
S 12th St Pitkin Ave Colorado Ave PA 0,133 2 18,000 3127 2,384 416
S 12th St Colorado Ave Main St PA 0070 2 26,000 3.127 1.820 219
S Broadway Mnmnt Canyon Dr S Camp Rd coL 3462 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 0626 2 12,000 3,335 7.512 2,088
S Camp Rd Rimrock Rd Buffalo Dr coL 0873 2 12,000 3,166 10,476 2,764
S Camp Rd Buffalo Dr Mckinley Dr cCoL 0858 2 18,000 2419 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 0061 2 12,000 3,664 612 187
S Maple St Hwy 6 & 50 E Aspen Ave CcoL 0.358 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 5t Hwy 6 & 50 J 2/10 Rd COL 0339 2 18,000 8,893 6,102 3,016
S Pine 5t J 2/10 Rd E Aspen Ave CcoL 0371 2 12,000 7,461 4,452 2,768
S Redlands Rd Mount Sopris Or  Monument Rd coL 0.402 2 12,000 3,057 4,824 1,229
Teller Ave I-70 B 29 Rd RMP 0188 4 24,000 3,973 4,636 761
Unaweep Ave Hwy 50 29 Rd CoL 2847 2 18,000 9,028 51,246 25,703
LUte Ave S 1st St N 5th St PA 03556 4 18,000 10,652 6,390 3,781
Ute Ave S bth St S 12th St PA 0646 6 27,000 11,357 17,442 7,337
LUte Ave S 12th St I-70 B PA 0424 4 18,000 10,777 7,632 4,569
Warrior Way I-70 B E 1/2 Rd coL 0112 2 18,000 7,913 2,016 841
Wast Ave Broadway Riverside Pkwy CcoL 0170 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 M 1st St PA 0164 4 44,000 20,840 6,776 3,209
W Ottley Ave Hwy & And 50 N Mesa St CoL 0B85 2 12,000 1,266 10,620 1,112
W Pabor Ave N Cherry St N Mesa St coL 0.261 2 12,000 2,587 302 649
Whitewtr Crk Rd Reeder Mesa Rd MNode COL 1633 2 12,000 111 19,696 181
Subtotal, Non-State Roads 350.168 5325416 1,326,921
EB Off-Ramp MNode MNode RMP 0.224 2 6,000 9,260 1,344 2,074
EB Off-Ramp Node MNode RMP 0.047 2 6,000 49 282 2
EB On-Ramp Mode Mode RMP 0031 2 6,000 2,984 186 93
EB On-Ramp MNode MNode RMP 0066 2 6,000 33 330 17
EB On-Ramp Node MNode RMP 0321 2 6,000 3,110 1,926 998
EB to EB Off-ramp MNode Mode RMP 0200 2 6,000 921 1,206 1,851
EB to WB Off-ramp Node MNode RMP 0036 2 6,000 29 210 1
EB to WB On-ramp Mode Node RMP 0.061 2 6,000 80 366 5
Hwy 6 M 1st St I-70 B PA 3819 4 44,000 25,380 168,036 96,926
Hwy & MNode MNode RMP 0316 4 12,000 11,903 3,782 3,761
Hwy 6 MNode MNode RMP 0477 2 6,000 10,907 2,862 5,203
Hwy 6 Mode Mode RMP 0101 4 12,000 11,903 1,212 1,202
Hwy & MNode M 1st St PA 0101 4 44,000 22,848 4,444 2,308
Hwy 6 F Rd G Rd PA 3320 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 37 310 Rd PA 0388 2 18,000 6,706 6,984 2,602
continuad on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From L[] Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT vMmC VMT
Hwy & 37 3110 Rd Peach Ave PA 0382 2 26,000 5,940 9,932 2,269
Hwy & Peach Ava Rapid Creek Rd PA 2482 2 18,000 3985 44,676 9,891
Hwy 6 Mode Mode RMP 0418 2 6,000 673 2,508 281
Hwy & Rapid Creek Rd I-70 RMP 0372 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 1,680 1,395
Hwy 6 and 50 MNode 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 13894 2 24,000 1,082 333456 15,033
Hwy 6 and 50 Mode Mode EXP 0081 4 48,000 25,077 3,888 2,031
Hwy 6 and 50 MNode MNode EXP 0430 4 24,000 11,656 10,320 b012
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Patterson Rd EXP 2003 4 48,000 20,287 96,144 58,662
Hwy 6 and 50 Mode Mode EXP 0984 4 24,000 13,115 23,616 12,905
Hwy 6 and 50 MNode MNode EXP 0.166 & 36,000 15,170 5,680 2,361
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Rimrock Ave EXP 1259 6 72,000 32,103 90,648 40418
Hwy 6 and 50 Rimrock Ave MNode EXP 0.794 6 24,000 19,314 19,066 15,3356
Hwy 6 and 50 MNode MNode EXP 0.266 6 12,000 8,406 3,072 2,162
Hwy 6 and 50 Node Node EXP 0514 & 24,000 10,339 12,336 5314
Hwy 6 and 50 Mode Mode EXP 0.216 6 48,000 20,001 10,368 4,320
Hwy 50 Unaweep Ave Palisade St EXP 0428 4 48,000 40,663 20,644 17,361
Hwy 50 Unawesp Ave Unaweep Ave EXP 1116 4 24,000 19,139 26,784 21,359
Hwy 50 Palisade St 27 Rd EXP 0409 4 48,000 27,092 19,632 11,081
Hwy 50 27 Rd B 1/2Rd EXP 0.294 4 24,000 13,212 7,066 3,884
Hwy 50 27 Rd Hwy 50 Ramp EXP 0358 2 24,000 13,219 8,692 4,732
Hwy 50 B 1/2 Rd 27 1/2Rd EXP 037 4 24,000 9,085 89,000 3,407
Hwy 50 271/2Rd County Line EXP 18666 4 48,000 18,631 895968 347,766
Hwy 50 Ramp Hwy 50 Node MA 0135 2 8,000 4,114 1,080 555
Hwy 50 Ramp MNode B 1/2 Rd MA 0221 2 24,000 4,148 5,304 917
Hwy 139 Node Co Rd 258 MA 13643 2 16,000 1,569 218,288 21,406
Hwy 141 Mode Hwy 50 MA 0964 2 16,000 1,914 15424 1,845
Hwy 141 Hwy 50 D Rd PA 3660 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 0603 4 40,000 5,926 24,120 3,573
Hwy 340 Red Cliffs Dr Kings View Rd A 0655 4 32,000 3,553 20,960 2,327
Hwy 340 Kings View Rd S Broadway MA 4026 2 16,000 2,884 64,416 11,611
Hwy 340 S Broadway W Scenic Dr PA 5073 2 18,000 3,324 91,314 16,863
Hwy 340 W Scenic Dr Pleasant Ridga Ln ~ PA 0209 2 26,000 13,630 5,434 2,849
Hwy 340 Pleasant Ridge Ln Ridges Blvd PA 03561 2 18,000 14,473 6,318 5,080
Hwy 340 Ridges Blvd Country Club Park PA 0472 4 36,000 19,465 16,992 9,187
Hwy 340 Country Club Park West Ave PA 0840 4 44,000 19,524 36,960 16,400
Hwy 340 West Ave Pkwy On Ramp PA 0024 4 36,000 23,980 864 576
Hwy 340 Pkwy On Ramp past Crosby Ave PA 0.297 4 44,000 20,636 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 009 4 40,000 14,906 3,800 1,416
I-70 B Ramp I-70 B 29 Rd RMP 0.277 2 6,000 5,366 1,662 1,484
I-70 Access Rd Node Node RMP 0179 2 6,000 6,429 1,074 1,181
I-70 Access Rd Mode Mode RMP 0529 2 6,000 5,058 3,174 2,940
I-70 Access Rd MNode MNode RMP 0662 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 Mode I-70 Off Ramp EXP 5886 4 48,000 18,112 282,628 106,607
I-70 B MNode MNode EXP 0377 4 24,000 12,901 9,048 4,864
continuad on next page
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Table 18. Existing Major Roadway Inventory (continued)

Street From L[] Type Miles Lns Capacity ADT vMmC VMT
I-70 B MNode MNode RMP 0363 2 6,000 7,341 2,118 2,691
Ramp MNode Node RMP 0043 2 6,000 2,799 294 137
WB Off-Ramp Mode Mode RMP 0015 2 6,000 3,068 a0 46
WE Off-Ramp MNode MNode RMP 0.287 2 6,000 3,224 1,722 9256
WE On-Ramp MNode Node RMP 0.245 2 6,000 8,387 1.470 2,055
WB On-Ramp Mode Mode RMP 0010 2 6,000 8,331 60 83
WRB-EB off-ramp Node Node RMP 0.065 2 6,000 222 390 14
WB-WB off-ramp Mode Mode RMP 0084 2 6,000 3,280 504 276
WB-WB on-ramp  MNodse Nodse RMP 0054 2 6,000 8,645 324 467
Subtotal, State Roads 99.317 2,925,706 1,020,716
Total 449.485 8,261,122 2,347,636

MNotes: ADT is avarage daily traffic velume; VMC is vehicle-miles of capacity, VMT is vahicle-miles of travel
Source: Mesa County GIS, March 18, 20018
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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 parcel (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 adwvertised 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
or 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

Wehicle 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.

MNursing 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

curticulum.

Public/Institutional means a governmental, quasi-public or institntional 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 essendally
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
penerated by the subdivision. In addition, the government muust show a reasonable connedtion, or
rational nexus, between the expenditures of the funds collected and the benefits acoruing to the
subdivision. In order to satisfy this latter requirement, the ordinance must specfically earmark the
Sundr 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.

! 5t. Johns County v. Northeast Florida Builders Association, Inc., 583 S0.2d 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 constimmtionally 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 issuance of a
development permil, a local government may impose an impadt fee or other similar development charge to fund
expenditures by such local government ... needed fo serve wew develgpment. INo impact fee or other similar
develgpment charge shall be imposed excvept pursuant to a schedule that is:

(a) Iegirlatively adopted;
(b) Generally applicable fo a broad dlass of property; and
(¢) Intended fo defray the projected impacts on capital faclitier caused by proposed develgpment.

(2) (a) A local government shall guantify the reasonable impacis of proposed development on exasting 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 simsilar developmment charge shall be
imposed to remedy any deficiency in capital faclitier that exisis nithout regard fo the proposed develgprrent.

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

5B 15 clearly authorized counties in Colorado to assess impact fees. [t 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
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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 restricion 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 contributon of new
development toward remedying the existing deficiencies. A similar situation arises when the existing
level of service has not been fully paid for. Qutstanding 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.
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Ontside 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 (ie., 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, itis 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 are
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. [f 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
agpregate 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 pert 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 4.0 2.87 KR |
Recommendead VMC/NMT Ratio for Impact Fee Calculation 1.00

Source: VM 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
Whera:
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 = Awerage length of a trip on major roadway system
NET COSTAVMT = COST/VMT - CREDITAVMT

COSTVMT = COST/VMC x VMC/NVMT

COSTWVMC = Awverage costto create a new VMC based on historical or planned improvements
VMC/VMT = The systern-wide ratio of capacity to demand in the major roadway system
CREDITVMT = 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 natonal 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
Bedrooms Units Square Feet Units
1 602 1,600,040,601 1,486,842 1,076
2 4,768 15,727,561,611 11,063,273 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 34,773 158,466,523,300 76,618,920 2,068

Souwrge: LS. 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.5. Census populaton 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 42,263 2.14
4 or more 883 47,398 17,068 2.78
Total 3,728 160,388 74,150 2.16

Source: U5 Census Bureau, Amercan Communily Survey, 20132017 5%
sample microdata for Measa, Maontrose, Delta, San Miguel, and Ouray Counties.
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The Mational 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
B ET Y

Household Size Trip Ends
One Person 33
Two Parsons 6.4
Three Persons 9.8
Four Persons 11.2
Five or mora Persons 12.8

Source: Mational Cooperative Highway Ressarch
Program, Mational 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
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? The average trip generation rate for a single-family detached unit declined 1.4% from the 6% edition {1997) to the 10t
edidon (2017) of the ITE Trp Generation Mansal (9.57 in 1997 o 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/ Daily
Bedrooms 5q. Feet Range Unit Trips
1 1,076 <1,260 sf 1.00 4.54

2 1,423 1,2560-1,649 sf 1.62 1.657

3 1,850 1,660-2,299 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; parsons 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 singlefamily average trip
generation rate from Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trp
Generation Manual, 2017
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2019 Impact Fee Study
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

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 reguire 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. 5. 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.5. 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.5. 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.5. 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.5. 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 reguired 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, Palice, 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 T e ‘ Flan-Based Cost Recovery Cost Allocation
Expansion
Population &
Fire Citywide Fadllites, N/A N/A Nonresidential Vehicle
Apparatus
Trips
Population &
Palice Cltywide Facllities, Vehicles N/A N/A Nonresidential Vehicle
Trips
Municipal Facilities Citywide Administrative N/A NJA Population & Jobs
B 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)

Manxi
Parks and | Municipal XM | yrrent

Recreation | Services 5"””::“”‘" Fee

Fire Police Difference

Single-Family
Multi-Family

Nonresidentiol (Per 1,000 square feet)

. Maximum
Parks and | Municipal Current

e
Recreation | Services "””;: €l Fee

Retail /Commercial 51,167 51,167
Office/Institutional 5191 581 S0| 5598 SB70 $0 S870
Industrial $66 $28 so| $234 $328 $0/ $328
Warehousing 534 514 50 569 5117 50| 5117

Police Difference
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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 headguarters). 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 net increase 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 gre 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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MunicipaL 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 e V1UItiplied by Net Cost per Job
Person

Cost per Person for Municipal Cost per lob 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 37811 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

Monresidential

Mon-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244

Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 a}

Residents Employed in Grand Junction 15497 10 154,970

Monresident Workers (Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10 270,680

Nonresidential Subtotal
TOTAL

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U5, 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 5277 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 5277 £997,200
Municipal Service Center 38,485 5277 510,660,345
Municipal Operations Center 23,345 5277 56,466,565
Field Engineering Building 3,234 5277 $895,818
Facilities Building 7,523 | 5277 52,083,871
City Hall 46,000 5277 512,742,000
TOTAL 122,187 533,845,799
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

LOS: Square Feet per Job
Cost Analysis
Cost per Square Foot*

LOS: Square Feet per Person
Cost per Person

LOS: Square Feet per Job
Cost per Job

Source: City of Grand Junction; TischierBise 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 {5277 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 pEr persons
Municipal Facilites Square Feet 277
P Nonresidential 0.73| > per jobs ?

Growth-Related Need for Municipal Facilities

‘ Population ‘ Jobs Residential | Nonresidential Total
Square Feet Square Feet Square Feet
Base 2018 66,425 58,660 79,518 42,669 122,187
Yearl 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
Year5 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
Year9 2027 77,230 68,611 92,453 48,907 142,360
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 53,987,432 52,223,462 56,210,894

Growth-Related Expenditure on Municipal Facilities 56,210,894
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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

Municipal Facilities Space $331.60 5201.49

Residential (per unit)
Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Persons per

Development Type Housing Unit

Single Family
Multi-Family

Nonresidential

Maxmum

Unit Employees* | Supportable
[Fee
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 2.34 5471
Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 297 5598
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 1.16 $234
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 032 [IEZN
*Employment densities were calculated using data from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE),

Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.
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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

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

Municipal Facilities
Total Expenditures

Housing Units

Total Cost Growth Cost
56,210,894 $6,210,894
56,210,894 $6,210,894

Year KSF KSF KSF
Base 2018 22,279 6,655 11,094 14,499 6,645
Year 1l 2019 22,656 b, 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
Yeard 2022 23,757 7,096 11,843 15,417 6,911
Year s 2023 24,120 7,205 11,996 15,644 6,995
Year 6 2024 24, 482 7,313 12,148 15,871 7,078
Year7 2025 24,845 7,421 12,301 16,097 7.161
Year 8 2026 25,207 7,529 12,453 16,324 7,244
Year9 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 5563,074 5784,765 51,363,580 5179,046
Projected Revenue => 55,758,259
Total Expenditures => 56,210,894
General Fund's Share => 5452635
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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.
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Figure F1. Fire Facilities Impact Fee Methodology Chart

Residential Development Nonresidential Development

Vehicle Trips per 1,000

Persons per Housing Unit Square Feet by Type of
Development

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

Cost per Person for Fire Cost per Vehicle Trip for
Facilities Fire Facilities

Cost per Person for Fire Cost per Vehicle Trip for
Vehicles Fire Vehicles

less Principal less Principal
Payment Credit Payment Credit
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2019 Impact Fee Study
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

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 a}
Residents Mot Working 37,811 20 756,220
Employed Residents 22,777 %
Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 14 216,958
Employed outside Grand lunction 7,280 14 101,920
Residential Subtotal 1,075,098
Monresidential
Mon-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244
Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 %
Residents Employed in Grand lunction 15,497 10 154,970
Monresident Workers (Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10 270,680
Nanresidential Subtotal 576,894 35%
TOTAL 1,651,992 100%

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U5, Census Bureay 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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2019 Impact Fee Study
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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 5450 per square foot is used. As
a result, the total replacement cost for the 60,577 square feet of facilities is $27,258,650. 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 sguare feet per
person x 5450 per square foot = 5221.67 per person).

Figure F4. Fire Station Level of Service and Cost Factors

Station ‘ Square Footage Sq:::: T::t . | Replacement Cost
Fire Administration Building 14,576 5450.00 56,559,200
Fire Station No. 1 13,544 5450.00 56,094,800
Fire Station No. 2 8,461 $450.00 $3,807,450
Fire Station No. 3 5477 5450.00 52,464,650
Fire Station No. 4 8,982 5450.00 54,041,900
Fire Station No. 5 Training 1,916 5450.00 $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
MNonresidential 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*

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 5322,771, 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 # of Units Unit Cost* | Replacement Cost
Truck Smeal 100' Quint 1 51,253,000 $1,253,000
Truck Smeal 75' Quint 1 51,253,000 51,253,000
Engine Smeal 4 $714,000 $2,856,000
Engine E-One Pumper 2 $714,000 $1,428,000
Battalion Dodge Ram 1 565,000 565,000
HazMat BLM 1 5300,000 5300,000
Ambulance Dodge/Ford/Chevy 8 5322,000 $2,576,000
Medic Ford F150 1 $75,000 $75,000
Rescue SVI Heavy Rescue Truck 1 51,000,000 51,000,000
Brush HME 1 5379,000 5379,000
Brush Ford F450 1 $294,000 $294,000
Tender International Tender 1 5350,000 5350,000
uTy Yamaha Rhino 2 518,000 536,000
ATV Suzuki 2 $12,000 $24,000
Air Trailer Air Trailer 1 540,000 540,000
Trailers Various 4 510,000 540,000
Administrative Suv 3 £55,000 5165,000
Administrative Pick Ups 3 543,000 5129,000

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%

Monresidential Share 35%

LOS: Units per Person 0.00031

LOS: Units per Vehicle Trip End 0.00004

Cost Analysis

Average Cost per Unit
LOS: Units per Person
Cost per Person

LOS: Units per Vehicle Trip End

Cost per Vehicle Trip End

*Source: City of Grand Junction.

$322,711

0.00031
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City of Grand Junction, Colorado

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 (5450 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

Residential

0.49

Nonresidential

0.06|

Square Feet

Demand Unit | Unit Cost

per Person

per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

ket Nonres. Vehicle
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
Growth-Related Expenditure

Residential
5q. 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

5450

Nonres. 5q.
Ft.

17,558
17,966
18,197
18,446
18,695
18,944
19,193
19,441
15,690
19,939
20,188

2,630

$2,665,693| 51,183,388

‘ 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
$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-af-Service

Residential

0.00031

Nonresidential

0.00004

Units

per Person

per Trip End

$322,711

Growth-Related Need for Apparatus

Pa— Nonres. Vehicle | Residential Nonres.

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 & 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 37
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643 _—_

Growth-Related Expenditure WL L A L A S E AT E]
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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 5Series 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 521.68 per person, and 52.94 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 51.59 557,750 277,672 50.21
2020 $171,000| 5111,150 68,691 51.62 £59,850 281,244 50.21
2021 $177,000| 5115,050 69,911 51.65 $61,950 285,089 50.22
2022 $185,000| $120,250 71,131 51,69 564,750 288,934 50.22
2023 $193,000| $125,450 72,351 %173 567,550 292,779 50.23
2024 $202,000| $131,300 73,570 %178 570,700 296,625 50.24
2025 £211,000| $137,150 74,790 %1.83 573,850 300,470 50.25
2026 $220,000| $143,000 76,010 %1.88 577,000 304,315 50.25
2027 $230,000) 5149500 77,230 51.94 580,500 308,160 50.26
2028 $241,000) 5156,650 78,450 52.00 584,350 312,005 50.27
2029 £252,000| 5163,800 79,862 52.05 £88,200 316,292 50.28
2030 $265,000| $172,250 81,300 52,12 £92,750 320,823 50.29
2031 $278,000| $180,700 82,763 %2.18 %97,300 325,436 50.30
2032 $291,000| $189,150 84,253 $2.25 $101,850 330,132 50.31
2033 $306,000) 5198,900 85,769 5232 $107,100 334,912 50.32
2034 $321,000| 5208,650 87,313 5239 $112,350 339,778 50.33
2035 $337,000| $215,050 88,885 52,46 $117,950 344,732 50.34
2036 $354,000) $230,100 90,485 52.54 $123,900 349,775 50.35
2037 £372,000| 5241,800 92,113 52,63 £130,200 354,909 50.37
2038 £390,000| $253,500 93,771 $2.70 £136,500 360,135 50.38
2039 $409,000| $265,850 95,459 %278 $143,150 365,456 50.39
2040 $430,000| $279,500 97,178 %2.88 $150,500 370,872 50.41

Total 56,000,000 $3,500,000 $2,100,000

Discount Rate 7.1% 7.1%
Net Present Value 1. 52.94
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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 wehicle 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 5221.67 529,12
Vehicles $99.72 513.10
Existing Principal Credit {$21.68) ($2.94)
MNET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $299.71 539,28
Residential

Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Persons per

o Housing Unit

Single-Family $710
Multi-Family

Nonresidential

Averoge Trip Maximum

Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 5F 37.75 5489
ID‘Fﬁceflnst'ltut'lnnal 710 | 1,000 SF 9.74 50% 5191
Industrial 130 1,000 5F 3.37 50% 566
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50% 534
*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

Total Cost
Facilities 53,849,081 53,849,081
Vehicles 51,613,553 51,613,553

Total Expenditures 55,462,634 55,462,634

Projected Fire and Rescue Impoct Fee Revenue

gle-Fa " . Dffice " v
L]
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 71,205 11,996 15,644 6,995

& 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 7411
10-year Increase 3,653 1,091 1,664 2,279 766
10-year Projected Revenue 52,593,395 5509,224 5814,447 5435,874 550,701

Projected Revenue => 54,403,640
Total Expenditures => 55,452,634
General Fund's Share => 51,058,994
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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 MNonresidential
Development Development

Vehicle Trips per
pu 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

ess Principal Payment]

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 a}

Residents Not Working 37,811 20 756,220

Employed Residents 22,777 a}

Employed in Grand Junction 15,497 14 216,958

Employed outside Grand Junction 7,280 14 101,920

Residential Subtotal 1

Monresidential

Non-working Residents 37,811 4 151,244

Jobs in Grand Junction 42,565 %

Residents Employed in Grand lunction 15,497 10

Nonresident Workers {Inflow Commuters) 27,068 10

Neonresidential Subtotal
TOTAL

Source: City of Grand Junction 2015 population estimate based on 2015 Census Estimate Data; U.5. 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 sguare 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 ($344.20), 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

(T

Facility Components Souan Square feapacT—
Footage Cost
Foot*
Police Station Building 63,863 534420 514,317,814
TOTAL 63,863 5344.20 514,317,814

*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%
MNonresidential Share 35%
LOS: Square Feet per Person 0.63

LOS: Square Feet per Vehicle Trip End 0.08

Cost Analysis

Cost per Square Foot* 5344.20

LOS: Square Feet per Person
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 ($344.20), the total
projected growth-related building space expenditure is approximately $3.7 million.

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

Level-of-Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost
Residential 0.63 per Person
- 5 Feet 344
MNonresidential 0.08 qiare fee per Trip End >

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

‘ Population N?nres.' Residential 5q. ‘ Nonres. 5q. ‘ 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 524
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 5660,000 5429,000 67,558 46,35 5231,000 277,672 50,83
2020 5684,000 5444,600 68,691 56.47 $239,400 281,244 50.85
2021 5708,000 5460,200 69,911 46,58 5247,800 285,089 50,87
2022 5740,000 5481,000 71,131 56.76 5259,000 288,934 50,90
2023 5772,000 5501,800 72,351 56.94 $270,200 292,779 50,92
2024 S808,000 4525,200 73,570 57.14 $282,800 206,625 50,95
2025 $844,000 5548,600 74,790 57.34 5295,400 300,470 50,98
2026 S880,000 5572,000 76,010 47.53 5308,000 304,315 51,01
2027 5920,000 S598,000 77,230 57.74 5322000 308,160 51.04
2028 $964,000 5626,600 78,450 57.99 $337,400 312,005 51.08
2029 41,008,000 5655,200 79,862 58,20 5352,800 316,292 51,12
2030 51,060,000 S689,000 81,300 58.47 $371,000 320,823 51.16
2031 41,112,000 5722800 82,763 48,73 5389,200 325,436 51,20
2032 51,164,000 5756,600 84,253 58,08 5407,400 330,132 51.23
2033 51,224,000 5795,600 85,769 59.28 S428,400 334,912 £1.28
2034 41,284,000 5834600 §7,313 49,56 5449400 339,778 51,32
2035 51,348,000 5876,200 88,885 59.86 5471,800 344,732 51,37
2036 41,416,000 £920,400 90,485 510,17 5495,600 349,775 51,42
2037 51,488,000 S967,200 92,113 510,50 $520,800 354,909 51.47
2038 %1,560,000 51,014,000 93,771 510,81 $546,000 360,135 51,52
2039 51,636,000 41,063,400 95,459 411.14 $572,600 365,456 51.57
2040 51,720,000 51,118,000 97,178 511,50 $602,000 370,872 51,62
Total $24,000,000 $15,600,000 $8,400,000

Discount Rate 7.1% T.1%
Net Present Value 586,71 $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 sguare 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 5215.36 $28.29
|Existing Principal Credit ] ($86.71)  ($11.74)|
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT 5128.65 $16.55
Residential

Maximum
Supportable
Fee
‘Single-Family 5305
Multi-Family $200

Persons per

H irg T
ST SV Housing Unit

Nonresidential
Average Trip Maximum
ITE Code Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 37.75 5206
Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50% $81
Industrial 130 1,000 5F 3.37 50% 528
Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50% 514
*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

Police Facilities| 53,739,389

Total Expenditures 53,739,389

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

Year ng Units Housing Units

KSF KSF KSF
Base 2018 22,279 6,655 11,094 14,499 6,645
Year 1 2019 22,656 B6,767 11,396 14,754 b,668
Year 2 2020 23,032 6,880 11,538 14,964 6,745
Year3 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 12,3201 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 5218,580 5134,161 5183,665 521,364
Projected Revenue => 51,670,965
Total Expenditures => 53,739,389
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:

» Level 1 Parkland Improvements

» 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

TischlerBise

FECAL | ECONOMC | PLANNMNG

35



2019 Impact Fee Study
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

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 5112,500 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
580,000 per acre (plus the cost of Level-1 improvements), for a total of 5192,500 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 556.7 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

Total Developed

Park Park Type Acreage Acreage Improved Value
Autumn Ridge Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 1.5 1.5 5168,750
Hidden Valley Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 7 1 5112,500
Hillcrest Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.23 0.23 525,875
Lilac Park Undeveloped/Open Space 1.7 1.7 $191,250
Ridges Tot Lot Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 1.8 1.8 5201,375
Shadow Lake Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 5.7 1 5112,500
Spring Valley Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 31 31 5348,750
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

Total Developed

Park Park Type ‘ remioiicn el Improved Value
Canyon View Park Community/Regional Park 114.2 114.2 521,983,500
Columbine Park Community/Regional Park 12 12 52,310,000
Cottonwood Meadows Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.8 0.8 5154,000
Darla Jean Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.2 2.2 5423,500
Duck Pond Orchard Mesa Park  Neighborhood/Mini Park 4.4 4.4 5847,000
Duck Pond Park - Ridges Meighborhood/Mini Park 2.82 2.82 5542850
Eagle Rim Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 12 12 %2,310,000
Emerson Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.52 2.52 5485,100
Hawthorne Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 35 3.5 S673,750
Honeycomb Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 35 35 5673,750
Las Colonias Park Community/Regional Park 140 115 510,060,000
Lincoln Park Community/Regional Park 42 42 %8,085,000
Pineridge Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 15.7 3 577,500
Paradise Hills Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 5.57 2.78 $535,150
Rocket Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 2.7 2.7 $519,750
Riverside Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 1.5 15 5288,750
Sherwood Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 13.87 13.87 %2,669,975
Spring Valley Il Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 2.52 2.52 5485,100
Washington Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 3 3 5577,500
Whitman Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 25 2.5 5481,250
Williams Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 0.37 0.37 571,225
Westlake Park Neighborhood/Mini Park 10 5.5 %1,058,750
Wingate Park Meighborhood/Mini Park 4.86 4.86 $935,550
Burkey Park North Undeveloped/Open Space 18.37 0 S0
Burkey Park South Undeveloped/Open Space 9.61 0 S0
Flint Ridge Undeveloped/Open Space 33 0 50
Horizon Park Undeveloped/Open Space 12.65 0 50
Matchett Park Undeveloped/Open Space 205.52 0 S0
Saccomanno Park Undeveloped/Open Space 30.73 0 S0
TOTAL 682,71 357.54 556,748,950
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
Leve| 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
Yearl 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 b 2024 114,329 11.43
Year7 2025 116,225 11.62
Year 8 2026 118,121 11.81
Year9 2027 120,016 12.00
Year 10 2028 ] 121,912 12.19
Ten-Year Increase 18,688 1.87
Projected Expenditure 5210,375
Growth-Related Expenditure on Level 1 Park Improvements | 5210,375

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 PRS, 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
Linve! 2 Pare 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 512,512,500
Growth-Related Expenditure Level 2 Park Improvements | 512,512,500
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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

Fee Component ‘ Cost
per Person
Level 1 Parkland Improvements 511.25
Level 2 Parkland Improvements 5666.76
COST PER DEMAND UNIT $678.01

Persons per e Current Increase [

Supportable Fee

Housing Unit
Fee

Single-Family 51,605
Multi-Family 51,055

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. Therefare, 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

Tisc
o A |

Level 1 Parkland Improvements 5210,375
Level 2 Parkland Improvements| 512,512,500
Total Expenditures 512,722,875

Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

e

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
Year 7 2025 24,845 7421
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 51,151,246
Projected Revenue => 57,014,699
Total Expenditures => 512,722 875
General Fund's Share => 55,708,176
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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.5. 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 Transpartation Master Plan 201 TAZ Estimates, City GIS parcel data, 2018 E5RI 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

Units in Structure ‘ Persons ‘ Households Lot s Hﬂ"ﬁ"g ‘ Pem.ms pe-r: Hﬂ"fi"g Vnmn::y
Household Units Housing Unit Mix Rate
Single-Family U nits' 46,611 18,710 2.49 19,679 2.37 T3% 4.92%
Multi-Family Units 11,391 b, 7B8 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.5. Census Bureau, 2017 American Community Survey, Tables 825024, 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 %
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 5F
units x 2.37 PPHU=699) +(64 MF units x 1.56 PPHU=93) as shown below in Figure A5.

Figure A5: Grand Junction 2018 Population and Housing Unit Estimate

Est. 2018
DOLA 2011-2018 New | Ayg. Annual New | 2018 Housing Population
2017 est. Construction® Units 2011-2018 | Units Added Growth
Single-Family Units 2,356 285 498 2.37 1,180
Multi-Famiby Units 514 B4 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. .5, Census 2017 ACS S-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

Develop = De 018 1

Residential City Limits201 Sewer Service Bound Total
Population 66,425 36,300 103,224
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

POPULATION
Grand Junction 66,425 67,558 68,691 69,911 an 71,351 l 12,025/
201 /Outside City 35,800 37,428 38,055 38,731 39,407 20,083 43,452 B.662
Total 103,224 104,985 106,745 108,642 110,538 112,434 121,912 18,688

HOUSING UNITS

Gl Single-Family 2237 22,656 23,032 23,305 23,757 24,120 25932 3653
G Mult-Family B,655 6,767 5,880 6,988 7.095 7,205 7,745 1,091
Grand Junction Total 28,534 8413 25,912 30,383 30,854 31,324 33678 4,74
201 By Single-Family 14,217 14,458 14,698 14,929 15,161 15,392 15,549 2,331
Total Housing Units 43,151 43,881 44,610 45,312 46,014 AB,T17 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 AB, 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 sguare 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

ITE yod L /S Demand | Whdy Trip Ends | Wkdy Trip Ends Emp Per L
Code Unit Per Dmd Unit* | Per Employee® | Dmd Unit Per Emp

110 Light Industrial 1,000 5q Ft 4.96 3.05 1.63 B15
130 Industrial Park I 1,000 5q Ft 3.37 291 1.16 BG4
140 Manufacturing 1,000 5q 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 | 1,0005SqFt 19,52 21.00 0.93 1,076
530 High School 1,000 5q 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 Haspital 1,000 Sq Ft 10.72 3.79 2,83 354
710 General Office (avg size) I 1,000 5q Ft 9.74 3.28 2.97 337
760 Research & Dev Center | 1,0005q Ft 11,26 3.29 3,42 292
770 Business Park 1,000 5q Ft 12.44 4,04 3.08 325
820 Shopping Center (avgsize) | 1,0005q 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 | 57600 | 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

lugbct i Jobs'’ Total Jobs | Employee g Floor Area 1,000 SF
Commercial/Retail® 19,099 33% 581 11,094,208 1.72
Office/Institutional® 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% OfficefInstitutional, 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
% 99.5%) can be attributed to growth within the City limits. To calculate growth of nonresidential floor area,
TischlerBise applied ITE 5q. 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 Sg. 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 All; Nonresidential Development Projections—Selected 201 Bowndary TAZ Areas

S-Year Increment

2022 2023 2028

10-Year Increase

POPULATION

Grand Junction b6,4215 67,558 63,6091 69,911 71,131 712,351 18,450 12,025

101 JOutside City 36,800 37.428 38,055 38,731 30,407 40,083 43 462 6,661

Total 103,214 104,985 106,745 108,642 110,538 112434 111912 18,688

EMPLOYMENT EY TYPE

Gl Commercial/Retail 19,009 15,806 20,138 20,406 20,853 21,211 12,000 3,000

GJ Officefinstitutional 28,811 29,409 29,902 50,433 50,964 51,995 34,150 5,339

Gl Industrial/Flex 10,750 10,803 10,984 11,180 11375 11.570 12 545 1795

Grend Junction Total 58,660 60,018 61,025 62,109 63,192 54,276 69,655 11,035

201 Commercial/Retail o7 0g 101 102 104 106 115 1B

201 Office/Institutional 144 147 150 152 155 157 17 iy

201 Industrial/Flex 55 54 55 56 57 58 63 10

Total Employment 58.953 60318 61.330 62419 63.508 B4.557 70,0433 11,000

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

Gl Commercial/Retail 11,094 11,3%6 11,538 11,690 11845 11,5% 12,759 1664

Gl Office/Institutional 14,409 14754 14,964 15,191 15417 15,544 15,777 2,279

Gl Industrial/Flex 6,645 6,668 6,745 6,828 6,911 6,355 7,411 766

Grand Junction Total 32,233 32817 33.2497 33709 34172 34,634 36,947 4709

201 Commercial/Retail 1 42 43 44 44 5 49 g

201 Office/institutional a8 50 50 51 52 =3 58 g

201 Industrial/Flex 32 33 34 34 35 ] 39 b

201 Bdry Total 122 115 127 129 132 154 145 23
Total Nonres. Floor Area 32,360 32942 33.247 33.709 34172 34534 35047 | 4732 |

* Monres Floor &rea derived from Trip Generaticn, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 1th Edition (2017) 5q. Ft Per Emp. Multiplied by net new employment by sector.

* Population growth from TMP for Taz areac of 1.8%.

* Housing unit growth from TMP for TAZ areas of 1.6%
*Employment growth refliecting 2018 Job/population ratio 8883, Applles sector % distripution from 2018 ESRI data.

=201 Dutside City Employment .05% of Grand Junction employment hald 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
Averoge Annual

Compoungd
‘ 2028 inorease Ercoth Rate

Gl Housing Units 28,034 29,423 29912) 30,383| 30854 31,324 33678 474 1.53%

201 Growth Bdry

Housing Units 14,217 14,458 14,698) 14939| 15392| 16549 16,549 233 1.53%

GJ Nonresidential 5q. Ft x1,000 32,238 387 33,247 33,709| 34,172 3,634 36,947 471 1.37%

201 Growth Bdry Nonresidential Sq. Ft x1,000 1x2| 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 9,911 13 72,351 73,570 74,790 76,010 7,530 78,450/ 12,025
201 fOutside City 36,800 37,428 38,055 38,731 38,407 40,083 40,759 41,435 42,110 42,786 43,462 6,662
Totl 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
Gl Single-Family Frierp] 22 BEG 13,032 213,355 23,757 24,120 24,482 214,845 25,207 25,570 25,532 3,653
&I Multi-Farmily 6,655 6,767 6,ERD 6,968 7096 7,205 7313 7421 7529 7638 7,746
Grand Junction Total 28,934 28,423 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 14,558 14,529 15,161 15,352 15,623 15,855 16,086 16,317 16,543 31
Total Housing Units 43,151 43,881 44,610 45312 46,014 46717 47419 48,121 48,623 49,525 50,27 7,076
MPLOYMENT BY TYPE
Gl Commercial/Retall 19,099 19 806 20,138 20,496 20,853 71,11 71,569 71,926 22,284 22,642 72,999 3,900
G Office/Instiutional 8811 29405 26,50 30,433 30,564 31,485 32,026 32,557 33,088 33,619 34,150 5335
GJ I ndustrial/Flex 10,750 10,803 10,584 11,180 11,375 11,570 11,765 11,560 12,155 12,350 12,545 1,795
Grand Junction Total 58,660 50,018 61,025 62,108 63,192 64,276 65360 66444 67,527  GB,611 69,695 11,035
201 Commercial/Retail a7 Bo 101 2 104 106 108 110 111 113 115 18
201 Officefinstitutional 144 147 150 152 155 157 160 163 165 168 171 27
201 IndustrialFlex 53 54 55 56 57 58 5% 60 (3] 6 63 10
Total Employment 58,953 60,318 61,330 62,419 63,508 64,597 65,687 66,716 67,865 68,954 70,043 11,090
NONRES. FLOOR AREA (X 1,000 5F)
Gl Commercial/Retall 11,084 11,386 11538 11,680 11,843 11,956 12148 12,301 12453 12,606 12,755 1,664
G Office/Instiutional 14,495 14,754 14,964 15181 15417 15,644 15871 16,057 16,324 16,551 16,777 2278
GJ I ndustrial/Flex 5,545 5,668 6,745 5828 5911 5055 TOTE 7161 7244 7328 7411 ThE
Grand Junction Total 32,238 2,817 33247 33,709 34,172 34,634 35097 35558 35022 35484 36947 4,709
201 Commercial/Retail 4 42 43 44 44 45 46 47 48 48 49 8
201 OfficefInstitutional 48 50 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 5B 9
201 Industrial/Flex 32 33 34 3 35 36 36 7 7 3B Fi] 6
201 Bdry Total 122 125 127 129 132 134 136 138 141 143 145 3
Total Nonres. Floor Area 32,360 32,900 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) 5q. 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 TAT areas of 1,6%

*Ermployrent growth reflecting 2018 job/population ratio B883, Applies sector % distribution from 2018 ESRI data,

*201 Qutside City Employment .05% of Grand Junction employment held constant.
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Found below in Figure Al4, 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 Al4: Nonresidential Vehicle Trip Projections

S-Year Increment—>

2008 | 2009 | 2020 | 2021 | 222 | 2023 2028 10-Year

Base ¥r 1 2 3 4 5 10 Increase
Commerclal/Retall 184,275 189,286 161,641 184,176 186,711 199,246 211,821 27,647
Office/Institutional 70,608 71,850 72,875 73,979 75,083 76,186 81,705 11,097
IndustrialyFlex 16,479 16,536 16,727 16,934 17,140 17,347 18379 1,900

Total Nonres. Vehicle Trips 271,362 277672 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.5. 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 @ 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, 3or 4, 5to 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 sguare 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 2 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.

?_“5.
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Legal and Methodology ‘

m One time payments to fund system
improvements

m Cannot be deposited into General Fund

m Basic legal requirements are need, benefit, and

proportionality
Demand Infrastructure Dollars
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Impact Fees in Colorado ‘

m Governed by Senate Bill 15
» October 2001

m Improvement or facility that:

» |s 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
iIncome housing

» Does not address whether the local government is required to

“make up” the difference i
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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)
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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

» Stations
» Vehicles/Apparatus

m Credit for existing debt

———————
6 TischlerBise



l-of-Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost
Residential 0.49 per Person
Monresidential 0.06/ Square Feet per Trip End i
Growth-Related Need for Facilities
Nonres. Viehicle | Residentiol | Nonres. 5q.
‘ T et Trips Sq. Ft. Ft.

Base 2018 66,425 271,362 32,721 17,558
Year 1 2019 67,558 277672 33,279 17,966
Year 2 2020 68,691 281,244 33,837 18,187
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,089 34,438 18,446
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 35,038 18,695
Year 5 2023 72,351 292,779 35,640 18,944
Year 6 2024 73,570 296,625 36,241 19,193
Year 7 2025 74,790 300470 36,842 19,441
Year 8 2026 76,010 304,315 37,443 18,650
Years 2027 77,230 308,160 38,044 18,539
Year 10 2028 78,450 312,005 1ga
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643

Growth-Related Expendit $2,665,693| 51,183,388
i

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

53,849,081

Residential

Level-of-Service

|Nonresidential

I

0.00004|

Units

Demand Unit| Unit Cost
per Person
|per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Apparatus

$322,711

Pagedating ‘Nmms. Vehicle | Residential ‘ Norires,
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 285085 22 12 33
Year 4 2022 71,131 288,934 22 12 34
Year 5 2023 72,351 292779 22 12 34
Year & 2024 73,570 296,625 23 12 35
Year 7 2025 74,790 300470 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 a4 L3 22
Ten-Year Increase 12,025 40,643 1
Growth-Related Expendit : 6
e
TischlerBise
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Maximum Supportable Fire Impact Fee

Fee Cost Cost per
Component per Person Vehicle Trip
Facilities 5221.67 529.12
Vehicles $99.72 $13,10
Existing Principal Credit (521.68) (52.94)
NET COST PER DEMAND UNIT $299.71 $39.28
Residential

Maximum

Persons per
P Supportable

Housing Type Housing Unit

Fee

Single-Family $710
Multi-Family $467

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee
Retail /Commercial 820 1,000 SF 37.75 5489
Office/Institutional | 710 1,000 5F 9.74 50%
Industrial 130 1,000 SF 3.37 50%

Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 o s34 |

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

———————
8 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

.
: TischlerBise



Police 10-Year Facility Demand

Police Station Level-of-Service Standards
Level-of-Service Demand Unit | Unit Cost
Residential I per Person

Square Feet
Nonresidential ; 9 per Trip End

Growth-Related Need for Facilities

‘ . Nonres. Vehicle | Residential ‘ Nonresidential
Population . Total
Trips S5q. Ft. S5q. 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 68,651 281,244 42,979 23,114 66,053
Year 3 2021 69,911 285,085 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 74,7590 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 7,524 3,340 10,864 I
Growth-Related Expendi 52,589,761 51,149,628 53,739,389

———————
10 TischlerBise
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Ma)umum 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 5 bl
EHHESl Housing Unit LpESERe

Fee
Single-Family . $305
Multi-Family . $200

Nonresidential

Average Trip Maximum

Unit Daily Vehicle | Adjustment | Supportable
Trips* Factor* Fee
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 375 $206
Office/Institutional 710 1,000 SF 9.74 50% $81
Industrial 130 1,000 S5F 3.37 50% s28

Warehousing 150 1,000 SF 1.74 50% $14
*Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation Manual, 10th Fdition, 2017

———————
11 TischlerBise
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=" | Municipal Facilities Impact Fee

m Consumption-based approach
m Citywide service area

m Components
» General Government Space

———————
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. Municipal Facilities 10-Year Demand

Type of Infrastructure | Level of Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost / Sq. Ft.

Residential 1.20 per persons
Square Feet

Nonresidential 0.73 d per jobs

Municipal Facilites $277

Growth-Related Need for Municipal Facilities

‘ Population Residential | Nonresidential ‘ Total
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
Year7 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 Facilitie5| $6,210,894

———————
13 TischlerBise
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Cost
per Person
M unicipal Facilities Space $331.60 5201.49

Residential (per unit)
Development Type Persi:rrls pe.r Maximum
Housing Unit | Supportable Fee
Single Family $785

Multi-Family

Nonresidential
Maxmum

Employees* | Supportable
Fee

Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 SF 2.34
Office/Institutional 710 1,0005F 2.97
Industrial 130 1,000 5F 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 TischlerBise
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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

L —
15 TischlerBise



Level 1 Park Improvement Needs

Level 1 Park Infrastructure Level-of-Service Standards

Type | Level of Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost / Acre
Lege) 1 Fark 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
Year5 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

———————
16 TischlerBise
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Level 2 Park Improvement Needs

Type | Level of Service | Demand Unit | Unit Cost / Acre
Level 2 Park 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 37h31
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

———————
17 TischlerBise
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18

Fee Component

Cost
per Person

Level 1 Parkland Improvements $11.25
Level 2 Parkland Improvements $666.76
COST PER DEMAND UNIT $678.01

Single-Family

Persons per
Housing Unit

Multi-Family

Maximum
Supportable
Fee

Current
Fee

4 ff;Et Maximum Supportable Park Impact Fee

Increase

———————
TischlerBise



Maximum Supportable Fee Summa

Residential (Per Unit)
Fire Police Parks a{:d M""ff'f’a"
Recreation | Facilities
Single-Family $710 $305 $1,605  $785
Multi-Family 5467 5200 51,055 5516

Nonresidential (Per 1,000 square feet)

Police

Parks and
Recreation

Municipal

Facilities

Maximum
Supportable

Fee

$3,405

$2,238

Maximum
Supportable

Fee

$1,167

$870

$328

Retail/Commercial _
Office/Institutional $191 $81 S0 $598
Industrial S66 528 S0 5234
Warehousing 534 514 S0 569

$117

19

Current
Fee

$225

Difference

$3,180

$225

52,013

Current
Fee

$0

Difference

$870

$0

5328

S0

$117

———————
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Last updated pre-1990s

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

522 | \Water Plant Investment Fee

~d

Fee _ |Pupose _______lCost

Plant
Investment
Fee

Tap Fee

Recover the cost of  $300 -

constructing the $8,500
system.

Cost range based on

size of service line

and meter (3/4” -

6”).

Recover cost of City  $700 —
crews making 19,850
physical connection

to water main line

and supplying meter.

Cost range based on

size of service line

and meter (3/4” —

6”).

———————
TischlerBise



.E;;' :' 1 Proposed Water Plant Investment Fees

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 5875 5375 $1,250 56,850
1.5 $2,050 5900 $2,950 512,580
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
6 519,850 58,500 528,400 $155,632
———————
21 TlschlerBtse
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Comparison of Water-Related Fees

*

e
-
't
8
& L
&

Water Plant Investment Fees

Lite 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) % B,773.69
Single Family {3-4 bath, 1/8 ac lot} & 15,530.69
Single Family (5+ bath, 1/8 ac lot) § 22,755.69
Multi-Family [per unit) 5 9,760.00 5 2,880.00
Single Family (2000 sf} & 4.430.00
Multi-family (2 DU} & 1,040.00
Multi-family (8 DU) [ 24,560,00
Mult-family (20 DU} & 47,840.00
3/4x5/8 55,180 57,000 57,000 & 10,730,00 S 22,195.00 5 10,800.00 5 5,069.00 5 572800 & 8,030.00
3faxifa 58,750 58,750
1 56,850 510,500 516,250 & 19,170.00 $ 39,729.00 5 1B,000.00 % 4,900.00 & 9,566.00 5 19,420.00
1.5 512,580 815,725 518,000 & 42,180.00 & 87,227.00 S 36,000.00 5 25,029.00 5 19,074.00 5 38,730.00
2 518,520 $23,150 $27,000 & 76,690.00 (3} H 57,500.00 & 31,725.00 % 30,530.00 3% 61,990.00
3 533,360 541,700 540,500 & 126,426.00 (3 & 126,000.00 5 60,973.00 5 57,279.00 5 168,640.00
4 554,480 $73,100 560,840 5 229,971.00 (3) § 216,600.00 5 210,439.00 5 95,484.00 $ 290,760.00
6 5155,632 %182,800 591,260 & 517,374.00 & 450,000.00 5 434,157.00 5 190,910.00 5 620,260.00
] $135,890 5 774,957.00 $ 1,007,583.00 5 305,468.00
10 5205336 5 1,200,204.00 S 439,157.00
12 3 1,235,855.00
(4) Pueblo
(1) Denver Water Rates Blbimthaer baes i
::ld;:l'nilr residential mthw“tm Plant investment fee only, water tap fee charged separately
" :rﬂame ﬂ:hh'maml-mhdnpzlmmlhqﬂm [ryan imigation meter. {5] F|w
ADU Fensfor spec e tap stresarefor nanressent . Water Capacity fee only, separate tap fee
MH'IJ-'H'I'I“" E.II’.HHTI'EH'h'lru'l’.m'l.Hn'I'm.bf'!inlJ-"!Mmulnrlrth.we.r!'iﬂ'm&ﬁ1rﬂuﬂﬂuﬂrmmﬂiﬁiﬂﬂulmhwh )
easnactios and weler Brarambision develspnest e Cossermption beyond nitial elacation miy be add resed B roegh memhly bl or gayment of addhtienal cosnaction e
First two DU Cutroa s Fes e sFist ss]
MNest & DU Koswaber Consereing
Crver B DU, 5 per unit Water Canszning —————
Fees for specific tap sizes are for nonresidential. ;
22 TischlerBise
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City Water Meter 5ales

Meter Size
2019 Year to Date
2018
2017

2020 Estimated Meter Sales

2020

23

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

Proposed PIF/Tap
$137,720.00
$391,740.00
$299,190.00

5430,320.00

Revenue Difference

$103,320.00
$302,490.00
$238,790.00

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 1 2020

Jan 12021

Jan1 2022
Staff Proposed

100%

Fire Dwelling 5234 5710
Police Dwelling S50 5101 5201 5305
= Parks and Recreation Dwelling £225 5680 $1,136 51,605
E Municipal Services Dwelling 50 5259 5518 5785
2 I
e | Fire Dwelling 50 $154 5308 $467
Police Dwelling 50 566 5132 5200
Parks and Recreation Dwelling 5225 5499 5773 51,055 5528
Municipal Services Dwelling 50 5170 5341 5516 S0
Retail/Commercial
Fire 1,000 sf 50 5161 5323 5489 S0
Police 1,000 sf S50 SE8 5136 5206 50
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 S0 50 S0 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf s0 5155 5311 547 50
Office/Institutional I
I Fire 1,000 sf S0 563 5126 5191 S0
g | police 1,000 sf 50 $27 $53 $81 $0
=z Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 S0 50 S0 S0
e Municipal Services 1,000 sf 50 5197 53495 5598
:
E Fire 1,000 sf 522 566
£ | Police 1,000 sf 50 59 518 528
S | Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 50 50 50 50
Municipal Services 1,000 sf 50 577 5154 5234
Fire 1,000 sf 511 534
Police 1,000 sf 50 55 59 514
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 S0 50 50 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf 50 523 546 569 50
8/30/2019 4:35 PM Impact Fee Implementation Schedule 20190830, x]sx
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Transportation Impact Fee
Implementation Schedule and Comparison Chart

Jan 1 2020 § July 12020 | Jan1 2021 | Jul 1 2021 § Jan1 2022 July 1 2022
S5taff Proposed

Land Use Type Current F ees 100%

_ |Al Multi-Family 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 3,252 s 2511

% <1,250 sq.ft of living area Dwelling | S 5 5 5 5 5 s 3,252 5

& 11,250 to 1,649 sq.ft of living area Dwelling | S 5 5 5 5 5 5 5,430 5

E" 1,650 to 2,299 sq.ft of living area pwelling | $ 5 s 5 s s 5 6,318 s
2,300 or more of living area Dwelling | % 5 5 5 5 1 5 8,538 &
Hotel/Motel Room |3 s 5 5 5 5 5 4,183 s 5
Shopping Center/Commercial 1,000sf | 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 8,240 5 5
Auto Sales/Service 1,000sf | 5 5 5 5 5 s 5 8,240 5 5
Golf Course Hole 5 5 s 5 5 5 5 8,240 5 5
Movie Theater 1,000sf | 5 s 5 5 5 5 5 8,240 5
Restaurant, Standard 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 s 5 8,240 5

_ |Bank, Drive-in L000sf [ S 3 5 5 5 $ 5 18,365 5

2 ience Store w/Gas Sales 1000sf | S 5 5 5 5 $ 5 18,365 5

3 |Restaurant, Drive-Through 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 18,365 5

i , General 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6,685 5

= , Medical 1,000sf | 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6,685 5

£ |Animal Hospital/Vet Clinic Loo0sf | S s s s s $ $ 6,685 $

E |Hospital 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 6,685 5

§  [Nursing Home 1,000sf 5 s s 5 s s S less s
Place of Worship 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1,688 5
Day Care Center 1,000sf |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Elementary/Secondary School 1,000sf |$ 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Public/Institutional 1,000sf |5 5 s s s s 5 5
Industrial 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Warehouse 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Mini-Warehouse 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

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 xlsx 1
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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 2,554 5 627 |5 6,318 (5 3,764 |5 4436 |5 1,882 |5 (1,882) -30%
Fire - 710 710 - (710)] -100%
Police - 305 305 - - (305) 100%
Parks 225 1,605 1,380 515 690 {6590) -43%
Municipal Services - 785 785 - - (785) 100%
Total 2,779 $9723|5 69445 5351|$ 2572|S (4372) -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 1,769 5 247 |6 3,252 |5 1,483 |5 2511 |%& 742 | & {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 |5 349 |5 3151 |5 1,157 |5 (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 4,189 5 675 |5 8240 (5 4051 |5 6,215|5 2,026 |5 (2,025) -25%
Fire - 489 489 - (489)| -100%
Police - 206 206 (206) 100%
Parks - - - - - nfa
Municipal Services - 471 471 - - (471) 100%
Total 4,189 $ 9406 (S 5217 |8 6215|% 20265 (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 19'™ 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:

« 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.

* 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.

« 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
‘Grand Junction.

ousnng am::l Bunldmg Association 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 B0112
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 (5} Fruita Montrmse Gunnigon Pueblo Sterding Avernge| | Grand Jnnn‘ml Difference (%)

e-F Detached

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

Mistric: &/buildi

Total (%) 53,903 14,200 13,500 9,800 7,623 19,805 25,216 273%

Sowrce: MunicpalityDPFFG

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association
Metrostudy
Page-2



>
©
=
et
)
D
-
+
Q
-

Table-2: Single-Family Detached Development Impact Fee Detailed Analysis ($/unit)

__ Development lmpact Kees® Fruia** M omimee T L an Poeblg®®=* SterlimgTerey Difference
Demupraphicy svd Hysering 1 1 ] 1 1
Populition 13463 054 &80 111,368 1127 27504
Houschokls 5005 B 153 4509 ARET 13,0 -
Mediin Houssheld [necene (5] SB01E 44,801 45,219 TAs3 39519 44,602 -
Avcrugs New Home Pee (AT} 5) et ] BT a0 349 157 7,238 -
Al Income tn Home Price 1540% 14.8% 151% 1% 157% 150% L%
dnnwal Teeey 1 1 1 1 1
Wil Larey 28N W 551480 5. 7650 TT AL T4 604 -
Average Mew Home Pece (AT)H(5) AL 9,771 9900 TEIADS 251,579 7,254 =
A Tases (5) 2006 1513 157 1,583 18 100/ :
Al Tanes by Fame Price LE. LE L LR L L “TI%
Divetapeent fmpeoct Fees (3) 148 & i wsil 1" LTy
Chip and Beal B - - R -
Trearsye 1,706 - - -
Inspszotion . -
Pols - (1 - R -
Parks, Crpen Smor and Trrls 1,860 1,aT¥ =) - =
Pubib: Baksty Fee: - - - T80 - 4 a
Trarsporkstion, e, Rosd 1300 150 - - - -|
Witier Plied lewessteners Feea E750 1,635 2,500 5747 2,690 LY c
Sewer Plnt Imesmeni Fees 800 4,168 3000 1. 780 2. 5% o LN .
Total Per Uit p k] 11,554 TS R2IT £, 11,127 2.5%
Sehood Disirct M County Valley 51 __ Montrare Cousty RE-LJ _ Gunninon Wistrshed RELS Pucklo Cty 68 REI Fally | Mo County Pl 31 -
Foa - - . - - u .
Sorce Trars Sirka L Lavind Lashe Nichol Dhires: Flormer Jan Dy Trars Sirko
PTO-254-5100 FI-T52- T S-541-7T70 TI9-548-T113 52079 PTO-254-5100)
Rarwrer Follay Fire Fansiron Folkmiser Fire
Fire D¥strict Protection Monirose Fire Frotection Dot Puablo Fire Depi. Sarting Fire Dt (Grend Junction Fire Depi.
Fes - o - = = R ]
Souroe Promk Cosalions Lindsey Wiky [Porip Jumgon: Jumes Riddell Livesn Beiter Ken Watking
UT0-B5E-3133 FT-B0-HEL SN 641-BIO0 TE-553-130 FI0-522-3813 OT0-S40- 5804 |
Grrand Jumction Polioe
Follor Dristrict Fruita City Potior Depi. Moniross Fobor Dt (Fansiv Polios Depr. Fuahle Potior Depi. Steriing Polion Dept Dt
Fes R - N R R | ]
Spurce Gikends Wills TimCox Keih Bobinson Tyson Kerr Dcasg Shoemeker
OT0-B5E- 1008 AT E52-5200 SN 641-BHH TI9-553-2420 FI-5F12-3502 UT0-243-6707
Tatal DIF Per st LS 11,554 TS R2IT £, 11,127 ﬂ.ﬂ 2.5%
THIF oo Whawvse: Privsr L5 Er 5% R LY = L 35 l-uﬂbl B3
e Eosinsics (reaidcotinl)
{1} Mptrostely, Property Amsben, Stren Sailes - 7204552000 *THF's mmay vary by subdiv fing wilhin cach Juridiction, Merostudy his inchuded all known DFs negandizas of therr o or dy has iy

() County GIS mapping nysiem and Colbeads Depasment of Loesl Afidn
() Fruta, Planig, Herey Hemphdl - 970-853-0736

{4} Fruta, Pgincoring, Sam Alles - 970-R53-E377

5] Uhie Water Comservincy Dhstricl, Jim Disgherty - 0Ti0-243-T401

6] Muontrose, Flanming, Archic Fyers - 970-280- 1437

(T} Muonirse, Fngincoring, Scolt Murphy - 970-280- 1498

(¥} Gunnison, Bluiding, Fric Jansen - 970641 <8080

(%) Prbl, Plenming, Alan Lamberg - 719-333-2241

(1) Pucbln, Land Lise, Scotl Hobson - 719-533-2244.

(11 Puchls, Baand of Waler Works, Rheads Nwasiie - T15-584-0270
(12) Suerlng, Puble Worka, Geoege Good - 970-512-9700

{13) Grare] Junction, Commamity Direeapronent, Lancs (ows - 900-244- 1422
{14 Crmanel Jumotion, Hesidentil Sewer, Amy Casinods - $70- 2364027
{15 Cemined. Jumaotion, Commerial 'WalerSewer, Debi Orerholl - $70- 284 1520

mmmnﬂmmauﬂwumwwwmwmmmmmmmmm

crodis ey gzt actad D' i cach jurndton, DIFs &0 o echee ety fees where developers may be parisdy reimbuasod fom buklers foe il o ifasmuctre ivestmens. Water
plimi ¥ s o ot inchle additio ion Gk for rie witer righte, Ay applcable lendecapingrrgation costs ans besed on T-ing o ofthe mein water ne. Restlenial

honeve: ke pricen B cn TVLHE Lo SE0R01D thee perivd. Coleado reilent sl awesmment moe of .20 aed Monicipalty il kv miss are based on 213 lgees. DIF) sy be colmed o

time of anneation, phting, pleaming approve, buliding permil Bsuance, certificate of cooupancy, or other.

**{Frud) Chip i cal DIFs baseel o actunl coats e Biesrmon Fatalss Piig 20 with 10 b, Dinage DIF (517,060 across 10 i) e e

Estates due o developer ilnding of detention ponds, DIFs p o time of plening eppr of buirg permi.

o Moo | Tenposttion THFs based oo bilkling pemil iz estimie for Easles of Sioee Ridge Fiing 2. Park DFs were exempid Som ile: development due i developer lund dedication, whith

i siandard. [1's payable sl time ol bukding permil swnce. Polive DIFs weee nol confimmed with documents bl over the phone al approximaicly 51,000 per umitiol.

e {Puchic] A shdviion plaing there i park dedication regrinement of B of Tnd {enciaing right of wil; howsever, mos! projects in necenl. times b dedicaled land, City mitgies THF cosi by

uiliing o Sty fbe. THFG sepetinned o emeastion snd apply only 1o e propenics being asnssed inio the Uiy, Traseposatin D itz TR when & new Bulkding riggee new

iralic igrale, i aedior pavemend muekings wmmmm-mwmnu::m m-ummmumummmm

based on .37 iper square ol of restents

# ey B Poark avredior streact s roqe are specif; ol in Fiew e DFs.

8 08 rnee] Junc o) Trarmprortaion TFs mary b defienad prior 1o the imasyree o s cenifcale of ooaspency, THFs payshl # b of plaring spproval for snce of buikfing permil
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Table-3: Office Development Impact Fee Detailed Analysis ($/building)

__ Drevelopment lmpact Kees® Frulta® Mosomee " L5ummis on Poeblg®* e SteriingTere Average Limand Jumclan® e DiifSerence:
Demupraphicy 1 1 ] ] 1 ]
Popultstion 15,463 M0.328 &, 111,348 1nan TS50 2
Houschokls EEECH] E300 2563 45,09 4367 LESL | AT
Y Ly 1 1 1 1 1 1
Aill Levy vl i} T30 551400 A0 S0 = :% o
Totsl 2w TN LS B [oE L RN =1.8%|
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Chip and Seal z : : = = :
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Paliee - = g
Parks, Cpen Space end Trads .
Puibc Sakty For - 1060
SBeboal = - - . - -
Trenspociation, Sipect, Hoad 14,34 . - - . . ||ﬁ
Winler Pland brevstrrent Pz HL500 4140 4,500 5.E30 L - I
Swgr Plan Imecsomen Fagy: A3 10 0 5 Py b = #7748 =
‘Tedsl Per it 53,93 14.20e0 13,508 9,0H TEZI 19, Bies{ 5 XIS IT A%
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Fea . = . B B . a|
M-25- 5100 OT0-Z52-THE FI0-E41-TTTR TIR-549-7113 97052070 SM0-254- 5104
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Py Dataict —_— oot Mgy Fivy Protpcin Dt Fuchl Flre Dget. _____ Serfing Fire Dept._ | eyt Rumiioes Firy Do, -
Fea . = - B B af a|
9M-REE-3133 PT0-240-91K1 I-E41- 3090 TIe-553-2030 970-512-3323 F0-545-5E01
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WN-REE- 1008 OT-EE2-5200 FN-541-F200 TI9-553-2420 UTp-5E-3512 M- 24T-6TR7)
I ‘Tatal DIF Par Ralldisg EAL, L 14,208 13,50 M THZY |’.q| ml“l 'ﬂ';a"-l
Enoinsies iaffice}

s

{1} Metrostudy, Property Anabesi, Swreon Saules - T20-853-2020

{2} Coumiy GIS mepping sysiem and Cobeado Depariment of Locel Afirs
(3] Frua, Plarnieg, Heney Hemphd - 970-358-0736.

i} Fru, Pngneorng, Sam A fions - 970-B58-8377

(%) Lhie Waler Conserancy [Hetricl, Jim Daggherty - 970 242- 7491

{6} Monirosz, Flanming, Anchvic Byens - S70-280-1437

(T} Moniros:, Frgincermg, Seoll Muply - 970-240- 1453

)} Grunnmon, Euiding, o Jansen - 970-6d1 8300

{#) Puchi, Flanming, Alwn Lambeng - 719-5553-1241

{113 Pracin, Loned U, Seoll Habeon - 719-553-2244

{11 Pubin, Board of Waler Works, Bhonds Mesretie - 719 3840270
{12) Suriing, Pubh: Works, George Good - ¥70-512- 0700

{13 Grmned Juntion, Community Development, Lance Cloes - 970- 284- 1422
{14 CGiranel Junction, Risthontil Sewer, Army Castaneds - 0T0-E56-4027
(15) Ciened Juneiion, Commencil WalenBewer, Debd Creerboll - 970-244-1 520

*THF @ mmy vary by s or ing within cach jurisdiction, Merostudly s incheled allkrerem THFs regandiess of ther inchesions or cxclaions scross arces, Metrostudy bas only uiles] bcstion specilc
DF A when THFR @ aol undibem porss e sunkpally. Dewlpmen agresment speciic TIFy, DIF saben, lnd dedieaion regerements, sadior THF coodin sy impact acon] THF g wihin sach
juridition, [ocs nol inchede facilly fbes. Waler end sewer plan imvesmen fees do not inckude eddiione] cquisitien coats for raw waler rights. Any appicebie ndscaping‘imigetion costs ere based oo
T-ing off of the min waler fine, Colonsdo mill krvy males are based on 2018 fgecs, DIFS may be collecied & time of smeustion, pliiting, plsmming approvak, buikling pemil ssance, certifcale of
ocapsncy, or olher,

**{Fruita)) [4Fa paysblc i ime of plening spprovel for saence olMbuikling permil, The base raile for ransporsaton DIF s for & 10000 squne ol commern] o fios buikdngs & 51,589 per 1,000
iepaare et mudiphed By & 1.23 leice,
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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/firef/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
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Appendix:

Exhibit A: Development Impact Fee Assumptions

Assumptions Single-Family Detached Office
Square Feet 2,000 10,000
Pm’;an ................................................................... 025 ....................................................................... D. m .................................
Project Impervious Percent 0% 90%
Water Tap Staz 34" "
Project Address / Location
Fruitn 1518 Myers Ln, Fruin, CO 81521 1672 Highway 6 50, Fruita, CO 81521
Montrose 3400 Ridgeline Dr, Mortrose, CO 81401 1546 E Ok Grove Rd, Montrose, CO §1401
"""" Guson | 149WGwmnAwGombonCOBIZ0 | 499W GoogaAw, Gumson, COBIZO |
""" Pabb | 560l BokgoWayPwbe,COBI0S | 7BWehS,Pwbb,COBIOO3
""" Swhe | S;oNekRdSwheCOSUSL | 28N2dS,SekeCOBOSL
Cirand Junction 554 Crestwood Ave, Grand Junction, CO 81504 398 I-70BL, Grand Junction, CO 81501
Source: MunicipalityMetrostody

>
©
-]
=
)
=
+
Q
S

Grand Junction Area Realtor Association

Page-6



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 hanleypwood Company

CONTACT INFORMATION
Tom Hayden John Covert
Director of Consulting — Western U.5. Regional Director — Colorado / New Mexico
Denver Office: Denwver 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.mgtrﬁmgx.mm www.mg];;ggmgg.ggm
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—— Current Fee

MULTI-FARMILY (20
UHITS]

~—City Proposed Fee

HOTEL/MOTEL (&0
ROOMS)

$250,980

=—ir— Coalition Proposed Fee

SHOPPING CENTER/
RETAIL (20,000 50Q FT)

$164,800

OFFICE, GEMERAL {5,000
50 FT)

550,640
$34,920
$19,170
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180.00%

160.00%

140.00%

120.00%

100.00%

80.00%

£0.00%

40.00%

20.00%

0.00%

PERCENTAGE OF INCREASE OF

PROPOSED TCP FEES

112.61%

83.83%
73.78%

6.30%

1.94%

Single-Family {1,250-1649  Multi-Family (20 Units)  Hotel/Motel (60 Rooms)  Shopping Center/ Retail  Office, General (5,000 sq

sq ft)

| City % of Increase

96.71%

8.36%

6.89% I

{20,000 sq ft)

W Coalition % of Increase

112.83%

6.42%

ft)

164.16%

2.16%

Elementary/ Secondary
School (30,000 sq ft)




All fees are for single-family detached units of any size unless
General Parks 8 Storm Recreation
Communities Government Police Recreation Transp. Drainage Fire Trails Water Sewer Fire District | District

Aurora 5189 584 5240 5589 §1,242| per acre £92 $0 [3] 4550 No No
Aurora - 20194 5235 5116 51,901 5612 5115 No No
Castle Rock - 2019(Single family housing
355 542 3,720 7,004 0g8
unit of 2,500 sq ft) $ $ >3, 57, 5L, Mo Mo
Castle rock (Single-family detached or
attached unit of 2,000-2,499 sq ft) $325 $497 53,406 57,004 $843 $1,005 No Na
5730+ 50.36
Fort Collins 5523 5220 51,743 53,112 51,548 4] 5440 persqftoflot (5] Yes 10.95
area 53,537 mills Mo
Glenwood Springs 85,775 52471 51,290 $5,004 (6] $5,380 No NG
Golden # $20,742 43 486 No No
Greeley [Single-family residence) - §135 53,131 54,194 $302 5603 $434 $10,800 [1] $5,700 [2]

. Yes Yes
Littleton - 2019 $1,504 $395 - $1,043(  $1,170 9.25 mills | 8.496 mills
Lone Tree - 2018, TischlerBise Proposed ) ) Yes Yes
Fea® $1,152 $619 >7,286 9.25 mills | 8.496 mills
Longmaont (For any residential unit

2([1 1 2
between 1,601-2,400 sq ft) 56,962|(10] $1,746 5923 No Mo
Yes Yes
Montrose % 3919 (8] S1575 5679 51,882 5] 3,889 Bl g 56 mills | 4.5 mils
Parker - 2019 Max Supportable Fea 5381 5387 55,289 53,063 5293
Westminster 51,993 5876 $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 59,142 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 ($1086.85) and Parks Improvement Fee (58573.83)

* 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
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Planning Commission
September 24, 2019

Planning Commissioners in attendance: Commissioners George Gatseos, Bill Wade, Christian
Reece, Andrew Teske, Sam Susuras and Kathy Deppe

Consider a Request by the City of Grand Junction 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.

Prior to the motion, Commissioner Sam Susuras provided the following: (minute: 2:53:26)

In the circles that I travel in I talk to a lot of people, and every one of them agree, that we do need
to increase the fees. The thing they don’t agree with is the amount of the increase that is being
suggested. In listening to Diane Schwenke tonight, the comments that I think she made was a very
good compromise: approving 50% of the increase now and in three years, critically analyzing it
and see what the progress has been made and then approving the other 50%, and I think I could
vote for that. | cannot vote for this full increase tonight.

Prior to the motion, Commissioner Kathy Deppe provided the following: (minute: 2:54:11)

1 am struggling with why errors in the past have to be taken care of today. I understand that it
happened and it has to be resolved but the way we are trying to resolve it is way too swift. | agree
with Diane’s comment that we could do 50% now and come back in three years and look at it
again. You know, there was a time in this town that we didn’t need any builders because there
wasn't anybody to buy anything. So, now we have gotten healed and we are much better and today
we are building again and these building projects or builders are now providing income or jobs for
people in this town in order for them to buy houses, and now we want to try to stop that, in my
opinion we cannot do that.

I had the opportunity a couple of weeks ago to do my civic duty (jury duty), and out of, I sat there
for two days, and out of the fourteen that were selected, ten of those fourteen had lived in Grand
Junction less than one year. Out of that number, three came here as job transfers, the other seven
came because they sold high someplace else, came here and bought for less, put money in the
bank, they love it here, they want to stay here. So, okay, we are bringing people in. If we raise our
prices that’s going to stop; it’s going to come to a screeching halt. And where are we going to go
from there? We have been there before, we’ve done that before, we cannot do it again. That is my
opinion. I, like Sam, could vote for what Diane has suggested, or the stakeholders have suggested,
but I cannot vote for what has been proposed.



Prior to the motion, Commissioner, George Gatseos provided the following: (minute:
2:56:01)

This is a real difficult situation. You know my father was a pretty big commercial real estate
developer for thirty-forty-fifty years in Denver, I don’t know, maybe that’s not important. I did
hear you. In March, I voted because I was very concerned about the commercial problem, but [
have to tell you I can’t keep kicking the can down the road. In view of what our city manager has
said, I don’t think we should go 50%, and I don’t think we should wait three years. Now, what is
the risk? The risk is to you developers, the risk is slowing down the economy, I think there was
more risk in March on the commercial end; I couldn’t vote for that. I think the City has made
major progress, | think they listen to you, and I think they have made major changes with your
input. But you can’t change the goal post. And we have to take into consideration that we have to
provide services for all the people. I think people are going to — I understand there is a job problem
here, I understand there is a problem with affordable housing, I understand that more than anybody
because my children, my youngest daughter lived in Eagle. Well if you think there is problem with
affordable housing here, go to Eagle. Especially with the homeowner association fees. [ got to tell
you, people need houses. People are going to buy houses. I am in favor with the Staff report, and 1
know I am not going to make some people happy, but I am tired of kicking the can down the road
and I want to be a responsible Commissioner and say we can’t do the same thing and expect
different results. Thank you.

Prior to the motion, Commissioner, Keith Ehlers provided the following: (minute:2:58:31)

I break this down into three pillars as I contemplate this and it comes down to this: are we stifling
or enhancing the economy? Are there tools here that help us address the overall planning including
sprawl and emphasizing development closer to existing infrastructure? And also the fiscal
responsibility. Within those three, the ordinance as it is written has a whole lot in it and I'm not
sure — I can’t get my arms around — packaging it all together here and I may find or it may be
articulated to me that it’s all packaged together because all these strings pull on each other and this
15 how to make it work from what Staff has determined is a good fiscally responsible way of
approaching it. But, as I break it down, the Fire and Police component I struggle to get behind. Mr.
Abeloe’s comments resonated strongly with me, others as well, on efforts that have already been
made on that Fire and Police funding side of things as well as the burdens we have placed through
other social demands that Fire Departments respond to all sorts of calls under a mandate that costs
us nothing but money as a community to address things that we are spending a hell of a lot on
training for them to go out and have to go tackle. The recapture agreement, my experience with
those, not very thorough, but the experience that I have had is that they are essentially futile at that
ten-year component, and how you really get those back I don’t know, I would like to see if there
was an alternative in there that could be considered. However, we are looking at this as kind of this
one-size-fits-all scenario and I see that there has been a major effort in response to the stakeholders
to break it down particularly on the residential side and tier it to where it’s almost more of a fee on
a cost-per-square-footage fee and by breaking those tiers down. And I can get on board with that,



and I can get on board with that for this reason: We are constantly looking at moving outward with
our developments right now, we are not seeing the infill components really happening as much as
we are watching it push out. There are a lot of reasons for that. This may be a tool to help address
and stifle that to some extent. And I'm hearing myself use the word “stifle’ and that’s not the intent
from the economic side of construction and building and developing of homes and business,
because that is not what we want to slow down, but if we can find the right tools in having these
fees cause an impact on developing at the outskirts where, quite frankly, the studies and the data
driven, not opinion or anything else, is showing that the costs of those impacts as we extend further
and further away from our existing infrastructure are huge compared to when it’s closer to
proximity. And so if we can continue to revisit then there are things happening in the planning
process with Comp plans and considerations of land use code and whatnot to emphasize these
redevelopment areas and how things like these fees, that’s not the only tool, this redevelopment
area focusing on these places where we have existing infrastructure therefore reducing the impact.
How can we utilize that? So, that’s conceptual, I get that, it’s ideological, it’s not right now, I get
that, but I have also seen a community come together and organize themselves in a manner, and
articulate themselves in a manner that [ have not experienced before. | haven’t been around as long
as some of you all have, and I think there are opportunities to move forward there. The risk, as
Commissioner Gatseos said, is that is to be determined in the future and that if we move forward
with this and it doesn’t go well in the future that then re-validates some of the existing concerns.
The commercial side of things I struggle with, as well, because as [ look at our commercial zones
and industrial zones they tend to be existing around, they tend to be around existing infrastructure,
so those impact fees around existing infrastructure, [ don’t know the equations and the
methodology that the studies and everybody got to for those commercial ones but I am sensitive to
those comments to whether those are appropriate on the commercial based on that idea to being in
close proximity to existing infrastructure.

The next consideration is back to the enhancement or stifling of the development industry. In the
last few years we have watched irrelevant, and I'm going to use the word belligerent decisions, on
denials of otherwise allowed and conforming development proposals for our current comp plan
and master plan. Our approach to existing infrastructure, they are getting denied because of off-site
infrastructure issues that are easily articulated by very passionate local groups in these hearings. If
we can’t start funding those and give the city a tool to address those issues and participate we are
going to see that denial unless leadership changes. So, that’s kind of the tug that | am seeing in that
endeavor. | know there are a lot more factors that we are dealing with here. But, with those
considerations laid out, the ordinance as it is written has too many of these pieces in there that |
don’t think are appropriate. [ do think, and would like to see, an ordinance move forward for the
fee structure as Staff has proposed but I would not want to see Fire and Police in there I want
emphasize the ability to use the redevelopment areas in near proximity to existing infrastructure,
that helps alleviate those impact fees to therefore give, even though the fees might be higher if
those proposed fees were put out there, there would then we greater opportunities potentially than
even what the existing redevelopment area is for development and what not to occur with greatly
reduced fees.



I am very sensitive to the private sector side, and a gentleman in the comments applauded that we
are coming down or sticking our ground because developers are making all the money and this and
that. Well, T just can’t emphasize enough that prices wouldn’t be so high if development was able
to happen at a pace to keep up with demand and wasn’t bound by regulatory constraints from every
step of the way. It is, and for us to add these little fees, piece by piece by piece, I get that it is death
by a thousand pricks, but T am struggling a little bit to jump on the wagon that it could be too
stifling when we just watch these double digit increases in cost not stifle it that were based on a
number of other factors. So, how we come back to that fiscal responsibility is what compels me to
speak to the other side of the fees as proposed and the whittling down that we have had in tandem
with some of the other pieces such as the on-site improvements. Moving forward, with those fees,
along with the comments that I made would be the way that T would support this. It would take
some stripping out and amending of the motion to get my vote here. I don’t know if that is
something that we can do, if should do, or would do, but that is how I got there.

Prior to the motion, Commissioner, Bill Wade provided the following: (minute: 3:07:12)

Madam Chairman, fellow Commissioners, my colleague Commissioner Ehlers is as usual eloguent
in terms of bringing up all the things that we have to consider. As I look at this, and as I've looked
at it over the last six months, I keep coming back to the decision that my friend Commissioner
Gatseos referred to: you can’t kick the can down the road. There is an old statement that if you
have the distance between where I am sitting and that wall once every year you will never get to
that wall. And that is absolutely true, you will never get to that wall. And I am going to throw
another thing out on the table, [ am in agreement with Commissioner Ehlers on a couple of the
fees, [ am a little uncomfortable with them, but overriding that in my mind is that we have to do
something and we have to do something that begins to make up in some form or fashion the past
fifteen years that we have done nothing. [ agree that we had a huge downtumn, and if we have huge
downturn again development is going to shutdown, if we have another depression. So, my feeling
is that while I like the Staff’s suggested implementation of three years for the TCP fee, I am in
favor of something like that, I think that I agree with Commissioner Ehlers that there are a couple
of the other subsidiary fees that we might want to wait a little bit before we put it into the package.
I cannot in good conscience with what [ see as my responsibility to try to be fiscally responsible as
a member of this Commission suggest that we do exactly what we did in 2004 which is go with a
50% recommendation because I don’t think that works because we will never get the problem
solved. And the next time we do this, it will be 50% of whatever we recommend and we will never
catch up. So I think we have to do the TCP fees as the City has recommended. [ agree with
Commissioner Ehlers that we need to look at the Ordinance a little bit, although that isn’t a part of
our motion tonight anyway, to come up with the final language, the City Council will do that. I
think we have to add the Parks and Recreation fee; we certainly need to increase that and I would
be amenable to waiting on the others.



Commissioner Wade made the following motion:
“Madam Chairman, on the request to consider a Group of Actions Including

1. Amend Ordinance 3641 the Growth and Development Related Street Policy. The
policy included in this ordinance is largely redundant or contradictory to the Zoning and
Development Code regarding same; and

2. Adopt Ordinance , amending multiple sections of the zoning and
development code to update transportation and parks and recreation impact fees and
to adopt new impact fees for Fire, Police, and Municipal Facilities and requiring
development to construct street safety improvements related to the direct impacts of a
development.

I move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval, with the
findings of fact as listed in the staff report.”

Commissioner Teske seconded the motion.

Commissioners Ehlers, Gatseos, Reece and Teske made comment during the discussion portion of
the motion to City Council regarding the proposed ordinance as follows:

Commissioner Ehlers (minute 3:25:45) In my opinion, this ordinance has a whole lot in it and a
lot of things to consider. So, the yes or no for the entire package, I want to ask that the following is
contemplated:

The Staff recommendations for the Residential Impact Fees seem reasonable and appropriate as
long as there is the emphasis and availability for these redevelopment areas to truly be considered
near existing infrastructure where impacts truly are less and give the stakeholders an option of
places to develop should their greatest concerns in fact be true. They would have a fallback plan in
that regard.

The Business and Commercial Impact Fees for all the reasons of wage gaps and everything we
have discussed are maybe in alignment with the stakeholder proposals seem appropriate there. The
inclusion of the Fire and Police Impact Fees could be left out of this in light of recent voting and
impacts of that that we don’t yet know before we go add more fees.

Commissioner Gatseos (minute 3:27:15) For the record, [ support the TCP fees and I think the
City did a good job. I support the residential fees, I am mixed on the Commercial but I would like
to move forward the Transportation, so I could do that. | would support the Park fees and I could
go without the Fire and Police at this time.



Commissioner Reece (minute 3:27:45) I would agree with you [Gatseos], and I would also ask
that City Council please stop downzoning all of our recommendations.

Wade: Put that in the record.

Teske: Thank you for that addition.
Reece: I wanted to be on the record.
Wade: We agree with that.

Commissioner Teske (minute 3:25:05) I agree with both of your comments, Commissioners
Gatseos and Ehlers, in terms of how this fee structure could be passed forward.

The motion failed 6-1 with Commissioners Gatseos, Wade, Reece, Teske, Susuras and Deppe
voting NO.



To:  City of Grand Junction City Council, &
Tamra Allen - Community Development Director
From: Keith Ehlers - Planning Commission Member, Constituent, & Community Stakeholder

Re: Development Impact Fee Consideration

Councilmembers,

Upon reflection of the testimony and reports considered at last week’s Planning Commission hearing
from both the Industry Stakeholders and City Staff I felt compelled to add a few comments from my
perspective for your review prior to hearing the matter at the upcoming City Council Hearing.

As always, the devil is in the long list of details, but in its simplest form the conversation of Development
Impact Fee’s breaks down to consideration of three primary pillars of influence:

» Fiscal Responsibility of the City
» Economic Impact on Industry
» Community Land Use / Infrastructure Planning

In regards to the Fiscal Responsibility of the City, it seems appropriate and necessary to point out that as a
Planning Commission member I am not a subject matter expert on the existing conditions or the future
strategic plan for the overall budget of the City. We are given the same opportunity as any constituent to
educate ourselves on the comprehensive scope of budget considerations and are well informed by Staff of
the budgetary considerations related to any specific topic that comes before us, but I certainly must
acknowledge that [ do not possess a thorough knowledge of the City’s budget at the level of some of our
City Staff who has worked on the proposed fee structure. Please consider that while many of us who
spoke as commissioners or stakeholders may have a solid understanding of facets of the budget, the
subject matter expertise and use of third party studies that led Staff to their conclusions and proposal of
the fees appear to be an evidence based approach to being fiscally responsible for the community as a
whole. Therefore, I respectfully request your consideration of the implementation of impact fees include
and emphasize information from those you deem to be subject matter experts on the budget in a
prioritized fashion over those of us who are not subject matter experts.

The concept of giving weight to the assessments of subject matter experts remains highlighted when
considering the economic impact on industry that the proposed Development Impact Fees may have. We
have heard comment from stakeholders representing the developers, construction industry, real estate
industry, the Chamber of Commerce, and City Staff. Each of these groups bring a unique perspective and
almost all of them are subject matter experts in their perspective fields and offer an above average level of
validity from all sides of a conversation like this. However, a very important component was absent of
the discussion at our last Planning Commission hearing that warranis your consideration is that the
proposed fee structure is the result of compromise over the course of this month’s long process and
further disruption (or compromise) to the proposal, especially as it relates to its fiscal responsibility, could
risk sliding into the cliché of compromising for the sake of compromising rather than having substantiated
merits. Please note that this suggestion to avoid further degradation of the proposed fee levels is contrary
to some of the closing remarks [ made in the hearing which recommended commercial fees be considered
at a lower rate for economic reasons, and the fire/police impact fee be omitted. T still feel those
recommendations are prudent on a personal level, but I am compelled to admit that they are based on
personal sentiment rather than a comprehensive understanding of City budget planning and/or the



interpretations by the subject matter experts and third party studies. To rely too heavily on personal
opinion rather than expert data may conflict with our duties of fiscal responsibility.

The contemplation of the relationship between development impact fees and our community vision for
land use and infrastructure planning was another part of the conversation I felt was not given due
attention in our hearing. In most discussions it seems to be understood that low density/intensity
development creates a higher costs (aka lower return on investment) to the City for infrastructure. This
increased costs stems from an assortment of reasons including the provision of roads, utilities, and
emergency services for a less populated area that consumes a higher area of real estate. The decline of the
City’s return on investment in this scenario worsens when those lower density/intensity developments
occur further away from the existing infrastructure and facilities which requires major extensions. With
this understanding it seems prudent and fiscally justifiable for fees in those areas to correlate with their
impacts as soon as possible. However, the stakeholders have made compelling cases surrounding the fear
that housing attainability could be negatively impacted by the mounting fees and other regulatory hurdles
(i.e. time and approval uncertainties) the industry is subjected to, so alternatives to the expenses related to
developments in the outskirts could be provided by adjusting or creating additional ‘Redevelopment
Areas’ as part of your final decision. The reduced fees in appropriately located ‘Redevelopment Areas’
near existing infrastructure that can accommodate development impact may add another tool for
innovative developers to successfully conduct business while providing attainably priced homes for
residents in areas that promote higher rates of return for the City’s investments.

The comments provided above should in no way be regarded as “silver bullets’ that make a very
challenging topic suddenly simple, but I offer them for your consideration as pieces to the puzzle based
on my understanding of the issues at play coming from my experience on both sides of the table having
been involved in the private sector of development as well as public sector advisory roles. Ultimately, the
decision regarding what level of impact fees get implemented could reasonably start from a basis of what
extent you, as the community leaders, believe current taxpayers and business owners should pay for
growth with an adjustment to reflect the benefits growth brings to those same current taxpayers and
business owners.

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.

Regards,
A,
a:ff,,;{:__.,' i

e,

Keith Ehlers



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/labjavaloutside.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," "hotelfmotel,” "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 52,241 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 B34 1000 SF $6,773 4.52
Office/Institutional
Office, General (0-99KSF) 710 1000 SF $1,845 1.23
Office, General >100KSF 710 1000 SF $1,6571 1.05
Office, Medical 720 1000 SF $5,206 3.47
Hospital 610 1000 SF 52,418 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 $ 37e 0.25
Industrial

Industrial Park 130 1000 SF $1,0901 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 1S 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 COSTVMT X RF
WHERE:

VMT = TRIPS X % NEW X LENGTH + 2
DAILY TRIP ENDS GENERATED BY THE

TRIPS = DEVELOPMENT DURING THE WORK WEEK
% 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
+9 = AVOIDS DOUBLE-COUNTING TRIPS FOR ORIGIN
AND DESTINATION
NET
COSTNVMT - COST/VMT - 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%

CREDITWMT =

RF =

i. A TCP FEE 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 Sestion 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.

« 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.

« 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.

« 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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« Traffic Studies - Preparation of Traffic Studies shall be the responsibility of new
development as currently defined by the Code.

« Ulilities — 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.

/sf: 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 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. ___

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.06 AND ADDING CHAPTER 21.11 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 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 CHAPTER 21.11 BE ADDED AND SECTION 21.06. OF
THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE BE AMENDED AS SHOWN: (Deletions

struckthrough; additions underlined.)

ADD ALL OF THE FOLLOWING:

21.11.010 Development Impact Fees
(a) Title. This chapter 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 Chapter shall apply to all development within the territorial limits of the
City, except development exempted pursuant to §21.11.010{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 approval 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
§21.11.010(q). Credits.

(e) Definitions.
For the purposes of this chapter, 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 ¢) 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:
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(i) 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, or

(il Planning Clearance for residential uses intended for fee simple ownership
such as single family homes, townhomes or condominiums.

(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 approval. 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 chapter.

(7) Fee schedule or impact fee schedule. The impact fees for Police, Fire, Municipal
Facilities, Parks and Recreation and Transportation established by this chapter. The
impact fee schedule is set forth in the Fee Schedule to this chapter 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 and/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 chapter.

(10)Level of service (L OS). 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 chapter, 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 chapter.




For the purposes of this chapter, site-related improvements such as minimum street

improvements, local street improvements and safety improvements shall not constitute

transportation capital facilities.

() Development impact fees to be imposed.

(1) Fee obligation, payment and deposit.

(i)

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

(v)

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 §21.11.010(f)(2),
Exemptions, shall be obligated to pay impact fees pursuant to the terms
of this chapter. The obligation to pay the impact fees shall run with the
land. The amount of the impact fees shall be determined in accordance
with §21.11.010(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 §21.11.010(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 chapter shall be identified as impact fees and shall be

promptly deposited in the appropriate impact fee trust accounts
established and described in §21.11.010({h), Impact fee trust accounts.

Extension of previously issued development approval. |f the fee payer is
applying for an extension of a development approval issued prior fo

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 chapter, and shall include any impact fees established
subsequent to such prior payment.

Fee based on approved development. If the planning clearance is for less
floor area than the entire development approved pursuant to the
development approval, 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




(vi)

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

previous use and actual fee paid for the previous use, and shall include
any impact fees established subseguent 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 chapter.

(2) Exemptions. The following types of development shall be exempted from
payment of 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.

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

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 other 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
chapter.

Government. Development by the federal government, the state, school
district, County or the city.
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(vii) Complete development application approved prior to effective date of
chapter. For development for which a complete application for a planning
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 chapter, 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 requlations 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.

(vii) 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.

(i) Except for those electing to pay impact fees pursuant to
&21.11.010(1H(3)ii), Independent Fee Calculation Study, the impact fees
applicable to the impact-generating development shall be as determined
by the Impact Fee Schedule, which is hereby adopted and incorporated
herein. The Impact Fee Schedules are based on the Impact Fee Studies.
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 Schedules
that are applicable to impact-generating development shall be made by
the Director with reference to the Impact Fee Studies and the
methodologies therein; the then-current edition of the ITE Trip Generation
Manual, published by the Institute of Traffic Engineers; the City zoning
and development code; the then-current land use approvals for the

development; and any additional criteria set forth in duly promulgated
administrative rules.

(A) Annual adjustment of impact fees to reflect effects of inflation. The
Impact Fee Schedule, shall be adjusted annually and/or bi-

annually consistent with the Impact Fee Schedule . Commencing




on January 1, 2023, and on January 1 of each subseguent year
each impact fee amount set forth in Impact Fee Schedule shall be
adjusted for inflation, as follows,

(1) For transportation impact fees. the fees shall be adjusted
for inflation based on the latest 10-year average of the

Colorado Department of Transportation Construction Cost
Index, published quarterly by CDOT.

(2) 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.

(3) 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.

(B) 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 are those of 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.

(C) 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.

(i) 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.

(A) 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
chapter, at the fee payer's expense.

(B) General parameters for Independent Fee Calculation Study. Each
Independent Fee Calculation Study shall be based on the same
Level of Service standards and unit costs for the capital facilities
used in the impact fee study, and shall document the relevant
methodologies and assumptions used.

(C) Procedure.

(1) An Independent Fee Calculation Study shall be initiated by
submitting an application to the Director together with an
application fee to defray the costs associated with the
review of the Independent Fee Calculation Study.

(2) 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.

(3) 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 §21.11.010{(q)(1), Standards.

(D) 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.




(g) Credits.
(1) Standards.

(i) 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
pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, for any contributions or
construction (as determined 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 is collected.

(i) Valuation of credits.

(A) 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 due, if any, based on the information submitted, or, if he/she
determines the information is inaccurate or unreliable, then on

alternative engineering or construction costs determined by and
acceptable to the Director.

(B) 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.

(i) When credits become effective.

(A) Construction. Credits for construction of capital facilities shall
become effective after the credit is approved pursuant to this
chapter, a written credit agreement is entered into and a) all
required construction has been completed and has been accepted

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, escrow agreement, or cash and the amount and
terms of such security are acceptable by the City Manager. Ata

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.

(B) Contribution. Credits for contributions for capital facilities shall
become effective after the credit is approved in writing pursuant to

this chapter, a credit agreement is entered into and the
contribution is made to the City in a form acceptable to the City.

(iv) 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 chapter 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 reqgistration 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.

(v) Total amount of credif. 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).

(vi) Capital contribution front-ending agreement. The City may enter into a
capital contribution front-ending agreement with any developer 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 chapter. 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.
(iy Submission of application. In order to obtain a credit against impact fees,
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.
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(i) Contribution Offer contents. The offer for contribution credit shall include
the following:

(A) Construction. If the proposed credit involves construction of capital
facilities:

(1) The proposed plan for the specific construction certified by
a duly qualified and licensed Colorado engineer.

(2) 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;

(3) A statement made under oath of the facts that qualify the
fee payer to receive a contribution credit.

(B) Contribution. If the proposed offer involves a credit for any
contribution for capital facilities, the following documentation shall
be provided.:

(1) A copy of the planning clearance for which the contribution
was established;

(2) If payment has been made, proof of payment; or

(3) If payment has not been made, the proposed method of
payment.

(i) 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
and if the offer complies with the standards in §21.11.010(g)(1)
Standards.
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(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 the details of the construction or contribution
of capital facilities, the time by which it shall be dedicated, completed, or paid
and the 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.

(i) Establishment of trust accounts. For the purpose of ensuring impact fees
collected pursuant to this Chapter are designated for the mitigation of
capital facility impacts reasonably attributable to new impact-generating
development that paid the impact fees.

(i) Establishment of accounts. Impact fees shall be deposited into five (5)
accounts: transportation, parks and recreation, capital facilities, fire
capital facilities, police capital facilities, and municipal government capital
facilities accounts.

(2) Deposit and management of accounts.

(i) Managed in conformance with CRS 29-1-801 ef. seq. The impact fee

accounts shall be maintained as interest bearing and shall be managed in

conformance with CRS 29-1-801 et. seq.

(i) 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.

(i) Interest earned on trust account monies. Any impact Fees not
immediately expended 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.

(iv) 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 chapter.

(v) 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.
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(2) No monies spent for routine maintenance, rehabilitation or replacement of capital
facilities. No monies shall be spent for periodic or routine maintenance, rehabilitation,
or replacement of any city transportation capital facilities, parks and recreation, fire,
police or municipal government capital facilities.

(3) No monies spent to remedy deficiencies existing on effective date of chapter. No
monies shall be spent to remedy existing deficiencies in transportation capital
facilities, parks and recreation capital facilities, fire capital facilities, police capital
facilities, or municipal government capital facilities.

(4) Transportation impact fee monies may be spent for the reconstruction and
replacement of existing roads, the construction of new road systems and 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.

(i) 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 fee payer or successor in interest
shall submit within one year following the end of the 10th year from the
date on which the planning clearance was issued for which a refund is
requested. The refund application shall include the following information:

(A) A copy of the dated receipt issued for payment of the impact fee;
(B) A copy of the planning clearance; and

(i) Determination of completeness. The Director shall determine if the refund
application is complete. If the application is not 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.

(i) 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.
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(3) Limitations.

(i) Expiration of planning clearance without possibility of extension. If a fee
payer has paid an impact fee required by this chapter 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 may 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.

(i) No refund if project demolished, destroyed, altered, reconstructed or
reconfigured. After an impact fee has been paid pursuant to this chapter
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 or moderate income housing development by this chapter 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 housing affordability.

() Administration, Appeals and Updates of determination or decision of Director to City
Manager.

(1) Review every seven years. The impact fees described in this chapter and the
administrative procedures of this chapter 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-
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generating development. ¢) 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 chapter
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 chapter. 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 chapter, to facilitate the implementation of
this chapter as provided in GJMC 2.12.010. Without limiting the foregoing, the
Director is authorized to establish written administrative rules, not inconsistent
with the provisions of this chapter, 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 maintained in the offices of the Director and
City Clerk. Administrative rules adopted pursuant hereto and a copy of such rules
shall be made available without charge to fee payers and other persons
requesting a copy thereof.
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POLICE, PARKS AND

IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

REATION, AND MUNICIPAL F
SCHEDULE

| Uit | Current Fees

Jan 1 2020

LITIE

IMPACT FEE

Jan 12021

Land Use Type
Single Family
Fire Drweelling S710
Palice Dwelling S0 101 £201 305
E Parks and Recreation Drwelling €225 SRAD 21,136 1,605
E Municipal Services Dhwelling 5785
‘i Multi-Eamily
= Fire Dharelling : SAGT
Police Dwelling 50 566 5132 5200
Parks and Recreation Dwelling 5225 459 5773 51,055
Municipal Services Dhanielling S0 5170 £341 4516
JRetail/Commercial
Fire 1,000 5f S0 5161 5323 5489
Police 1,000 sf 50 568 5136 L2106
Parks and Recreation 1,000 =f 50 50 50 S0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 %155 5311 c47T1
JOffice/Institutional
" Fire 1,000 sf S0 563 5126 5191
'E Paolice 1.000 st 50 527 553 581
B | Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 ] 50 50
o Municipal Services 1,000 <f S0 5197 53495 CoO8
E Fire 1,000 sf 50 522 544 566
= Palice 1,000 sf 50 59 518 528
g Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 50 50 50 50
Municipal Services 1,000 sf S0 577 5154 5234
‘Warehousing
Fire 1,000 sf S0 511 522 534
Palice 1,000 sf S0 55 59 514
Parks and Recreation 1,000 sf 0 S0 50 0
Municipal Services 1,000 sf 50 523 S46 569
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IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE
TRANSPORATION IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

Jan 12020 July 1 X020 Jan 12021 July 1 2021 Jan 12022 July 1, 2022

16.7% % ] % Bi% 100%

AN Multi-Family Dweling |5 18935 2016 )5 2140 )5 2263 )5 2387]5 3,252
1,250 5.1t of ving area Dwelling 5 26125 26705 272905 27ET |5 284505 3252
1,250 1o 1,649 sq.ft of living area Dweling |5 279405 30335 325 35135 37535 5430
1,650 to 2,299 sq.ft of living area Dweling |35 2868 5 318115 3495 5 380915 412515 6,518
2,300 or more of living area Dwelling |5 30535 35525 405045 454515 502805 B.538
JMobile Home/ RV Park Pad 5 147605 1667 |5 1855 |5 20505 224215 3,583
[HotelMatel Room 5 255505 2,708 | 5 28515 2559 15 311475 4,183
Ilel,fEummeroalg'Remuram 1,000 sf 5 452705 4,864 | 5 5202 1% 5.540 | 5 5877] 5 B.240
[orvenience Commercial (gas drive thraps 1000 |5 73600s  Bae0]s 93615 10362 |5 1L3| 5 18.365]

e B RN D B B ] B
%wwr Tooost Bs  Lisals  1239]s  Lisals  L3s9)s  L34ls  Lb6s]
ndustrial 1,000 st 5 188205 1900 5 19155 15355 1953]5 1078

5 5 5 5 5 5
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Delete Strikethrough Text, Add Underlined Text [Parks and Open Space]

21.11.020 Public and private parks and open spaces

(a) 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, park-impactfee-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]

21.11.030 Infrastructure standards.
(a) 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
indicated. The-applicant/deve ithe j

.:'1.. = =i = BoUtE o Ot EHoHEH "":': EHHEHE oD ::“:'
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;

(vi) 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 and provided aleng-with adequate security {see

GJMC 21.02.070(m}).

3} No planning clearance for any use or activity shall be issued until minimum street
improvements have been constructed, paid for or adequately secured.

{(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)

(2)

Design Standards.

(i) Streets, alleys, sidewalks, trails and bike paths shall be designed and

constructed in accordance with applicable City standards also known as

Transportation Engmaanng Demgn Standards (TEDS). —msludmg—Straet—&nd—aHay
routs-shallco 086 ad-streat plans-and-other policies —as-we s-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.

Transportation Capacity Payment{TCP}-and Right-of-Way Right of Way Dedication

(i} A developer shall dedicate to the City such rights-of-way (i.e. streets, sidewalks,
trails, bicycle paths and easements) needed to serve the project in accordance

with:{A) the adepted-Functional-Classification-Map-and-Grand Junction Circulation
Plan, as amended. frem-time-totime.

(i) Required right-of-way dedications shall be at no cost to the City. Such dedications
shall not be eligible for transportation impact fee credit.

(3) Required Improvements.

(i) The developer shall pay-te ion-cap Navme
construct nght—e-f—way—mprevemems aanalelamd minimum street |mprcwements Ir.:cal
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streets alleys sidewalks, tra|ls and bike paths mﬂmﬁaﬁs&

ef—t#afﬁ-emm{lwelopmam- as requnred by the Cﬂde B:msﬂ*—The tme nf
improvements and required design (i.e. cross sections) shall be those provided in
TEDS.

mpmmen%er M|n|murn street |mprovements shall be those requnred 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 designated as Local or Unclassified in the Grand

Junction Circulation Plan. defined-by-the-mostrecent version-ofthe Cily's
mlgmil Todw Ad-gavalonman fElalan-5 =Ta gg:-l =Tale Ifs L) e Ri¥i - e

(b) Anv unbuilt street that is des_gn_ted in the Grand Junctmn 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, serve the development's traffic demands, meet the Fire
Code, and designed structurally to meet fire equipment load requirements.

(ii) Commencing January 1, 2021, The developer shall construct improvements
necessary for the safe ingress and/or egress of traffic to the development, as required by

the Director.

(a) 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 design and construction of said lanes.

(b) 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 up to 20 years to
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recapture a portion of the improvement costs based on a proportionate usage
of the improvement as determined by an approved traffic study. The

developer may request extension of the reimbursement agreement term.
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Existing Streets

(i) 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. WMHMWMMGM

established: Given that there are no serious safaty or dramaga pmblems
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 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 litle value as drainage facilities or pedestrian ways until
some future development or improvement district extends them to other
connecting facilities.

FrHAdT R R rovements: all-of-the-criteria-have-been-met; Instead of
constructing requiring these "short run” improvements, the Public-Werks-and
Planning owner may apply to the Director to defer full and permanent
improvements (“Permanent Improvements”) by;
a. Slgnlng an agreamant to form may—de%a;rmme—tha—m-hm-er—ha;
dis 3 d-agree owner an improvement district
for the mnstmc:tlon cnf certain reqmred curb(s] gutter(s), and
sidewalk(s) and street improvement(s) (*Temporary Improvements”} in
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lieu of construction at the time of approval of the development
application and

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.

(c) The Director may defer for a period and on terms established by the Director,
residential street improvements if all of the following criteria are met:

a.
b.

The development is for three or less residential lots;

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;

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,;

At least 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,;

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

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.
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(d) The Director may defer for a period and terms established by the Director,
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,

The proposed development or use of the lot or parcel must be
consistent with the allowed uses and requirements of the current zone
district;

The lot or parcel size is two acres or less;

The lot or parcel does not have more than 500 feet of frontage on the
local nonresidential street;

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

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.

30



(4) Public Right-of-Way and Private Parking Lot Use.

(i) Mo 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):

(ii) Mo 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.

(iii) 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.”

(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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Grand Junction
(-_'_c-‘_\__ COLODRADOD

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #6.a.

Meeting Date: October 16, 2019

Presented By: Randi Kim, Utilities Director

Department: Utilities
Submitted By: Randi Kim, Utilities Director

Information
SUBJECT:
A Resolution Adopting Plant Investment Fees for Water Utility
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adopting the fee schedules as presented in the Resolution in
accordance with the following implementation schedule:

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

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

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

In July 2018, TischlerBise was contracted to provide recommendation regarding the
City's Water Plant Investment Fees. The Plant Investment Fee is intended to recover a
share of the capital cost of water system infrastructure. The current Plant Investment
Fee was adopted in the early 1990s and has not been adjusted for inflation.
TischlerBise recommended that the City adopt Plant Investment Fees adjusted for
inflation.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City's existing water connection charge of $1,000 for a %-inch meter (typical
single-family dwelling unit) includes a Plant Investment Fee (PIF) of $300 and a tap fee



of $700. The PIF is intended to recover a share of the capital cost of water system
infrastructure, while the tap fee is intended to recover the labor and material cost of
making the physical connection to the water main and providing the service line.

The current PIF was adopted in the early 1990s and has not been adjusted for inflation.
In 2015, the City contracted with Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. to conduct a Water
Utility Financial Planning Study. One of the objectives of the study was to update the
PIF.

Raftelis used the "buy-in" method to update the plant investment fee. This method is
based on the concept that existing customers, through rates and other assessments,
have developed a valuable water system. A new customer must “buy-in" to this system
by making a contribution equal to the amount of equity a similar existing customer has
in the system. With system net equity estimated at $69.9 million, Raftelis
recommended that the City increase the water PIF to $4,100 in 2016. However, the
City decided not to adopt the recommended PIF.

Following a review of the Water PIF in 2019, TischlerBise recommended that the City
consider adopting the PIF calculation provided by Raftelis. Adjusted for inflation the
FY2019 Water PIF would be $4,480. Because the growth rate in the City Water Service
Area has been relatively small, no future expansion of the water treatment facilities or
distribution lines is currently planned, though an aggressive capital plan is in place to
replace aging infrastructure. Estimated expenditures for capital improvement plans for
the water system over the next 10 years total close to $50 million. The increased PIF
would be used to help offset the future costs needed to rehabilitate the system.

The Fee Study supports the following Water Connection Fee Schedule, inclusive of PIF
and tap fee, across all commonly used meter sizes as follows:

Meter Size (inch) Maximum Current Water
Supportable Connection Fee
Water
Connection Fee

3/4 x 5/8 $5,180 $1,000

1 $6,850 $1,250

1.5 $12,580 $2,950

2 $18,520 $4,150

3 $33,360 $9,850

4 $54,480 $18,400

6 $155,632 $28,400

FISCAL IMPACT:

The City's Water Enterprise Fund receives on average revenues of $70,000 from Water



Connection Fees representing about 40 new meter connections per year. At full
implementation, the anticipated revenue is estimated at $400,000 per year.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Resolution No. 68-19, a resolution adopting Plant Investment
Fees for Water Utility.

Attachments

1. Grand Junction Water PIF Review
2. Water Plant Investment Fee Resolution
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TischlerBise

FISCAL | ECONOMIC | PLANNING

4701 Sangamore Road | Suite 3240
Bethesda, MD 20816
301.320.6900 | www.tischlarbise.com

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tamra Allen, AICP, Community Development Director
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

FROM: Carson Bise, AICP, TischlerBise, Inc. ety
DATE: May 21, 2019

SUBJECT: Review of Water Plant Investment Fee
Background

TischlerBise was retained by the City of Grand Junction to prepare an impact fee study for
parks/recreation, fire/ems, police, water and wastewater. As part of our project initiation activities, we
met with representatives of the City's Utilities Department to discuss existing rates and charges for
utilities. This memorandum discusses our review of the City's Water Plant Investment Fees (PIF).

Impact Fee vs. Plant Investment Fee

There is a "grey area” not only in Colorado, but nationally about what is an “impact fee,” in relation to
utility charges. 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. 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 capital
improvements, not operating or maintenance costs. Also, impact fees cannot be used to repair or correct
existing deficiencies in existing infrastructure.

In Colorado (and elsewhere), the term ‘impact fee” and “plant investment fee” seem to be used almost
interchangeably. This is not unusual. For example, in states where impact fees are not allowed, municipal
utilities have assessed “plant investment fees,” “system development charges,” “connection charges,”
and “capacity charges” to recoup the cost of 1) providing additional utility capacity, and/for 2) or recoup
the cost of the proving excess utility capacity.

TischlerBise
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The Colorado Supreme Court concluded that a Plant Investment Fee was a legislatively determined service
fee, and was not, therefore, subject to the taking’s analysis', or required to meet the Nollan/Dolan test®;
instead, the fee merely needed to be “reasonably related to the overall cost of service.” The Colorado
Supreme Court has also concluded that impact fees fall in the same category.

Water Plant Investment Fee

The City water service area covers 9 square miles and serves a population of just over 27,000 people. The
majority of the service area is in the center of the City, and west Orchard Mesa (the Kannah Creek Water
Treatment Plant and service area is separate). The rest of the incorporated portions of the City is served
by the Ute Water Conservancy District.

There are approximately 9,800 metered water customers in the City's water utility service area. Average
day demand can range from 2.7 million gallons per day (MGD) in the winter months to almost 8 MGD in
the summer months, due to irrigation needs. The City has 308 miles of water distribution piping. Water
is supplied to the City by the Kannah Creek and Whitewater Creek watersheds located on the west edge
of the Grand Mesa. There are 17 reservoirs located on top of Grand Mesa plus Juniata and Purdy Mesa
reservoirs, which serve as terminal storage.

The City's current Water PIF for a 3-inch meter is $300 (the City also charges a tap fee based on actual
labor and material costs which starts at $700 for a % inch meter). The tap fee is separate from the PIF and
is solely intended to recover the cost of City staff making the physical connection to the water main and
providing service line (labor and material). Since these tap fees have not increased, they have likely not
kept up with the current labor and material costs. According to conversations with City staff, the current
Water PIF was adopted prior to 1994 and has not been adjusted for inflation. As part of the City’s 2015
Utility Rate Study conducted by Raftelis 2 Water PIF was calculated, but the City chose to keep the 1994
PIF in place.

1Both 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.

X 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, 5.
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, 1984), the Court ruled that an exaction also
must be “roughly proportional” to the burden created by development.

TlschlerBlse
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The 2015 PIF calculation prepared by Raftelis utilized the buy-in method, based on a calculated net system
equity of $69.9 million. This method is based on the concept that existing customers, through rates and
other assessments, have developed a valuable water system. A new customer must “buy-in” to this
system by making a contribution equal to the amount of equity a similar existing customer has in the
system. The cost to replace the City's water system was developed using historical cost information from
fixed asset records and restating these costs in current dollars using the Denver Region Construction Cost
Index (D-CCl) published by Engineering News-Record (ENR). The proposed 2015 Water PIF per capacity
unit was 54,100 (Cash Financed Scenario). With a 3% inflation escalator, the FY2019 Water PIF would be
54,480 (please note that the tap fee is an additional charge based on actual labor and material costs).

Because the growth rate in the City Water Service Area has been relatively small, no future expansion of
the water treatment facilities or distribution lines is currently planned, though an aggressive capital plan
is in place to replace aging infrastructure. From our perspective, we would recommend the City consider
adopting the 2015 PIF calculation provided by Raftelis, which could be used to help offset the future costs
needed to rehabilitate the system.

The second method is a combination of one-time charges (impact fees, PIF, system development charges,
etc.) for utility infrastructure such as water/wastewater treatment, storage, and supply, with
development agreements governing the provision of major trunk lines. The benefit of a development
agreement is that it is area specific, can reflect actual/unique costs for the area in question and the City
benefits from having the developer act as the "banker” for required line extensions. The downsides are
the administration,/tracking of the agreements and the lack of certainty for the development community.

Please let us know if you have any questions about this memorandum.

.
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Recitals:

RESOLUTION NO. __ -19
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING PLANT INVESTMENT FEES FOR WATER UTILITY

The City of Grand Junction establishes rates, fees, and charges for Water services, and
by this resolution, the City Council establishes these water tap and plant investment
fees to implement decisions made in the long-term financial plans for the Water Utility.

Now, therefore, be it resolved that:

Effective January 1, 2020, Plant Investment Fees for Water Utility services change
according to the following schedule:

Water Tap and Plant Investment Fees

2019 2020
Proposed Change
Tap Fee* Plant Total Tap Fee* Plant Total Total
Meter Size Investment = Connection Investment | Connection = Connection
{inch) Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee
3/4 x5/8 5700 5300 51,000 5700 51,693 52,393 51,393
1 5875 5375 51,250 5875 52,242 53,117 51,867
11/2 $2,050 $900 $2,950 | $2,050 $4,110 $6,160 $3,210
2 $2,900 51,250 54,150 $2,900 56,040 58,940 54,790
3 $6,875 52,975 59,850 56,875 510,812 517,687 57,837
4 $12,850 55,550 $18,400 | $12,850 517,577 530,427 512,027
6 $19,850 58,500 528,350 | $19,850 $50,927 570,777 542,427
Water Tap and Plant Investment Fees
2021 2022
Proposed Total
3-year
Change
Tap Fee* Plant Total Tap Fee* Plant Total Total
Meter Size Investment = Connection Investment | Connection = Connection
{inch) Fee Fee Fee Fee Fee
3/4 x5/8 5700 53,087 53,787 5700 54,480 $5,180 54,180
1 5875 54,108 54,983 5875 55,975 56,850 55,600
11/2 $2,050 $7,320 $9,370 | 52,050 $10,530 $12,580 $9,630
2 $2,900 510,830 513,730 $2,900 $15,620 518,520 514,370
3 $6,875 518,648 $25,523 56,875 526,485 $33,360 523,510
4 $12,850 529,603 542,453 | $12,850 541,630 554,480 536,080
6 $19,850 $93,355 | $113,205 | $19,850 $135,782 5155,632 5127,282




*Estimated tap fees; actual tap fees will be based on actual labor and materials costs.

After full fee implementation beginning January 1, 2023, the fee will increase annually by
the Construction Cost Index published by Engineering News-Record.

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of October, 2019.

President of the Council

Attest:

City Clerk
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1015 M. 7th Street | Grand Junction, CO 81501

REAL ESTATE Direct (970) 242-3647 | Facsimile (970) 242-0436 | Toll Free 1-800-926-6862

Dear Ms. Allen and City Council,

| appreciate being included in the developer’s roundtable for the past year discussing this and other
issues. My experience is primarily in residential land development which | have been involved in various
projects locally for the past 14 years. I'm writing this to you to provide information that would be
difficult to articulate in the 3 minute timeframe at a public hearing but wanted you to benefit from this
perspective as you consider many in making a decision on the proposed resolution. | think you have
and will continue to hear a considerable amount of feedback on the fee increase so | will focus on the
safety improvement changes. Unfortunately | did not have time to review the language in the revised
resolution as it has only been available for a day now.

For the past year or so that we have been discussing the TCP issue there has been a dialogue of “kicking
the can down the road” which | believed resulted in 5184M in capacity deficiency that is currently
needed. In the planning commission hearing it was brought up that impact fees have to go to future
capacity. Either Trent Prall or Greg Caton clarified that the impact fees do not go towards deficiencies
but to future growth. If that is truly the case, then it doesn’t seem fair to say that we have "kicked the
can down the road” and that development hasn't paid its way. To be clear, | am still in favor of an
increase in fees because | can see what the benefits are and will be and recognize our community having
aneed. The City needs an investment in infrastructure in anticipation of growth and is looking new
development to fund a portion of this. New taxes are not easy to pass so its understandable that we
look at all options to fund our transportation needs going forward.

Safety Improvement concerns

My primary concern is the likelihood this will have unintended consequence on some developments,
especially smaller parcels or low density developments that are already difficult to develop because of
the existing regulatory overhead that is a cost of any development, large or small. The downsides to this
are that infill parcels that are already served by existing services which comes at the lowest cost to the
City, would not develop which has implications to where that growth would occur, among other factors.
Because there is a delay on the implementation, | do not believe that this concern is a fatal concern but
may be rmore difficult to make changes down the road, if needed.

| looked at 3 examples for reference and also because they are recent projects to come before City
Council.

The first is the City example involving the proposed Weiminuche development(now Emerald Estates)
that would require two turn lanes on a property thatis 150 acres and planned for 300 homes. Per city
estimate of $300,000 for two turn lanes this results in 51,000 per home additional cost. While this may
seem insignificant in this example, parcels of this size are not common within current or planned future
urban growth boundaries, and this will be the exception, not the rule. Also to note in this example is




that the increase of revenue to the City in the total traffic impact fees is an increased cost to the
builder/developer which is passed on to the consumer.

Case Study 150 Acre City Example

total homes 300
Estimated turn lane cost S 150,000
#of turn lanes 2
Total turn lane cost S 300,000
Perhome costof turnlane 5 1,000
current proposed stakeholder
per unit fee 5 2554 5 8538 5§ 5,546

Total Traffic impact fees 5 766200 S5 2,561,400 5 1,663,800

Additional cost per home s 1,000 5 6,984 5 3,092
combined increase 39% 173% 56%

Example 2- Frog Pond- 2501 Monument Road
This example is a project that | am involved in and am currently engaged in the subdivision process. The

project itself will not be affected by the new palicy because of the delayed implementation. The reason
for using it as an example is to show hdw this would affect other projects similarly. We are planning 12
new residential units as well as some limited commercial on the 3 acre property. This scenario assumes
only the residential units are developed for simplicity. One turn lane would be required at a cost of
$150,000. It also assumes a smaller home, which under the City and Stakeholder proposals are at a
lower amount than the previous example. In the City example, the additional safety improvement cost
is a fraction of the proposed TCP increase, however, in this infill scenario its apparent how significantly
this policy change affects infill development.

Frog Pond (3 acres)

current proposed tcp  stakeholder tcp
per unit fee S 2,554 § 6318 S 4,436
Total Trafficimpact fees S 30,648 S 75,816 & 53,232

Additional cost per home 5 12,500 5 16,264 § 14,382
combined increase 489% 537% 463%

The commercial development on this site will potentially add a significant portion of TCP fees at this
location, however, even if the fees were over the amount needed for a turn lane, there doesn’t seem to
be much left on the table for system wide capacity improvements. The issue here is timing. The need
for a turn lane is demonstrated by two factors; 1)traffic entering and leaving a site AND 2) the existing
traffic on the road. In theory, there was a time when a turn lane would not have been required for the
development of this site, because of the lower traffic on menument road. Had this site developed then
and traffic increased over time, its likely that today it would need a turn lane.(Think about connection to
Mariposa up the road) In essence, | believe this is part of why the City initiated the policy of collecting



an increased TCP fee and accepting responsibility for turn lanes on collector and arterials back in 2004.
The collection over time of this fee would allow the improvements to be made at the right time when
the improvement is warranted. It's possible that changing this policy and increasing fees significantly
now is a step backward not forward.

Example 3 — Maverick Estates
In this final example, | used the recently annexed Maverick Estates property that requested the R-4 zone

in accordance with the future land use plan but was brought into the City as an R-1 zone. This example
is assuming one 5150,000 turn lane and 17 lots on 17 acres. The higher TCP fee is reflective what is
proposed for larger homes on these 1 acre lots. Although the site is much larger than the 3 acre frog
pond site, you can see that it would generate a similar amount of TCP fees because of the lower density
of the site. Its possible that this site may not need a turn lane now, but in the future as traffic increases

it seems likely that it will.

Maverick Estates (17 acres) Rlzone
current proposed stakeholder

per unit fee [ 2,554 § 8538 S 5,546
Total Traffic impact fees S 43418 & 145,146 5 94,282

Additional cost per home S 8824 S 14,808 5 11,816
combined increase 345% 480% 363%

Because the City has a limited jurisdictional footprint | can understand that the City would want to
maximize the efficiency of development within its limited area. Therefore | am providing the following

per acre fee comparison for each development.

Per acre TCP REVENUE

current proposed stakeholder

City Example $ 5108 § 17076 S5 11,092
Frog Pond(infill) $ 10,216 $ 25272 S 17,744

Maverick(low density) S 2554 5 8538 5 5,546

And to illustrate that the while the fee is an increased revenue to the City, the fee and the safety
improvermnent represents a very large and meaningful increase of cost to the development.

Per acre TCP COST

current proposed stakeholder
City Example s 7,108 5 19,076 5 13,092
Frog Pond(infill) s 60,216 S 75272 5§ 67,744

Maverick(low density) S 5332 S 11,316 S 8,324

As a developer, we would also like to be able to raise prices to increase revenue but we are beholden to
the market. | believe its very likely that the market would respond negatively to an overburden of these
combined increased cost and fees. Creative infill sites such as the Frog Pond example would simply not
develop at all and landowners who are considering putting land up for development will likely hold off
due to increased fees. With speculative land investments in Dos Rios and Las Colonias the City isin a



unique position to understand the potential effect these combined costs will have on buyers that are
currently struggling to make their projects pencil out.

In summary, the safety improvement policy change represents a very significant change in costs,

especially as applied to low density or small infill parcels that will slow growth. | hope that you will
consider these examples as you make a final decision on the new policy and fees.

Sincerely,

Kevin Bray
Bray Develop t



From: Colorado Land Advisor [mailto:landadvisor@coloradolandadvisor.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 11:35 AM

To: Belinda White <belindaw @gjcity.org>; Greg Caton <gregc@gjcity.org>
Cc: Trenton Prall <trentonp @gjcity.org>

Subject: Letter for the Council to consider concerning fees increase

** - EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT
provide sensitive information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Dear Mayor Taggart, Council Members and Mr. Caton,

I wanted to write a short letter concerning the upcoming item on the Council's agenda concerning
development fees. I write this as an urban planner and not relating to any one specific project or
developer that I may from time to time represent,

I've never been to a meeting on new development where community leaders ask 'will this
project sustain itself financially'? With development land downtown now selling for well over $1
million an acre it's no wonder that new development is happening out on the edges near the
Persigo Boundary. '

The math is simple, developers understand development fees are the same everywhere so they
seek cheap suburban land to develop. They walk away with a reasonable profit, nothing wrong
with that. For the developer this is much more sensible than investing in expensive land to
develop projects near the city core, which nets a smaller profit, they're simply not interested.

To answer that question 'will this project sustain itself financially', most will not. But by
completely restructuring the development fees program to more closely represent the actual
long term financial impacts on the community we end up with less urban sprawl and lower
overall taxes.

By taking close in properties and lowering TCP and/or development fees 25%; taking the next
'intermediate area' of the city and raise development fees 25%; and applying a rational financial
method to determining the increase of fees for those suburban areas of cheap land, perhaps
75-100%, the city would be collecting fees that more accurately resemble the true burden of
development.

This would place a more realistic cost on that development land that is too cheap to resist for
developers today, but too expensive for cities tomorrow. While at the same time this program
encourages development at the city's core where there’s already infrastructure in place to
support it.

The result would be all of the fees collected at the core would largely benefit the city as they
would go into maintenance of existing streets and infrastructure without taking on any



additional infrastructure, The real cost of development for the city is perpetual maintenance of
infrastructure.

While it is true developers take tremendous gambles in creating new projects; they construct
streets and sewers at great cost only to give them to the city for free. This burden foisted upon
the City is an enormous financial burden. A negative that is only covered up by continuously
generating new development. Whereas, if a new infill development happens where streets,
water lines, and other infrastructure is already in-place the City benefits from new tax revenues
with very little additional infrastructure burden to maintain. It's a net win for all of us.

I believe a creative solution that would better serve the City is to structure development fees in
a manner that encourages infill development near the core while discouraging development out
near the 201 Boundary, also known as urban sprawl.

Thank you for all you do to guide our beloved City towards the best possible future.
moast sincerely,

Jeffery Fleming, CNUa, RED+U
Principal | Land Advisor

Colorado Land Advisor, Ltd.

300 Main Street | Suite 308

Grand Junction, CO. 81501 | 970.812.3288
ColoradoLandAdvisor.com

Planning+Landscape Architecture+Civil Engineering
Stormwater Mgmt+Site Design
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My name is Randy Spydell and I am resident of, and
registered voter in Grand Junction. I am here again to
request you choose and clarify the process required
under item 37 of the City Charter regarding filling
untimely vacancies on the council until the next
regular election.

Previously, I asked you to explicitly codify the process
for how you approve any such future selection
because Section 37 does not provide specific
guidance. I suggested you consider Ranked Choice
Voting for this process. Today I am suggesting you
consider the Approval Voting method. Approval voting
is @ method of voting in which voters can vote for
("approve of') as many candidates as they wish in an
election. An article published in The American Political
Science Review Vol. 72, No. 3 (September, 1978) and
authored by Steven J. Brams and Peter C. Fishburn
analyzes properties of this method and compares it
with other single-ballot nonranked voting systems.
Among the theorems proved is that approval voting is
the most sincere and most strategyproof of all such
voting systems. Among its effects would be to
increase the likelihood of a majority winner in plurality
contests and thereby both obviate the need for runoff
elections and reinforce the legitimacy of first-ballot
outcomes. It would help centrist candidates, without
at the same time denying voters the opportunity to
express their support for more extremist candidates.
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This may weaken the two-party system yet preserve
middle-of-the-road public policies of which most
voters approve. It is my understanding that the Grand
Junction City Council is a non-partisan system,
steering clear of the two-party system whenever
possible.

Later, in Scientific American, 21 October 1999 a
conclusion stated “the candidate with the broadest
approval base wins (centrists, not extremists, get
elected--which is often not the case in a one
person/one vote election.)" in a discussion of
Approval Voting and the question, "Has there been
any progress in developing fairer ways for people to
vote in elections?" -

The Approval Voting method is a voting system that
virtually always elects the candidate whom voters
prefer to each other candidate, when compared to all
of them one at a time.

I am a retired geologist, land use planner and
educator. My background is not rich with City Charter
details and legal issues. However, I strongly believe
Article 37 should be modified to specify the process
for choosing Council members outside of normal
elections.

So I ask you again to please move ahead and
implement this change.
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Scientific American 21 October 1999

Has there been any progress in developing fairer ways for
people to vote in elections? I recall reading some time
back about a system in which people would get one vote
per candidate, not transferable between candidates; such
a system was said to be fairer overall than one vote per
voter. V. Vitols Anaheim Hills, Calif.

Donald G. Saari from the department of mathematics at
Northwestern University in Evanston, Ill., gives this overview of
voting behavior:

"After two centuries of efforts by mathematicians and political scientists,
positive results about 'fair voting procedures' are emerging. This is
important because 'fairness' can be a casualty when current methods are
used in multiple-candidate elections--such as this year's presidential
campaign.

"To illustrate, suppose that 200 voters prefer Alice to Candy to Becky
(denoted by Alice > Candy > Becky), 195 prefer Becky > Candy > Alice,
whereas only 20 prefer Candy > Becky > Alice. The plurality election
outcome, where we vote for our top-ranked candidate, is Alice > Becky >
Candy with a 200:195:20 tally. While we might worry whether these voters
prefer Alice or Becky, Candy's feeble support suggests that she is of no
interest to these voters.

"This assertion, however, is false. If we compare candidates in pairs, it
becomes arguable that Candy is their favorite. These voters prefer Candy to
Alice (215 to 200), Candy to Becky (220 to 195), and Becky to Alice (215 to
200); these rankings suggest that these voters actually prefer Candy >
Becky > Alice. Notice how this outcome conflicts with and reverses the
plurality ranking. Moreover, it shows that Candy's lack of votes more
accurately manifests inadequacies of our commonly used election procedure
rather than voter disinterest. The example also shows that, inadvertently,
we can choose badly.

"To explain the flaw of the plurality vote, imagine parental reaction should a
local school suddenly decide to rank students strictly by the number of A's
they receive. The unfairness of this method is obvious; it ranks a student
with 3 A's and failures in all other classes above the student with 2 A's and
the rest B's. Not only is this flawed procedure equivalent to the plurality vote
(by using only top-ranked choices), but it also explains the above example.
This is because, like the student with many B's, Candy has the enviable
status of being either top- or second-ranked by all voters. Alice, on the other
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hand, is top-ranked by some voters but viewed a failure by over half of
them. If common sense forces us to reject this plurality system when
ranking students, why should we embrace this flawed approach when
making critical decisions or choosing leaders?

"Our widely used plurality method should be replaced--but with what? While
some improvement is attained with a runoff election, it has problems. In the
example, for instance, Becky wins the runoff (between Alice and Becky), so
this procedure avoids selecting Alice. Candy, who appears to be the voters'
favorite, is dropped at the first stage, however. Let us consider another
method, in which voters have one nontransferable vote per candidate--they
vote either yes or no for each candidate. Rather than being fair, this
procedure admits almost random conclusions.

In our sample three-person race, for instance, an election could easily
produce any ranking of the candidates. Just by varying choices about which
voters also vote for their second-ranked candidate, we can obtain either of
the two earlier outcomes, or one in which Becky wins and Alice and Candy
are tied, or one in which all candidates are tied, or... The source of this
chaotic situation is easy to understand by changing the grading analogy to
one in which students are ranked according to the number of A's, or the
number of A's and B's, or the number of A's, B's and C's, or... In these rules,
there is no distinction among grades (so, an A can be judged equivalent to a
C or D), and the choice of what grades are included in the count can vary
from course to course. Clearly, we must anticipate indecisive chaotic
outcomes.

"As this one example illustrates, determining 'fair' voting procedures is a
complex issue. The problem is that whereas philosophical arguments
promoting certain procedures may sound convincing, subtle higher-
dimensional mathematical aspects can reveal a host of unexpected
complications. Can the system be manipulated? What happens if new
candidates enter (such as Pat Buchanan in the primaries or Ross Perot
during the fall campaign) or drop out of contention (such as Steven Forbes
during the primaries)? Which method most accurately captures the voters'
true intentions? Surprisingly, mathematics is proving that only one method
satisfies most of these criteria: the Borda Count, named after its founder,
the 18-century French mathematician Jean-Charles de Borda.

"Although the supporting mathematics is complex, the Borda Count admits
an intuitive description. The idea mimicks how we rank students when in
each course a student is assigned four points for an A, three for a B, and
down to zero for a F. Similarly, for three candidates, the Borda Count
assigns two and one points, respectively, to a voter's top- and second-
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ranked candidate. The Borda Count makes a difference as shown by the
example whereby it yields the acceptable Candy > Becky > Alice election
ranking, with a 435:410:400 tally.

"To see how the Borda Count captures the 'one man, one vote' philosophy,
notice that a voter having the preferences Alice > Becky > Candy would vote
for Alice in both the [Alice vs. Becky] and the [Alice vs. Candy] pairwise
elections and for Becky in the [Becky vs. Candy] election. In these elections,
then, he gives two points to Alice and one to Becky--point totals that agree
with the Borda Count tally of his ballot. In other words, the Borda Count is
the natural extension of what we do in a two-person race; it is an efficient
way to compute each voter's 'one man, one vote' actions over pairs of
candidates. Indeed, both in pragmatic and theoretical senses, it can be (and
has been) proved that only the Borda Count appears to achieve the elusive
'fairness' goal for elections.

"More information can be found in the book Basic Geometry of Voting by D.
G. Saari. Springer-Verlag, New York, 1995.

"The mathematically more sophisticated reader, who would like to explore
the connections of voting with dynamical chaos and statistical paradoxes,
might want to read the article 'A Chaotic Exploration of Aggregation
Paradoxes,' by D. G. Saari in SIAM Review, Vol. 37, No. 1; March 1995."
Lawrence Ford, the chair of the mathematics department at Idaho
State University, notes that the goal of fairness is more elusive than
it may appear:

"There has been lots of activity over the past 30 to 40 years on
mathematical applications in political science. One problem that has been
studied extensively seems similar to the problem you describe: Given a set
of candidates (at least 3) and a number of voters, select the 'fairest' winner.
"Many solutions have been proposed, but all were shown to exhibit flaws in
some cases. Then, in the early 1960s, Kenneth Arrow proved his famous
Impossibility Theorem, which essentially states that no system can exist
without these flaws, that is, no perfect voting system exists. So 'fairer' is a
subjective measure; any voting system can be made to look 'unfair' under
the right set of circumstances.

Voting systems such as the one you describe are probably very susceptible
to 'strategic voting,' wherein participants can influence the outcome by
insincere voting. A similar system that is not susceptible to strategic voting
and that is gaining a good reputation as a relatively fair system is 'approval
voting.' In it, a voter votes for all candidates he or she approves of. The
candidate with the most votes wins. In it, the candidate with the broadest
approval base wins (centrists, not extremists, get elected--which is often not
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the case in a one person/one vote election). One big flaw here is that most
voters are fairly positive of their favorites and fairly positive of those they
hate, but wishy-washy in the middle. If they choose randomly for or against
approval in that middle range, the whole election can become random."
Sam Merrill in the department of mathematics and computer science
at Wilkes University in Wilkes-Barre, Penn., provides more details:
"The method of voting in multicandidate elections referred to in the question
is, I believe, approval voting. Under this procedure, each voter can vote for
one, two, three or any number of candidates. In effect, the voter considers
each candidate one by one and casts a vote for those whom she (or he)
approves but not for those whom she does not approve. The winner is the
one approved by the most voters.

"Approval voting is now used by several national and international
professional societies in their election of officers. These include the Institute
of Electrical and Electronics Engineers, the American Statistical Association,
the Mathematical Association of America and the Institute for Management
Science. Some of the approval-voting elections in these societies have led to
winners who would not have won under single-vote plurality (the more
common method used in the U.S.) or have enhanced the standing in the
voting outcome of candidates who had broad support throughout the
profession.

Generally speaking, however, the candidate who has won under approval
voting did well among bullet voters (those who voted for only one
candidate), as well as among those who voted for more than one candidate.
Further details can be found in Steven Brams and Peter Fishburn, 'Approval
Voting in Scientific and Engineering Societies, in Group Decisions and
Negotiations, Vol. 1, No. 1, pages 41-55; April 1992, and Steven Brams and
Jack Nagel, 'Approval Voting in Practice,' in Public Choice, Vol. 71, Nos. 1/2,
pages 1-17; August 1991.

"Although bills have been introduced in New Hampshire, New York and North
Dakota to institute approval voting in public elections, I am not aware of any
recent progress on that front.

"In a recent study [Steven J. Brams and Samuel Merrill III, "Would Ross
Perot Have Won the 1992 Presidential Election under Approval Voting?' in
PS: Political Science and Politics, Vol. 27, No. 1, pages 39-44; March, 1994],
we projected the likely outcome had approval voting been used in the three-
cornered 1992 presidential election. Based on polling data from the
American National Election Study, which asks voters to score each candidate
on a scale from 0 to 100, we projected approval-voting totals using three
different assumptions. The results consistently indicate that Bill Clinton
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would have received approvals from about 55 percent, George Bush from
about 50 percent, and Ross Perot from about 40 percent. Hence, Clinton
would have attained majority support--enhancing his mandate--but his
margin over Bush would have been unchanged.

"Perot would have doubled the 19 percent he received under plurality
because some Bush and especially Clinton supporters also approved Perot
but opted to cast their vote for one of the main contenders. Under approval
voting, Perot's total would therefore have more accurately reflected his true
support. Yet his chances of actually winning might have been reduced,
because voters deciding to cast a vote for Perot would not have had to
switch away from Clinton or Bush but could support both. In light of the high
disapproval rate that Perot faced, he would have been hard-pressed to climb
past Clinton's 55 percent approval.

"It has been argued that approval voting benefits centrist candidates, who
tend to have a broader appeal, while not denying voters the opportunity to
express support for more extreme candidates, and that it should reduce
infighting between like-minded candidates because they need to share
support from the same voters. Approval voting could be implemented on
existing voting machines, and it could be done without a Constitutional
amendment.

Answer posted on October 21, 1959

© 1996-2005 Scientific American, Inc. All rights reserved.
Reproduction in whole or in part without permission is prohibited.
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