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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 
MONDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 2023 

WORKSHOP, 5:30 PM 
FIRE DEPARTMENT TRAINING ROOM AND VIRTUAL 

625 UTE AVENUE 
 
 

  

 
1. Discussion Topics 
  
  a. Sustainability and Adaptation Plan  
  
  b. Zoning and Development Code 
  
  c. Unhoused Needs Assessment  
  
2. City Council Communication 
  

  
An unstructured time for Councilmembers to discuss current matters, share 
ideas for possible future consideration by Council, and provide information from 
board & commission participation. 

  
3. Next Workshop Topics 
  
4. Other Business 
  
 

What is the purpose of a Workshop? 
 
The purpose of the Workshop is to facilitate City Council discussion through analyzing 
information, studying issues, and clarifying problems. The less formal setting of the Workshop 
promotes conversation regarding items and topics that may be considered at a future City 
Council meeting. 
 
How can I provide my input about a topic on tonight’s Workshop agenda? 
Individuals wishing to provide input about Workshop topics can: 
 
1.  Send an email (addresses found here https://www.gjcity.org/313/City-Council) or call one or 
more members of City Council (970-244-1504); 
 
2.  Provide information to the City Manager (citymanager@gjcity.org) for dissemination to the 
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City Council Workshop November 13, 2023 
 

 

City Council.  If your information is submitted prior to 3 p.m. on the date of the Workshop, copies 
will be provided to Council that evening. Information provided after 3 p.m. will be disseminated 
the next business day. 
 
3.  Attend a Regular Council Meeting (generally held the 1st and 3rd Wednesdays of each month 
at 6 p.m. at City Hall) and provide comments during “Citizen Comments.” 
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Grand Junction City Council 

  
 Workshop Session 

  
Item #1.a. 

  
Meeting Date: November 13, 2023 
  
Presented By: Jennifer Nitzky, Sustainability Coordinator 
  
Department: Community Development 
  
Submitted By: Jennifer Nitzky, Sustainability Coordinator 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Sustainability and Adaptation Plan  
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
Consultants for the Sustainability and Adaptation Plan will present an update on the 
plan process, key themes and an overview of the first project deliverable, the Current 
Conditions and Community Summary. 
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
The Sustainability and Adaptation Plan (formerly referred to as the sustainability and 
resiliency plan) for the City of Grand Junction will provide long-range goals to guide the 
community, partners, and the city towards more sustainable practices and policies. This 
Plan complements the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan to address social, 
environmental, and economic implications and opportunities for sustainability and 
adaptation in the region to ensure a healthy future for all community members. Staff 
have been working with consultants from Design Workshop and Spirit Environmental 
since May 2023 on a four-phase planning process. Two of these phases, 
"Understanding" and "Initiate and Describe" have been completed, culminating in the 
attached Current Conditions and Community Enagement Summary. This document 
provides a snapshot of baseline assessment research and community outreach done to 
date. This document includes community priorities (key themes) and a baseline of 
current challenges, opportunities, and ongoing efforts. 
 
Staff and consultants engaged with the community to learn about the current conditions and 
determine key themes of the plan. Between July and September, residents provided foundational 
information and guidance on the planning process. These included focus group interviews; 
convening and listening to the steering committee; hosting a questionnaire on 
EngageGJ, and hosting pop-up booths at farmer's markets, Mesa County Libraries, and 
local schools/school programs in partnership with Eureka! Science Museum. 
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The five key themes that have emerged from this collection of community input include: 
1. Climate Resilience 
2. Waste Management 
3 Energy Stewardship 
4. Water Conservation 
5. Built Environment 
 
With the identification of the key themes, the next phase "Evaluate and Target" will 
focus on the development of goals and strategies. A technical working group will be 
convened to help determine science-based targets and feasible, rooted-in-data 
strategies to achieve those targets with key performance indicators to track progress. 
These strategies will be cross-referenced by the steering committee and the public 
through an iterative process before a draft plan is brought before Council in the final 
phase. 
 
On Thursday, November 16, the project team will host an open house to reveal the key 
themes of the plan, allow the public to provide input on the city's role in each of these 
areas, and provide education to encourage behavioral changes. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
This item does not have any direct fiscal impact. 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
Discussion and direction 
  

Attachments 
  
1. GJSAP_Community Snapshot_231106 V3 (1) 
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CURRENT CONDITIONS AND 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 
GRAND JUNCTION SUSTAINABILITY AND ADAPTATION PLAN

NOVEMBER 2023

Image Credit: The City of Grand Junction, Communications and Engagement Department
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What is the purpose of this ‘Current 
Conditions and Community Engagement 
Summary’
A collection of reports and data sources regarding Grand Junction’s 
current conditions and regional initiatives are summarized to provide 
an educational resource for the community. Understanding our past 
and present, while anticipating impactful trends for the future will 
inform the next step of planning for adaptation and a sustainable 
future. 

What opportunity will the Plan create? 
As the largest city in the region, at the confluence of the Gunnison 
and Colorado Rivers, and set among the National Monument, Grand 
Mesa and Bookcliffs, Grand Junction serves an important role at 
the intersection of natural and urban interface to lead the Western 
Slope in sustainable and adaptable best practices. The recent local 
curbside recycling programs, Electric Vehicle Readiness Plan, Urban 
Forestry program, Housing Needs Assessment, and Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory set a strong foundation for this effort and demonstrate the 
City’s ambition to serve as leaders in resource stewardship.  

INTRODUCTION

0 2.25 4.5
miles

Legend
         Grand Junction boundary

         Parks and Open Space

         Waterways

Colorado River

Once completed in 
2024, this Plan will....

Define what 
‘Sustainability’ and 
‘Adaptation’ mean for the 
City of Grand Junction.

Provide an actionable 
and data driven path 
forward to address social, 
environmental, 
and economic goals. 

Be a legacy to improve 
the quality of life for 
current and future 
generations.

Address environmental 
issues including water, 
heat, drought, and 
natural resources.

a  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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What role will the Plan play? 
The Sustainability and Adaptation Plan for the City of Grand Junction will provide long-range goals 
to guide the community and partners as well as align City actions. This Plan complements the One 
Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan to address social, environmental, and economic implications 
and opportunities for sustainability and adaptation in the region to ensure a healthy future for all 
community members. The creation of this Plan will include deep community listening and the 
discovery of innovative solutions to address key issues facing the community. Engagement with 
the community will foster inspiration in envisioning a hopeful future while striking a balance of 
tangible strategies rooted in data. 

How will the community contribute to  
this Plan creation effort?
In addition to being informed by technical analysis, the community and local experts will provide 
insight to make this Plan tailored to Grand Junction, reflecting community values and opportunities. 
Community members have participated through event pop-up booths, EngageGJ polls, focus group 
discussions, and a steering committee. Additional input opportunities will take place throughout 
the remainder of the plan creation process into 2024. 

ABOUT THIS PLAN

How does this align with LEED for Cities?
The City of Grand Junction received a grant to help pursue Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) for Cities certification. LEED for Cities is a tool for the City to track 
performance over time using nationally recognized best practices and measures. These can also 
be used as performance indicators for Grand Junction. The measures and practices in the LEED 
for Cities efforts are complementary to the Sustainability Plan and will be used selectively as 
appropriate for the City of Grand Junction. 

Project Management 
Plans

Baseline Assessment

June 2023 Summer Fall Winter Spring 2024

PROJECT  
UNDERSTANDING

INITIATE  
& DESCRIBE

EVALUATE  
& TARGET

PRIORITIZE & 
IMPLEMENT 

ADOPTION

Community 
Engagement Pop 
Up Events 
 
Current Conditions 
Snapshot & Plan 
Framework

Draft Strategies 
Benchmarking

Community 
Engagement Open 
House

Implementation 
Workshop
Draft & Final Plan

Commission  
& Council 
Presentations
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The community must be represented in this plan process as sustainability and adaptation 
have implications for the lives of residents. It is critical that engagement is diverse and 
underrepresented populations have a voice in this plan.

WHAT WE HAVE HEARD SO FAR

181 total  
participants

PARTICIPATION: 
Who did we hear from?

August 17 @ City of Grand Junction Farmers 
Market = 15 participants

August 24 @ Mesa County Library - Central 
Library = 20 participants
August 24 @ City of Grand Junction Farmers 
Market = 35 participants

Sept 7 @ City of Grand Junction Farmers Market = 
25 participants

Sept 18 @ Eureka R5 school event = 19 
participants

2023 EVENTS

Process 
Engagement outreach included focus groups in July and events from August 16 to September 
18, 2023. In addition, the City managed questions online through the EngageGJ webpage.  
Engagement in this phase considered input from focus groups, the steering committee, 
community pop-up events, and online comments through EngageGJ and sought to understand 
issues and priorities for this plan to address. Additional events will take place following this phase 
of work.

118
engagement 
participants

63
focus group participants

TOPICS:
•	 Water Conservation and Water Quality
•	 Energy (traditional and future)
•	 Waste Management
•	 Greenhouse Gases, Electric Vehicles, and Air
•	 Sustainable Building and Urban Design
•	 Social and Environmental Equity
•	 Habitats, Ecosystems and Urban Forestry
•	 Resiliency and Hazard Mitigation 
•	 Local Economy, Business and Tourism 

(including Food Systems and Agriculture)

•	 Community Steering Committee

•	 Urban Trails Committee

The following events took place:

+

3  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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The City of Grand Junction, Design Workshop, 
and Spirit Environmental teams conducted 
eleven focus group sessions , inviting more than 
100 topical experts and local representatives 
to share their insights and perspectives. These 
meetings provided devoted time to discussion 
and listening early in the plan creation process. 
The objectives of these meetings were to initiate 
the project with insight into diverse interests, 
gain a better understanding of a variety of 
concerns, opportunities, and values and lastly, 
gather input about what is working and where to make improvements for 
a sustainable and resilient future. Approximately 63 participants attended 
one of the eleven 1-hour sessions, including invitees considered subject 
matter experts in their respective fields and the City of Grand Junction staff. 
The following graph displays a composite of the focus group participant’s 
prioritization of topics for discussion. Water conservation, energy, and climate 
adaptation were the most selected by Focus Group participants.
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(Source: 2023 Focus Groups, in 
response to “Topics of Focus”)

Focus Group Attendees Priorities for Discussion 
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Community Engagement
In the summer of 2023, in person engagement 
activities were conducted at five community 
events booths. These events provided a means 
of hearing from the community to shape this 
Plan, meeting people where they are are as a 
strategy to overcome survey fatigue and hear 
from diverse voices. Community members 
were asked to identify issues and opportunities 
around sustainability and adaptation for 
Grand Junction. Input was collected from 118 
participants of various ages, neighborhoods, 
and interests. Water and energy were 
topical areas of high importance, with waste 
management and resilience/hazards receiving 
a higher level of interest.

Community Values and Priorities
A wide variety of sustainability, resilience, and equity issues and opportunities were suggested 
at the community outreach events. Participants were asked to share what most affects them and 
where to see the City focus their efforts and resources. The priorities identified below provided a 
focus for the Plan and informs the creation of Key Themes. 

LOWER PRIORITIES
7. Agriculture

8. Transportation

9. Social Equity

under 70% 
responses

70-80% 
responses

over 80% 
responses

MEDIUM PRIORITIES
3. Waste			 
     Management

4. Energy Efficiency

5. Climate Adaptation

6. Resilience/ 
     Hazard Resilience

HIGHER PRIORITIES
1. Water   			 
    Conservation

2. Renewable Energy

WHAT WE HAVE HEARD SO FAR

(Source: 2023 Pop-Up Events, in response to “What is important for this Plan to address?”)

(Right) Images of Input Collection Boards from Farmers 
Market Pop Up Event on Sept. 7, 2023.

5  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

Packet Page 10



What’s important to Grand Junction’s residents?

Future Vision
Participants were asked questions about the hopes and dreams for the future of the Grand 
Junction community. These questions provide insights to what the community would like to see 
the plan address. 

Why are these important?

Based on a review of community comments, in 
coordination with the findings of the focus group and 
baseline assessment, the following Key Themes have 
been identified to address the topics of adaptation and 
sustainability in Grand Junction. These Key Themes will 
serve as the framework of the Plan as outlined on pages 
11-12 of this document.

Key Themes

The community expressed concern for limited resources available locally (i.e., landfill, 
water) and the need to withstand unforeseen challenges (i.e., COVID, economic shifts, 
growth) in order to promote the health of the overall communities.

Access to agriculture
Community gardens
Local food systems

Affordable housing
Safety

Flexibility
Ability to withstand change both 

environmentally and socially

FOOD ACCESS EQUITY ADAPTABILITY

	 Climate Resilience              

	 Energy Stewardship       

	 Waste Management                        

	 Water Conservation

	 Built Environment

(Source: 2023 Pop-Up Events, open comment to “What do the words ‘Sustainability and Resiliency’ mean to you?”)

(Source: 2023 Pop-Up Events, open comment to “Why is it important to think about Sustainability and Resiliency  
for Grand Junction’s future?”)

  6
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0.75%  
annual growth rate  
from 2010-2023
     higher than Mesa County (0.66%)  
     but lower than Colorado (1.33%)
(Source: US Census Bureau,  
2010-2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

WHO IS THE GRAND 
JUNCTION COMMUNITY?

KEY UNDERSTANDING:
The population of Grand Junction is on the rise  
(Source: US Census Bureau, 2010-2023 Amercian Community Survey, ESRI) 

The daytime population of Grand Junction increases by 32% during 
the weekday due to inbound commuters  
(Source: US Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

 
Grand Junction has lower levels of income than the county or state 
($60,181/$65,200/$85,656) (Source: US Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

0.75%

68,137 population
159,860 people live in Mesa County 
5,971,129 people live in Colorado
(Source: US Census Bureau,  
2010-2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

$60,181  
median household income
     lower than both Mesa County ($65,200)  
     and Colorado ($85,656) 
(Source: US Census Bureau, 2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

2.24  
people per household 
     Mesa County has 2.4 people/household 
     Colorado has 2.49 people/household
(Source: US Census Bureau,  
2010-2023 American Community Survey, ESRI)

32.3%  
have a bachelor’s degree

92.3%  
have a high school 
diploma
(Source: LEED for Cities and Communities)

7  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
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WHAT DOES SUSTAINABILITY MEAN  
TO GRAND JUNCTION?
We asked the focus groups and the Grand Junction community what the terms ‘sustainability’ 
and ‘resilience’ means for Grand Junction. We heard that adaptability to changing conditions and 
the ability to work through challenge and adversity is critical for the longevity of the community 
through the lens of the environment and social wellbeing. Community members also desire to 
use resources effectively and maintain a high quality of life through affordable and accessible 
resources.

biodiversity
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diverse

resources
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green
consistent climate

open 
space lo
ng

- 
te

rm

Sustainable: A method of harvesting or using a resource so that the resource is not 
depleted or permanently damaged.

Resilience: An ability to recover from or adjust easily to misfortune or change.

Adaptation: Ability to adjust to environmental conditions or make modifications to 
improve ability for survival under the conditions of an environment.

Mitigation: The process or result of making something less severe, dangerous, 
painful, harsh, or damaging.

Common Definitions

Source: https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary
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2018 
Waste Diversion Efforts
Since 2018, waste diversion efforts in the City 
and County have increased recycling by 75% and 
composting by 5%. (Source: GHG Inventory Report and 
Results, City of Grand Junction)
Dual stream recycling, introduced in 2023 and set to 
expand across the City, includes a separate 64-gallon 
for recycling and a choice of sizes for landfill waste, 
with smaller containers costing less. The multi-stream 
program offers five separate waste streams 2x per 
month. (Source: Beck, Kym. Waste Management for 
Grand Junction. 24 Aug. 2023)

2020 
Urban Forest  
Management Plan
As of 2019, tree canopy covers 
about 13% of the city, mostly 
in single family areas.
The plan seeks to diversify the 
tree canopy, using drought 
tolerant species, and address 
damage from borers.

GRAND JUNCTION SUCCESSES
The City of Grand Junction has taken tangible steps to become a more sustainable city in recent 
years. The following plans set a strong foundation for this plan to coordinate and build upon for this 
effort. 

IN JUST THE PAST 5 YEARS....

GRAND JUNCTION SUSTAINABILITY AND ADAPTATION PLAN

2023 
Grand Junction Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Plan
Adopted in April 2023, this plan identifies 
investments and strategies to increase safety 
and comfort for walking, rolling, and biking.

2023 
Grand Junction 
Electric Vehicle 
Readiness Plan
Adopted in 2023, the Electric 
Vehicle plan acknowledges the  
location of Grand Junction on 
the I-70 corridor and the role of 
equitable electric mobility in the 
future.

9  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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GRAND JUNCTION SUSTAINABILITY AND ADAPTATION PLAN

2023 
Grand Junction Regional Water 
Efficiency Plan
Following the 2012 Grand Valley Regional Water 
Conservation Plan, the Grand Junction Regional 
Water Efficiency Plan outlines the Grand Junction 
Leak protection, recent graywater initiatives, and 
improvements to irrigation systems. The DRIP program 
has provided a water conservation campaign including 
educational materials and resources for the community.  
These recent efforts have reduced residential sector 
water demand by 1.4% annually.

_

2022 
City of Grand Junction Community Greenhouse 
Gas Inventory and Recommendations Report and 
(GHG) Reduction Roadmap
The State Climate Action Plan calls for the reduction of statewide GHG pollution by 
90% by 2050.
The City analyzed emissions dating back to 2010 and prioritized high performance building 
standards and energy audits, multimodal investments, urban tree canopy expansion, and 
sustainable purchasing policy.
The City has launched several initiatives to reduce GHG, including energy procurement, 
32% of the energy produced at the Cameo site solar field, and transitioning to a Compressed 
Natural Gas (CNG) vehicle fleet.

2023 
LEED for Cities 
Leadership 
Program
Grand Junction staff applied 
and won grant funding and 
technical assistance to work 
with a cohort of Cites to 
pursue LEED for Cities and 
support certification. 

  10

Packet Page 15



PLAN FRAMEWORK
The following Key Themes are the result of feedback from the community, baseline assessment, 
focus group conversations, and steering committee direction. While the Key Themes are not 
comprehensive to all factors of sustainability and adaptation, they have been selected to provide an 
achievable framework with understandable actions, build on current successes of the city, address 
gaps, and meet the expectations of the community. The Key Themes form the organizing structure 
of the Plan. Equity, shown at the center of the diagram below, is integrated into all aspects of these 
Key Themes.

Climate  
Resilience

Waste  
Management

Energy  
Stewardship

Water  
Conservation

Built  
Environment

EQUITY

The following pages explore each of these above themes in more depth. This includes a key 
understanding, which is a summary of what we have learned through both research and 
conversation.  Key metrics identify current baseline measure to frame the current conditions in this 
topical area. Opportunities are outlined based on suggestions from the community, research, and 
best practices which will be explored in more detail in the next phases of this planning effort.

11  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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Water Conservation is essential given Grand Junction’s semi-
arid climate to ensure a sustainable water supply for the future for drinking 
water, agricultural production, and natural habitats through education and 
innovation.

Climate Resilience recognizes the need to proactively reduce 
GHG emissions while adapting to stresses in the face of challenge and 
uncertainty, including rising temperatures, changing precipitation patterns, 
and increasing frequency of extreme weather events as well as social 
disruptions such as disease and economic shifts.

Waste Management considers the systematic planning, 
collection, diversion, recycling, and disposal of materials generated by 
residents, businesses, and industries to minimize negative environmental 
impacts, conserve resources, and ensure the City’s ability to effectively 
manage waste streams. 

Energy Stewardship is critical to reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and promoting sustainable growth. Renewable energy refers 
to energy derived from naturally occurring, replenishable sources that are 
essentially inexhaustible over time, whereas energy efficiency involves 
reducing energy and cost.

Built Environment considers community design that is sustainable, 
livable, and efficient in the relationship of transportation systems, housing 
affordability, access to open space, and basic needs and services that can be 
adapted to the specific context and needs of a community.

  12
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CLIMATE RESILIENCE

Planning for the future requires both climate mitigation and adaptation. This includes 
thoughtful preparation for future extreme weather events as well as continuing to mitigate 
potential impacts by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and adapting proactively. Grand 
Junction faces acute and chronic environmental stresses such as drought, floods, heat 
waves, mudslides, high winds, and wildfires, which have significant economic, social, and 
environmental repercussions. Changing climate conditions and extreme weather events 
will impact critical infrastructure within the city, which includes roads, bridges, landscapes, 
housing, and rail. Addressing and preventing catastrophic failures is important to preserve 
human life and maintain city functions. As an oasis in the desert, the management of water 
resources is important to the local economy, human health, and natural environment. A trend 
of increased average daily temperatures in the region exacerbates drought conditions and 
potential wildfires, which can reduce air quality by increased particulate matter (PM) from 
desert dust, smoke from wildfires, and inversions. Changes in the number of high heat days 
puts people at greater risk. Vulnerable groups most at risk to heat include people experiencing 
homelessness and low-income communities. Current environmental conditions, such as 
exposure to hazards and water quality, also play a role in community resilience. Resilience is 
often interwoven with community health as a healthy community is more able to withstand 
and recover from economic challenges, social disruptions such as COVID-19, and other 
community crises. Overall, climate resilience in Grand Junction aims to ensure that the City is 
better prepared to face the challenges posed by climate change while minimizing the potential 
economic and social disruptions caused by climate-related events.

KEY UNDERSTANDING

LE
ED

 B
ASELINE (2021)

AIR QUALITY
44 Median AQI
Over the last five years, the AQI score 
has been stable, ranging from 43 – 46 

Air Quality Index (AQI) indicates 
the level of air pollution and level of 
health concern. An AQI score of 0 – 
50 is considered “good.” 

Temperature Change from 1895 - 2019  
(Source: NOAA, 2020) 
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Developing and improving emergency response plans to effectively manage and 
mitigate the impacts of climate-related disasters such as wildfires and floods is a 
critical consideration. Measures to reduce the risk of wildfires, including creating 
defensible spaces around homes, improving forest management practices, and 
enhancing fire response capabilities will be explored. A drought preparedness 
plan may include identifying drought indicators and response actions, reductions 
during drought periods and investing in water storage. In addition, Communities can 
support vulnerable populations by providing publicly operated cooling centers where 
residents can seek refuge and developing a heat action plan to identify strategies 
for surveilling temperatures, instituting early warning systems and education. 
Coordination with the DRIP program can support water conservation overall and 
programs addressing the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) should be better defined 
through practices and education.

Fires are projected to  
increase by 50-200%  
annually in Colorado by 2050  
if temperatures increase by 2.5–5%  
as expected.

$42 MILLION
in Residential Assets

RANKED 12th 
for the cleanest US City in 2023 in  
regards to particulate matter pollution. 

$27 MILLION in Commercial Assets

$11.5 MILLION
in Industrial Assets

OPPORTUNITIES

HEAT 
RISK

WILDFIRE  
RISK

POTENTIAL FLOOD
DAMAGE COSTS

AIR QUALITY

Mesa County is expected to experience 7 days above 95 ºF in 2023. 

Mesa County is expected experience 16 days above 95 ºF in 30 
years. 

(Source: source: https://riskfactor.com/county/mesa-county-co/8077_fsid/heat#heat_risk_overview)

(Source: Colorado Water Conservation Board)

(Source: “Cleanest Cities: State of the Air” by the American Lung Association)

(Source: Grand Junction Asset Inventory - Wildfires, Mesa County Hazards Mitigation Plan)

CURRENT MEASURES
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WASTE MANAGEMENT

Material management, which includes municipal solid waste (MSW) and recycling, is a multi-
pronged approach that addresses reduction, reuse, and recycling of materials for residents, 
businesses and industries. Grand Junction’s waste and recycling are serviced by municipal 
and private haulers. The City runs both multi-stream and dual-stream recycling programs, 
and the landfill which is run by Mesa County has a yard-waste drop-off and an e-waste drop-
off. The City is expanding curbside recycling options for residents and has been exploring 
additional programs for material streams such as restaurant food waste. 

KEY UNDERSTANDING

LE
ED BASELINE (2021)

WASTE
0.96 Tons Per Capita

Related to Annual Municipal Solid Waste 
(MSW) generated by weight. 

8.7% Diversion Rate

The diversion rate is the total waste 
diverted from the landfill divided by the 
total waste generated from the project and 
multiplied by 100.

15  
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A current gap in the programs includes programs for diverting organic waste, such 
as food scraps and yard debris which reduce methane emissions from landfills and 
produce valuable compost for soil enrichment. Construction and demolition waste 
(C&D) recovery and reuse is a current gap to address. Recycling has improved, 
but continued education and shifts in community culture are still needed through 
practices such as composting, reuse, and purchasing products with minimal 
packaging. The current landfill captures a sizable portion of local refuse but capacity 
needs to be addressed and additional strategies could look to capture landfill gas for 
energy generation. 

Wastewater Treatment contributes to 2% of GHG 
emissions in the City.

SIX MILES of pipeline for Renewable CNG is saving 
2.5 MILLION pounds of carbon emissions per 
year at the Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility. 

OPPORTUNITIES

LE
ED BASELINE (2021)

Between 2018-2021 residents produced   
11.2% less waste  
despite population growth. 

FOOD WASTE

11 businesses have participated in a pilot program 
for composting which has delivered  

31 TONS of food waste  
to Thunder Mountain Organics as of August 2023. 

75% increase in recycling between 2018-2021.

RECYCLE 5% increase in composting between 2018-2021.

WASTEWATER

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)

(Source: Beck, Kym. Waste Management for Grand Junction. 24 Aug. 2023.)

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report, 2023)

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)

CURRENT MEASURES
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ENERGY STEWARDSHIP

The energy industry has played a significant role in Grand Junction’s history. While there are 
no wells and gas in the city, roughly 1,000 oil and gas wells are in the region. The combination 
of mineral resources and renewable resources such as abundant sunshine position Grand 
Junction well for producing energy responsibly including certified natural gas, solar power 
and even newer fuels such as hydrogen. The energy industry has local implications for jobs, 
housing demand, environmental quality, and transportation infrastructure. 

Currently the City of Grand Junction is serviced by Xcel Energy and Grand Valley Power. State 
programs are driving much of the change around energy, such as the Colorado Renewable 
Energy Standard (RES) and the state Clean Air Clean Jobs Act, passed as House Bill 1365 in 
2010, which requires Xcel to increase efficiency and process increased amounts of low to 
zero-carbon energy to meet a goal of 80% reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by 
2030.   

Energy efficiency encompasses green building designs to reduce energy consumption 
including insulation, air sealing, and technologies to reduce heating and cooling demands 
in homes, businesses, and the use of energy-efficient appliances and lighting to decrease 
electricity consumption in households and commercial establishments.

KEY UNDERSTANDING

LEED BASELINE (2021)

GHG
11.9 Metric Tons of CO2 per capita

Green House Gas Emissions (GHG) are related to carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions produced from burning fossil 
fuels from electricity, heat and transportation, which 
traps heat in the atmosphere and contribute to warming 
global temperatures.

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas 
Inventory)
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LEED BASELINE (2021)

58-61%

Renewable energy sources in Grand Junction can contribute to reduced carbon 
emissions, energy independence, and economic opportunities in the clean energy 
sector. There is a need to support more interconnected industries and resilient 
energy systems to meet a higher electric demand. Future programs can adopt 
energy-efficient practices, such as optimizing production processes and upgrading 
equipment. Energy initiatives in Grand Junction can contribute to cost savings for 
residents and businesses, enhance energy security, and reduce the environmental 
impact associated with energy production and consumption. These efforts often 
involve collaboration among local government, businesses, residents, and energy 
providers. Significant impact could come from promoting energy-efficient building 
practices in partnership with Mesa County and the local building department.

OPPORTUNITIES

of GHG emissions in Grand 
Junction come from buildings.

SOLAR ENERGY
The City of Grand Junction uses 5 on-site  
solar arrays.
 

GHG 
EMISSIONS

32-34% of GHG emissions in Grand Junction 
come from on-road fossil fuels.

22-24% of GHG consumption emissions 
come from natural gas.  

Natural gas use increased in 2021 from 2018 for 
both residential and commercial use, compared to 
electricity which has declined by 6%. 

OIL & GAS

Statewide oil and gas operations contribute to 
16.1% of carbon emissions in Colorado. 
*Note: All in the regional oil and gas companies operate within the 
current state (ECMC) and federal regulations for emissions-which is 
one of the most stringent in the nation.

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)

(Source:  Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment’s GHG inventory Report, 2022)

CURRENT MEASURES
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WATER CONSERVATION

Grand Junction is situated at the confluence of the Colorado River and Gunnison River, in a 
semi-arid climate with scarce precipitation. Significant regional agricultural use dependent 
on water availability and a growing population draws concern for water availability. Increasing 
drought conditions and higher temperatures trends highlight the need to use water efficiently 
and have an adaptive water plan. The 2023 Regional Water Efficiency Plan suggest the Grand 
Junction and surrounding areas will need to seek additional water sources by 2039. The key to 
water conservation is two-pronged, including efficiency (better processes) and conservation 
(using less) to reduce both potable and non-potable water use among residents, businesses, 
and industries. Water quality focuses on water free of environmental contaminants and is 
generally considered high quality in Grand Junction. Effective water management requires a 
multi-faceted approach with the various Water Districts and partners to balance the needs 
of residents, businesses, and the environment and consider the implications of growth and 
development on water resources.

KEY UNDERSTANDING

LE
ED BASELINE (2021)

WATER
2022 average use of water  
was 88 gallons/day per 
resident in August and 54 
gallons/day per resident in 
January.
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10%

Additional programs addressing enforcement include outdoor watering restrictions, 
incentives for water-efficient appliances and landscaping, and water audits for 
businesses to identify inefficiencies. The City can explore additional funding for 
turf replacement programs, native or xeric planing programs, technology to better 
monitor water use and/or more efficient use, incentives for water efficient appliances, 
and address the lack of meters on ditch water irrigation. Improved stormwater 
management practices that reduce runoff, improve water quality, and prevent water 
pollution to rivers may include green infrastructure such as permeable pavements, 
retention basins, and vegetated swales. Other protections such as monitoring water 
quality in local rivers and reservoirs through regular testing can help to track quality 
over time.

OPPORTUNITIES

over the next 
SEVEN years.

The Grand Junction Regional Water Efficiency Plan

SEASONAL USE

Water use increased by 3X during the summer 
due to lawn maintenance in 2022. 
2.7 million gallons/day in January vs. 
7.9 million gallons/day in July. 

29,000 people are served in the City’s  
current water service.

RESOURCES

LAND USE
55% of water use is residential. 

75% of the City is served by the  
UTE Water District Conservancy. 

LE
ED BASELINE (2021)

aims to reduce 
water use by 

Water service includes 
NINE square miles and around 10,000 taps. 

(Source: )

(Source: 2023 Water Efficiency Plan, Grand Junction Water and Ute Water Conservation District)

(Source: Office of Water. (2013, July). Water Audits and Water Loss Control For Public Water Systems (EPA 816‐F‐13‐002), 
Environmental Protection Agency.)

(Source: 2023 Water Efficiency Plan, Grand Junction Water and Ute Water Conservation District)

CURRENT MEASURES
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BUILT ENVIRONMENT

Similar to the triple bottom line of sustainability principles, the built environment addresses 
the physical attributes of a city through the lens of interwoven environmental, social and 
economic principles. Mixed uses, compact development, infill development are intentional 
land use decisions that promote housing and sustainable choices such as multimodal 
transportation, housing affordability and ‘third-spaces,’ or places people gather outside 
of home and work, such as parks, plazas, retail centers or community events. Intentional 
planning and design have many benefits and the One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 
identifies three tiers to direct planning decisions; specifically tier 1 which is focused on infill 
development. Other benefits of intentional planning include reducing urban heat island 
effect (by increasing green spaces, green infrastructure, and tree canopy), reducing vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT), and promoting community health. Land use and density decisions 
are interconnected with transportation. The sprawling nature of Grand Junction promotes 
a ‘car culture’ which is further supported by data that vehicle exhaust is one of the largest 
contributors to air pollution in the region. 

Trees and vegetation provide multifaceted benefits to the environment including oxygen 
provision, improving air quality, climate control and moderating effects of sun, rain, and 
wind. The current urban tree canopy is centralized at the core of the city, and these trees 
become an issue of equity, with lower income areas having less canopy. All aspects of health 
should be available across different segments of the community which involves collaborative 
efforts among healthcare providers, public health agencies, local government, community 
organizations, and individuals to promote a healthy and thriving community.

KEY UNDERSTANDING

LE
ED BASELINE

TREE CANOPY
75% of trees located on private property

Tree canopy has seen an increase in estimated 
property value of $60 million since 2011.

21  
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18%

When it comes to land use and built form, the current Comprehensive Plan should 
lead and this Plan should align efforts with the tier 1 locations to support infill 
development, transportation choices, third-places and access to parks. Exploring 
additional opportunities to expand on transportation alternatives such as carpooling, 
and the use of fuel-efficient vehicles or electric vehicles (EV) will help reduce fuel 
consumption and emissions in alignment with the EV Plan. Increasing purple air 
monitors along the I-70 corridor would be recommended to track and monitor over 
time. In addition, supporting the current Pedestrian and Bicycle Plan to integrate 
Capital Improvement Plan funding and prioritize improvements in tier 1 areas.  

OPPORTUNITIES

increase to tree 
canopy cover 
by 2030  

RESIDENTS

5.2% of the City area falls within Public Land. 
There are over 1.2 million acres of Public Land in the 
surrounding region. 

LAND

AIR QUALITY 30 Purple Air monitors are currently tracking  
and monitoring air quality. 

Transportation emissions are one of the largest 
sources of GHG, on road use of fossil fuels 
contribute to 32-34% of GHG Emissions.

The City manages 35 developed parks and 56% 
of residents live within a 10-minute walk of a park. 

2,168 renters earn less than $25,000 per year 
and there is currently 3,000 surplus of units for 
higher income earners.

36% of county residents commute into Grand 
Junction increasing the daytime population by 32%

LE
ED BASELINE

(Source: City of Grand Junction Urban Forestry Plan)

(Source: City of Grand Junction Parks and Recreation Master Plan )

(Source: ESRI Data)

The 2020 Urban 
Forestry Plan 
aims for an 

(Source: City of Grand Junction Greenhouse Gas Inventory Results & Recommendations Report)
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Key Theme
Topics for 
focus and key 
opportunities to 
achieving a more 
resilient future.

Baseline 
 A baseline is 
the current 
measure within 
Grand Junction 
of a performance 
metric.

Benchmark
Comparison of key 
datapoint to peer 
communities to 
identify areas for 
improvement. 

Target 
Targets provide 
a precise, 
measurable, and 
time-oriented 
performance 
metric for 
achieving the 
objective of each 
element.

EVALUATE AND TARGET
This summary captures the first phase of the Sustainability and Adaptation Plan to create the 
framework for ‘where are we today’ to inform ‘how we can improve’. This data will be used to 
determine targets and define specific strategies and actions in the coming months.

Determine Targets (KPIs and SPMs)
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) are intended to represent comprehensive measures of identified 
focus area that can indicate progress in a comparable and relatable manner. These highest-level 
indicators will ideally be easily replicable/accessible for tracking purposes, based on national 
best practices to enable ease of comparison to aid in both decision making and public education. 
In addition to the KPIs, Supplemental Performance Metrics (SPMs) have been identified where 
additional metrics may be necessary to supplement the key topics and tell additional elements 
of the story. The list of SPMs can be expanded as data becomes available or as key gaps are 
identified through the implementation. LEED for Cities metrics will be strongly considered as KPIs 
and SPMs given their status as national best practices, ease of performance tracking, and use for 
benchmarking.

Next Steps
The coming months will develop strategies, actions and performance measures around these five 
Key Themes and be formatted into a plan document in early 2024.

The following terminology will be used throughout the final Plan document.

23  CURRENT CONDITIONS AND  
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY
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Grand Junction City Council 

  
 Workshop Session 

  
Item #1.b. 

  
Meeting Date: November 13, 2023 
  
Presented By: Niki Galehouse, Interim Planning Supervisor, Tamra Allen, 

Community Development Director 
  
Department: Community Development 
  
Submitted By: Niki Galehouse, Planning Supervisor 
  
  

Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Zoning and Development Code 
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
The City hired Clarion Associates to update the City’s Zoning and Development 
Regulations, Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. This effort will work toward 
three primary goals: 

• Update the City’s regulations to better reflect the key principles and policies 
described in the 2020 One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, especially 
those Key Principles related to Responsible and Managed Growth and Strong 
Neighborhoods and Housing Choices 

• Achieve a higher level of regulatory efficiency, consistency, and simplicity 
• Identify constraints and opportunities for affordable and attainable housing, 

consistent with those identified in the City’s recently adopted Housing 
Strategies 

 
The project team will present, for City Council discussion, the recent discussions with 
the  Code Committee and the Planning Commission leading into the public hearings, 
the outstanding issues, and an overview of key documents for review. 
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
In December 2021, the City initiated a contract with Clarion Associates for an update to 
the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code (the “Code”). Clarion Associates 
has extensive experience drafting development regulations across the United States 
and the project team is led by two land use attorneys. In early 2022, the project team 
initiated work on assessing the current code, reviewing the 2020 One Grand Junction 
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Comprehensive Plan, the Housing Needs Assessment and Housing Strategy reports, 
and conducted extensive interviews and focus groups along with a public open house 
to receive feedback on the existing code. The objectives established by the 
Assessment were to: 

1. Update the City’s regulations to better reflect the key principles and policies 
described in the 2020 One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan, especially 
those Key Principles related to Responsible and Managed Growth and Strong 
Neighborhoods and Housing Choices 

2. Achieve a higher level of regulatory efficiency, consistency, and simplicity 
3. Identify constraints and opportunities for affordable and attainable housing, 

consistent with those identified in the City’s recently adopted Housing 
Strategies 

 
In June 2022, a Code Assessment Report was completed which described input of the 
existing regulations from the public, the DCC, City Council, Planning Commission, 
Citizens, and City Staff. The initial Drafting of the code occurred in three modules: 

• June 2022: Code Assessment Report completed 
• August 2022: Module 1 – Administration and Procedures 
• October 2022: Module 2 – Zoning Districts and Uses 
• December 2022: Module 3 – Development Standards 
• March 2023: Consolidated Draft 

 
Following the modules, Clarion with the input of staff and the DCC authored a 
Consolidated Draft and a Public Review Draft that was presented to the Planning 
Commission on March 28, 2023. At that hearing there was significant concern raised 
that the document was not ready for adoption. Planning Commission remanded the 
item back to Staff and the Consultant to work with the DCC to find consensus on 
outstanding issues raised at the hearing, which included utility undergrounding, 
stormwater, multimodal circulation, significant trees, site plan review, cottage court 
standards, drive-through regulations, and dwelling definitions. 
 
The project team has been reviewing and discussing the Draft updated code with the 
City Council, Planning Commission, and the Code Committee. Extensive meetings and 
discussion have occurred on the draft document. Some of the major discussion items 
updated in the consolidated draft include, but are not limited to: 

• Cottage Court Regulations 
• Manufactured Home Communities  
• Housing Definitions 
• Commercial Parking Downtown 
• Drive-Through Regulations 
• Electric Vehicle Charging 
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• The Principal Use Table 
• Rezoning Review Criteria 
• Bicycle Circulation 

 
Following a City Council workshop on August 14, 2023, the project team has continued 
to work with the Code Committee and Planning Commission to complete a final draft of 
the Zoning & Development Code. Those meetings occurred on: 

• August 17 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• August 23 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• September 6 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• September 7 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• September 13 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• September 20 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• September 21 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• October 4 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• October 5 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• October 10 - Zoning & Development Code Committee 
• October 19 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• October 24 - Planning Commission Workshop 
• November 9 - Planning Commission Workshop 

 
A final draft of the Code has been completed and adoptions hearings are scheduled for 
Planning Commission on November 14, 2023 and City Council on December 20, 
2023.  The final draft code titled the "Adoption Draft" is available on EngageGJ, along 
with all associated materials for the Planning Commission public hearing. Project 
documents are located on the right-hand side of the project page; in a folder labeled 
'Planning Commission Hearing Items.'  The Adoption Draft is also located on the 
EngageGJ page below the 'Key Changes' section in the body of the project description. 
In addition to the project documents, the EngageGJ site has a Zone District 
Identification Tool, which allows users to enter an address and see how a property will 
transition zone districts under the proposed update.  For optimal viewing, click on 'Go 
To Discussion' prior to using the tool. 
 
In the final workshops leading to the hearings, Planning Commission has been 
reviewing several areas of the proposed Code Update in which staff has identified that 
the revisions do not implement or could go further to align with the principles, goals, 
and strategies of the Comprehensive Plan.  These items include: 
 
1. Drive-Through Regulations in the 24 Road Corridor.  
2. Open Space Dedication Procedures.  
3. Transitional Housing.  
4. Parking.   
5. Utility Undergrounding.  
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Further discussion includes staff's recommendation provided in the Planning 
Commission staff report as well as the Consultant's recommendation can be found on 
the EngageGJ site.  
 
The project team will present, for City Council discussion, the recent discussions with 
the  Code Committee and the Planning Commission leading into the public hearings, 
the outstanding issues, and an overview of key documents for review. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
There is no fiscal impact related to this item. 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
This item is for Council Discussion only. 
  

Attachments 
  
1. Consultant Team Recommendations 
2. GJZDC Issue Recommendations Memo 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 1 

Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary –  
Consultant Team Recommendations 
This memo summarizes the drafting discussion issues and associated Code 
changes identified by the Development Code Committee for further discussion following the March 28 
Planning Commission hearing. The issues are organized by location within the Z&DC. 

Issues Change from 
Current Code? 

Complies with 
One Grand 
Junction? 

Chapter 21.02 Administration and Procedures 

Eliminate Site Plan review requirement for residential 
accessory structures, parking lot resurfacing, temporary 
office trailers, enclosing outdoor courtyards within existing 
building envelopers, co-location of telecommunication 
towers, electric vehicle charging stations, public utility 
structures, and unenclosed structures that do not require 
water/sewer. 

Yes N/A 

Clarify that the Director may determine that a development 
does not require Major Site Plan review when it will not 
adversely affect the neighborhood. 

Yes N/A 

Redraft rezoning review criteria. Yes Yes 

Chapter 21.03: Zone Districts and Dimensional Standards 

Residential density in the MU-1 district – maximum density 
removed to reflect current permissions in R-O and B-1. 

No Yes 

Chapter 21.04: Use Standards 

Update definition of tiny home to account for new state 
regulations. 

Yes Yes 

Redraft cottage court standards for better functionality. Yes Yes 

Redraft manufactured home standards for better 
functionality. 

Yes Yes 

Define and allow co-housing options. Yes Yes 

Allow Downtown lots that are currently vacant to be used 
as temporary parking through a time-limited Conditional 
Use Permit. 

Yes 
No, Discussion A, 

below 

Allow drive-throughs in all areas of the 24 Road Corridor 
Overlay. 

Yes 
No, Discussion B, 

below 

Chapter 21.05: Site and Structure Development Standards 

Update the residential open space dedication standards to 
allow the applicant to decide whether to dedicate land or 
pay a fee-in-lieu (rather than the Director). If the applicant 

Yes 
No, Discussion C, 

below 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 2 

Issues Change from 
Current Code? 

Complies with 
One Grand 
Junction? 

chooses to dedicate land and the land is not acceptable to 
the City, the applicant shall pay the fee-in-lieu instead. 
Require only new electric utilities to be placed 
underground. 

Yes 
No, Discussion D, 

below  

Clarify bicycle circulation standards including updating “off-
road trail system” to “Active Transportation Corridors” and 
clarifying that applicants must provide bike lane right-of-
way, not construct the bike lanes. 

Yes Yes 

Change proposed commercial design requirement that 
limits the placement of parking between the front of a 
structure and a public street; allow parking in front of 
commercial structures. 

In some areas 
No, Discussion E, 

below  

Chapter 21.07: Landscaping, Buffering, and Screening 

Limit the applicability of requiring a significant tree 
inventory to new, non-industrial development and 
infill/redevelopment on lots of less than one acre. 

Yes Yes 

Allow the Director to waive the significant tree survey 
requirement if a landscape professional determines there 
are no potential significant trees on the site. 

Yes Yes 

Allow significant trees to be included in individual lots or 
private common areas and contribute to any land that 
meets the valuation requirement for public land 
dedications. 

Yes Yes 

Allow for the use of cluster development if the 30 percent 
significant tree preservation requirement impedes the 
primary development of a site in the R-8 and higher zone 
districts. 

Yes Yes 

Chapter 21.08: Off-Street Parking 

Add requirement that development meet new state electric 
vehicle parking standards. 

Yes Yes 

 

Discussion – Compliance with One Grand Junction and Other City Plans 

A. Allow Downtown lots that are currently vacant to be used as temporary parking through a time-
limited Conditional Use Permit. 

The consultant team recommends maintaining the existing MU-3 parking standards that prohibit the 
creation of new surface parking lots. 

Both the comprehensive plan and the current Z&DC support the use of public parking garages rather than 
the creation of additional surface parking lots. While the Development Code Committee proposed this 
change as an option limited to currently vacant lots, the creation of a new income stream from temporary 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 3 

parking may disincentivize the reuse or redevelopment of Downtown lots into more active uses. In the 
following sections, One Grand Junction recommends the redevelopment of surface parking lots, not the 
creation of additional surface parking. 

Plan Principle 3: Responsible and Managed Growth: 

2. Encourage infill and redevelopment to leverage existing infrastructure: ii. Infill of existing 
surface parking lots (pg. 20) 

Plan Principle 4: Downtown and University Districts, recognizes that “[a]dequate and convenient parking 
is essential for Grand Junction’s Downtown and commercial areas. However, the community has expressed 
that parking should not be overemphasized at the expense of walkability or density, particularly in 
Downtown’s pedestrian environment.” (pg. 22). To implement this community development preference, the 
plan includes the following strategies and actions: 

2. Strengthen multimodal connections in and between districts. 
c. Parking. Continue to manage and improve upon the utilization of existing parking facilities in the 
Downtown (pg. 24). 

3. Promote continued reinvestment into Downtown, Riverfront, Rail, and University District’s 
economy and built environment. 
e. Underutilized Properties. Work with property owners and partners such as Downtown Grand 
Junction to redevelop underutilized properties (including surface parking lots) through regulation, 
incentives, and use of other redevelopment tools (pg. 24). 

The Specific Area Policies for the Downtown Core recommends that “[s]urface parking should be 
avoided, but when provided, it should be located in the rear of buildings accessible from an alley” (pg. 71). 

B. Allow drive-throughs in all areas of the 24 Road Corridor Overlay. 

The consultant team recommends maintaining the current prohibition on restaurant drive-throughs in the 
MU district in the 24 Road Corridor Overlay. If the City wants to explore changing this requirement, the 24 
Road Corridor Subarea Plan should be amended first, with specific exploration of the impact of allowing 
restaurant drive-throughs, followed by appropriate changes to the Z&DC. 

The 24 Road Corridor Subarea Plan was created with the participation of the 24 Road Steering Committee, 
property owners in the corridor, City and County representatives, and members of the Grand Junction 
Planning Commission in 1999, with adoption in early 2000. The project included the consideration of several 
potential future build-out scenarios and decided on the future land use plan shown in the 24 Road Subarea 
Plan and later referenced in One Grand Junction as the 24 Road Corridor Character Areas (pg. 81). One of 
the recommendations of the 24 Road Corridor Subarea Plan was the adoption of a Mixed-Use zone district. 
The City applied a mixed-use zone district to property within the Subarea Plan area and both restaurant and 
retail drive-throughs are prohibited in the current MU district.  

The prohibition on restaurant drive-throughs was carried forward in the 2023 Z&DC update process. While 
neither the 24 Road Corridor Subarea Plan nor 24 Road Corridor Design Standards specifically prohibit 
drive-throughs, they do focus on pedestrian-oriented development. The 24 Road Corridor Design Standards, 
adopted in 2016, also include the following requirements: 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 4 

25.02.090 Auto-oriented uses. 

To minimize impacts of auto circulation, queuing, drive-up facilities (including speaker systems 
and similar activities) and to promote street-oriented building design and pedestrian 
amenities, the following standards shall apply: 

(a)    Drive-up and drive-through facilities (order stations, pick-up windows, bank teller 
windows, money machines, car drop-off areas for auto service or rental, etc.) shall be located 
on the side or rear of a building and away from residential uses. 

(b)    For buildings greater than 100 feet from the street and with no intervening buildings, 
drive-through windows may be allowed to face a perimeter street, and drive-through lanes 
may be allowed with adequate landscaping buffer from the right-of-way line. 

It appears that the Subarea Plan, Design Standards, and MU zoning were established in a purposeful 
manner to guide the future development of the 24 Road Corridor. Allowing restaurant drive-throughs to be 
developed may change the future character of development in the area in a manner not contemplated by 
the City’s earlier process.  

C. Update the residential open space dedication standards to allow the applicant to decide whether 
to dedicate land or pay a fee-in-lieu (rather than the Director). If the applicant chooses to 
dedicate land and the land is not acceptable to the City, the applicant shall pay the fee-in-lieu 
instead. 

The consultant team recommends that the City maintain the current dedication determination process that 
is led by the Director. Decision-making about property that is appropriate for dedication should be guided 
by new review criteria, discussed below. 

The Z&DC currently requires the Director to decide whether either: (1) a land dedication, or (2) payment in-
lieu of the dedication is appropriate on a project-by-project basis. This approach helps facilitate 
implementation of the Grand Junction Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan Objective 1.2 to 
“[e]nsure that large subdivisions dedicate and construct new neighborhood parks and/or open spaces” (pg. 
97). One Grand Junction recommends the following in Plan Principle 7: Great Places and Recreation: 

1. Provide a safe and accessible network of parks, recreational amenities, open space, and trails. 
a. NEW PARKS. Work with both public partners and private developers to ensure new parks are 

dedicated and constructed to meet community service needs, prioritizing: 

(i)  areas with low service levels that serve vulnerable populations; 

(ii) areas with low service levels; and 

(iii) high growth areas (pg. 38). 

2. Ensure parks, recreational and open space facilitates meet community needs and equity of 
location.  
b. RECREATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES. Strive to provide access to active and passive recreation 

opportunities within walking distance of most homes or neighborhoods, based on the service 
level targets defined in the PROS plan. Recognize that needs vary based on location and not all 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 5 

neighborhoods will have the same level of access. Recreational opportunities should be tailored 
to suit the unique needs of different neighborhoods (pg. 38). 

Changing the process to allow the developer to determine what area of the parcel should be dedicated may 
result in the City being offered property that is unsuitable for park development because of location, 
topography, or constraints. In these cases, payment of the fee in-lieu will be the default outcome. To provide 
for community parks and meet the equity considerations identified in One Grand Junction, the City will need 
to use the in-lieu fees for land purchases rather than relying on a legal dedication process. This could impact 
other City parks and open space programs that are supported by open space fee in-lieu funds.  

While the consultant team recommends keeping the current process, this process should be clarified by the 
establishment of dedication standards that better describe property that is appropriate for donation, 
including, for example: 

a. Size of the area to be dedicated is sufficient for the type of park proposed and suitable for City 
maintenance; 

b. Availability of sufficient flat surface to provide usable park or open space, or suitable open space 
is provided to preserve: 

(i) Unique landforms or natural areas; 

(ii) Fish or wildlife habitat; 

(iii) Cultural, historic, or archeological areas; 

(iv) Outdoor recreation areas; or 

(v) Unique vegetative areas and significant trees; 

c. Area proposed for dedication is free of easements and natural hazards; 

d. Location of the dedication on the site and proximity to public access; and  

e. Area proposed for dedication is not critical to the overall project design. 

D. Require only new electric utilities to be placed underground. 

The consultant team recommends maintaining the current undergrounding requirement while pursuing a 
policy discussion at the City Council level to determine whether City participation in the undergrounding 
costs for some projects would provide an overall benefit to the community. 

This issue was explored at length in the attached Development Code Committee Comments memo. We are 
providing this information again for City Council members who did not participate in this discussion earlier. 

E. Change proposed commercial design requirement that limits the placement of parking between 
the front of a structure and a public street; allow parking in front of commercial structures. 

The consultant team recommends accepting this change except in areas where One Grand Junction or other 
applicable plan specifies that parking should be located to the side or rear of commercial structures. Our 
preliminary search found this requirement applicable in the following locations: 

a. “Surface parking should be located in the rear of buildings accessible from a side street, alley, or 
internal driveway” 

(i) Mixed Use Corridors (pg. 70) 

(ii) Neighborhood Centers (pg. 70) 
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Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
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b. 24 Road Corridor: “Parking for new development should be located in the rear or side when the 
development abuts G Road and/or 24 Road” (pg. 81). 

c. Downtown Core: “Surface parking should be avoided, but when provided, it should be located in 
the rear of buildings accessible from an alley” (pg. 71). 

d. Lower Downtown Subarea Character Areas: “organized parking that is placed at the rear or to the 
sides of buildings, when feasible” (pg. 77). 
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Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code 
Development Code Committee Comments | March 2023 
This memo provides a summary of the Development Code Committee’s comments on two issues that were 
not brought to resolution through discussion during the Consolidated Draft Z&DC review process and a set 
of Z&DC-adjacent issues that the DCC considers critical for further City consideration for update following 
Z&DC adoption. 

1. Undergrounding Utilities  

A. DCC Recommendation 

The DCC recommends the following changes to the draft Z&DC: 

21.05.020 Required Improvements 
(d) Standards for Specific Improvements 

(iii) Utilities 

(i) All new electric utilities shall be provided and paid for by the developer and shall be 
installed underground. Necessary above-ground facilities (e.g., pedestals, transformers, 
and transmission lines of 50kv capacity or greater) and temporary overhead lines may be 
allowed if deemed necessary by the Director. 

Key Issue Explanation: These changes would do the following: 

• Reduce the current requirement to install all utilities to a requirement to install electric utilities. 

• Eliminate the requirement to move existing utilities underground. 

B. Overview 

For the purposes of understanding this issue, the following illustration may be helpful: 

 

C. Current Z&DC Requirement 

The Grand Junction Z&DC has required all utilities (primary, secondary, and communication lines on the 
illustration) to be undergrounded since at least 1977. Initially, the City Engineer made the determination 
whether to require that utilities be undergrounded. This was changed to a broadly applicable utility 
undergrounding requirement in 2000. A fee in-lieu (monetary payment in place of construction) 
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exception for properties with less than 700 feet of frontage was added in April 2004 and supported by 
the following explanation (Ordinance 3610): 

The Zoning and Development Code appropriately establishes City policy and regulations 
regarding development in order to serve the public, so that improvement standards 
encourage consistency and quality of planning, design, and construction. The intent is 
that the citizens will benefit from well-developed projects to improve quality of life for all. 

The 2010 Z&DC currently requires: 

Section 21.06.010(f) Utilities: Utilities, including, but not limited to, telephone, cable, television, electric, 
and natural gas, shall be provided and paid for by the developer and shall be installed underground. All 
existing overhead utilities along streets contiguous with the development shall be installed underground 
prior to street construction. When the development has less than 700 feet of frontage along a street, the 
Director has discretion to accept a payment of cash in lieu of requiring the developer to underground 
the existing overhead utilities. The payment amount shall be determined as set forth in the adopted fee 
schedule. Necessary above-ground facilities (e.g., pedestals, transformers, and transmission lines of 50 
KV capacity or greater) and temporary overhead lines may be allowed if deemed necessary by the 
Director. 

D. Amendment Discussion(s) Immediately Prior to Z&DC Update Project and Proposed Z&DC 
Requirement (21.05.020(d)) 

Over the past year, Grand Junction Community Development and Public Works staff have met informally 
with some members of the Grand Junction development community in an effort to address concerns 
about the cost of undergrounding the primary transmission wires, which can be significantly more 
expensive to underground. At the time this provision of the Z&DC was updated in late 2022, the 
following language from those discussions was included (Developer Roundtable Discussion1): 

21.05.020(d)(3) Utilities 

Utilities include, without limitation: cable, electricity, telephone, television, and natural gas. 

(i) All new utilities, including, but not limited to, telephone, cable, television, electric, and natural 
gas, shall be provided and paid for by the developer and shall be installed underground. 
Necessary above-ground facilities (e.g., pedestals, transformers, and transmission lines of 
50kv capacity or greater) and temporary overhead lines may be allowed if deemed necessary 
by the Director. 

(ii) All existing overhead utilities along streets contiguous with the development, except 
properties being subdivided through a simple subdivision, shall be installed underground 
prior to street construction. 

(iii) When the development has less than 700 feet of frontage along a street, the Director has 
discretion to accept a payment of may accept cash in lieu of requiring the developer to 
underground the existing overhead utilities this requirement in accordance with the adopted 
fee schedule. The payment shall be determined as set forth in the adopted fee schedule. 

 
1 Some members of the DCC note that the Developer Roundtable participants did not agree to these changes. 
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(iv) When the development has 700 feet or greater frontage along a street and has a primary 
transmission line, the developer may either: 

(A) Pay cash in lieu of undergrounding in accordance with the adopted fee schedule, or 

(B) Request a contribution of available utility undergrounding in lieu funds from the City to 
offset the cost of relocating the existing utilities underground. If available, the City’s 
contribution shall result in the developer paying less than or equal to the amount that 
would be otherwise required by payment of the in-lieu fee. 

Primary transmission line is defined as: “Either (GVP): Overhead D4 Line Size, or (Xcel) a three-phase 
mainline (“feeder”) 600-amp or greater construction and with conductors greater than #4/0 ACSR.” 

E. DCC Comments 

The DCC recommendation is based on the following considerations identified by the committee. 

1. Regulate Electrical Lines Only 
The regulations should be limited to electrical lines only and the reference to other listed utilities 
should be eliminated. In multiple DCC members’ experience, it is no longer necessary for the City to 
require telephone or television cable be provided to new subdivisions. Requiring the provision of 
natural gas/natural gas lines is currently very expensive and can be eliminated as new development 
moves away from natural gas to fully electric development. The final group, cable and wireless 
communication carriers, currently pay for their own underground installation and do not need to be 
regulated by the Z&DC. 

2. Eliminate the Undergrounding Requirement for Existing Lines 
The cost of undergrounding existing utilities, even with the proposed Developer Roundtable 
Discussion language amendments, is a significant impediment to development with estimated costs 
in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. Some DCC members estimate that the extra per unit cost is 
several thousand dollars. This impacts the overall cost of housing. It also impacts developer decision-
making about purchasing properties with existing overhead lines and longer frontages, particularly in 
areas identified for redevelopment, such as in-town lots and Downtown Grand Junction. 

Electric lines are typically only located on one side of a street or alley. The current approach to 
undergrounding existing lines places all of the costs on the property owner/developer of the parcel on 
the side with the existing lines. Properties across the street receive a windfall benefit without 
participating in the undergrounding cost. 

Requiring undergrounding of existing lines expends a disproportionate amount of money on one 
aspect of development. This holds both the development community and the City back from 
addressing other priorities. And while the undergrounding is required primarily for aesthetic reasons, 
relying on the development process to achieve this goal will take an extended period of time and 
results in an interim checkerboard of partially undergrounded utilities. 

F. Pros, Cons, and Options 

1. Pros 
Accepting the DCC’s recommendation to limit this section to electric utilities only will clean-up 
references to outdated technology. 
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Accepting the DCC’s recommendation to eliminate the requirement to put existing electric utilities 
underground may: 

• Address the one-sided cost burden placed on the development of properties on the side of the 
street with existing utilities. 

• Address the overall cost burden of undergrounding existing electric utilities. 

• Encourage the purchase and redevelopment of more lots with existing electric utility lines. 

2. Cons 
Accepting the DCC’s recommendation to limit this section to electric utilities only may leave a future 
technology gap or create unforeseen issues for utility provision for infill or redevelopment. 

Accepting the DCC’s recommendation to eliminate the requirement to put existing electric utilities 
underground is contrary to One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan  

• Principle 5: Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choice, Goal 4(d)(pg. 29): 

INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS. Prioritize infrastructure improvements, such as 
traffic calming enhancements, sidewalk repairs, bikeways, street tree plantings, and 
undergrounding of overhead utilities to improve safety and quality of life for 
neighborhood residents based on documented deficiencies.  

• Chapter 4, Area Specific Policies, Commercial Areas/Employment Centers/Streetscape (pg. 68) : 

Streetscape elements should include pedestrian signage, benches, and street trees. 
A high priority should be placed on the undergrounding of utilities, wayfinding 
signage, sidewalk connectivity, and other improvements that enhance the 
streetscape functionality and safety. 

Accepting the DCC’s recommendation to eliminate the requirement to put existing electric utilities 
underground may: 

• Allow above-ground utilities to stay in place in a manner that impacts overall community 
aesthetics and quality of life, as well as potentially creating a long-term impact on property values. 

• Contribute to future fire hazards, power outages, or other life safety and community welfare 
concerns. 

3. Options 
Sample undergrounding requirements from other communities are provided in Appendix A. 

a. Continue to require existing utilities to be undergrounded either: 

(i) According to the current language or 

(ii) Including the proposed revisions. This is the version included in the public draft of the Z&DC. 

b. Continue to require existing utilities to be undergrounded and create a more open-ended 
procedure for applicants to request relief. Taking this approach should include establishing review 
criteria against which to measure the request: 

(i) Technical feasibility, such as considering the size/transmission capacity of lines.  
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(ii) Cost of undergrounding, as a percentage of building permit valuation (e.g., not more than 
10%) or other measurable cost. 

(iii) Practical impact, such as proximity to other sections of utilities that are already 
undergrounded or are reasonably anticipated to be placed underground in the next 10 
years or focused on the character of the area where the lines are located (residential or 
industrial?). 

(iv) Support of community priorities, such as how an exemption will impact the provision of 
affordable housing or infill development. 

c. Create a process for City cost-share participation on a case-by-case basis when project meets 
established threshold(s). 

d. Allow or require the creation of special district(s) to share the costs with other benefitted 
properties. 

e. Propose a ballot measure to fund City-wide undergrounding. 
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2. Electric Vehicle Charging 

A. DCC Recommendation 

The DCC recommends not including the proposed electric vehicle charging requirement in Section 
21.08.030 the Z&DC, and instead incorporating the requirements of the upcoming Colorado Model 
Electric and Solar Ready Code described in the March Update section below. 

B. Background 

The public review draft of Module 3 introduced a discussion about requiring the provision of EV charging 
stations through one of three regulatory options: EV-Capable (install electrical panel capacity and 
conduit), EV-Ready (install full circuit), or EV-Installed (install EV charging station). The DCC shared a 
general preference for leaving decisions about providing EV charging capability to the 
developer/property owner. The DCC also had a short side discussion about whether the newly adopted 
2018 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) requires EV charging capability, but these changes 
appear to be included in the 2021 IECC instead. The P&ZC generally shared the preference for developer 
decision, but also explored a requirement to provide EV-Capable parking for multifamily units. The 
discussion at these meetings also focused on the potential additional cost burden to developers. 

The City Council discussed EV charging stations and had a general preference for requiring EV-Capable 
parking in the updated Z&DC, with the potential for additional changes following completion of the 
current EV parking planning process. 

Additional research indicates that the cost of EV charging at either the Capable or Ready level is 
significantly less expensive when done with building construction rather than as a retrofit. An excellent 
summary is provided by the Southwest Energy Efficient Project (SWEEP)2, detailing that EV-Capable 
installed during new construction can save $2,040 - $4,635 per space, a difference of $10,000 – 23,175 
over 5 spaces or $20,400 - $46,350 over 10 spaces. The consolidated draft has been revised to require 
15% of the required off-street parking for multifamily and mixed-use structures (residential parking 
only) be installed as EV-Capable. 

C. March Update 

Colorado House Bill 22-1362, adopted in 2022, instructed the Colorado Energy Office to prepare a Model 
Electric and Solar Ready Code by June 1, 2023. The model code will include requirements for EV parking 
that address: 

• Applicability to commercial and residential buildings. 

• EV Ready and EV Capable requirements for residential buildings. 

• EV Ready, EV Capable, and EV Supply Equipment Installed requirements for multifamily and 
commercial, able to serve 20% of spaces. 

• Identification of a substantial cost differential determination process to allow an applicant to 
request a waiver (1% or greater of total MEP construction costs). 

 
2 EV Infrastructure Building Codes: Adoption Toolkit (https://www.swenergy.org/transportation/electric-
vehicles/building-codes) 
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These standards will be made applicable to Grand Junction as part of the next building code update, 
anticipated to take place in 2024. 

Additional legislation, HB 23-1233, has been introduced in the 2023 legislative session. This bill would 
expedite the applicability of EV parking requirements for multifamily housing (new construction and 
major renovations) to January 1, 2024. If that legislation is adopted the City will need to revise the Z&DC 
to address EV parking for multifamily housing. 

D. Zoning & Development Code Amendments 

The draft Z&DC can be amended as follows to leave a placeholder for the updated EV requirements: 

(a) Amount Required 

For all multifamily, mixed-use dwellings, and nonresidential uses that are not part of a mixed-use 
development, a minimum of 15 percent of the required off-street residential parking spaces shall be 
EV-capable light. Electric vehicle parking requirements will be adopted as required by the Colorado 
Model Electric and Solar Ready Code as applied to Grand Junction. 
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Appendix A: Sample Utility Undergrounding Requirements 
 
Fort Collins, Colorado 

Sec. 26-441. - Obtaining electric service. 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person to obtain electrical service unless it is provided in accordance with the 
terms of this Article. 

(b) Where the utilities is requested to extend, augment or alter its facilities, or if the utilities is requested to 
provide new or additional capacity that may be needed, the utilities shall provide such extension, 
augmentation or alteration in accordance with the requirements of this Code and the Electric Service 
Standards, as adopted pursuant to § 26-463 of this Code. All existing overhead electric utility facilities on or 
adjacent to the affected service location shall be converted to underground facilities in conjunction with the 
augmentation, extension or alteration of any part of such utility service facilities, except where the utilities 
determines that underground construction is not practical or feasible. Utility line extensions shall be 
installed underground in accordance with this Code and the Electric Service Standards. The customer, 
owner or developer shall pay the full cost of such conversion, extension, alteration or augmentation of 
facilities and a proportionate share of the cost of associated underground distribution system facilities 
necessary to provide the additional service capacity, all as determined by the utilities. In addition, capacity 
costs attributed to the customer shall be paid by the customer as a non-reimbursable expense of the 
associated conversion, extension, alteration or augmentation activity. 

(c) Utilities will use reasonable diligence at all times to provide continuous service at the agreed nominal 
voltage, but shall not be liable to the customer for complete or partial failure (including loss-of phase) or 
interruption of service, or for fluctuations in voltage, resulting from causes beyond its control or the 
negligence of its employees, servants or agents. The customer shall be responsible for taking whatever 
precautions the customer deems appropriate to protect against damage or loss due to interruptions of 
service or fluctuations of voltage. 

(Code 1972, § 48-9; Ord. 061, 2009, § 13, 6-2-09; Ord. No. 066, 2016 , § 8, 6-7-16) 

Longmont, Colorado 

Sec. 15.07.050. - Subdivision design and improvements. 

N. Underground utilities. 

1.All utility lines shall be placed underground at the applicant's expense. The applicant shall be responsible 
for coordinating with the appropriate utility agencies and complying with the requirements of this provision 
and all other applicable city and state regulations. 

2.Transformers, switching boxes, terminal boxes, meter cabinets, pedestals, ducts, street lighting and other 
facilities necessarily appurtenant to such underground utilities may be placed above ground. High-voltage 
electric transmission and distribution feeder lines and necessary appurtenances thereto may be placed 
above ground. All utility lines and facilities shall be placed within easements or rights-of-way provided for 
particular facilities. Subject to review by applicable utility agencies, above-ground utilities allowed by this 
subsection shall be screened from public view with landscaping, fences, or walls to the maximum extent 
practicable taking into consideration applicable clearance, access and maintenance requirements. 
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Note: Longmont also adopted a more comprehensive undergrounding requirement in Chapter 14.34. 

Boulder, Colorado 

Existing utilities are also placed underground unless the subdivider demonstrates to the manager that the 
cost substantially outweighs the visual benefit from doing so. 

Claremont, California 

16.151.010 UNDERGROUND UTILITIES 

A. City-Wide Undergrounding Requirements 

Persons constructing any building or adding at least 25% to an existing building’s gross floor area, shall 
place underground all on-site utility lines and all utility lines between (i.e., connected to and serving) the 
building and the first point of connection to existing utility lines having the capacity to serve the project. If 
upgraded lines are required, the upgraded portion, including pre-existing lines, shall be placed 
underground. Provided, if there are existing on-site utility lines of less than 300 feet in length or located in a 
utility easement, the person constructing the improvement shall pay a fee in-lieu of undergrounding these 
lines, as provided in Section 16.151.010.D. 

Kirkland, Washington 

Zoning Code Chapter 110 – REQUIRED PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS 

110.60 Additional Requirements 

7. Utility Lines and Appurtenances 

a. The location of sanitary sewer, storm drainage, and water main lines shall be as approved or required by 
the Public Works Director. All other utility lines, water meters and other utility appurtenances must be 
undergrounded within the utility strip, unless an alternate location is approved or required by the Public 
Works Director. Utility appurtenances must be no higher than finished grade unless this is determined by 
the Public Works Director to be infeasible. 

b. All overhead service utility lines on the subject property must be undergrounded to the nearest primary 
source; undergrounding to a secondary service pole will not be allowed unless approved by the Public 
Works Director. All existing overhead utility lines in the public right-of-way adjacent to the subject site must 
be undergrounded unless the Public Works Director determines that this is infeasible. If undergrounding is 
determined to be infeasible, the property owner shall sign an agreement, in a form acceptable to the City 
Attorney, that waives the property owner’s right to protest formation of a Local Improvement District (LID) 
for conversion of overhead utility lines to underground, in the public right-of-way adjacent to the subject 
property, consistent with RCW 35.43.182. 

Des Moines, Iowa 

12.25.080 Requirements for service lines in non-single-family residential areas. 

In all areas of the City zoned in Title 18 DMMC for uses other than single-family residential, all new electrical 
or communication service lines from either existing overhead or underground facilities to the service 
connection of new and existing structures shall be installed underground. [Ord. 1578 § 80, 2013.] 

12.25.090 Requirements for service lines in single-family residential areas. 
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In all areas of the City zoned in Title 18 DMMC for uses as single-family residential, all electrical or 
communication service lines from either existing overhead or underground facilities to the service 
connection of new structures shall be installed underground. [Ord. 1578 § 81, 2013.] 

12.25.110 Improvement of streets – Utility undergrounding. 

The City Council, when ordering the improvement of a street, shall determine whether the relocation of 
electrical and communication systems underground is required, and if so, the manner of payment. [Ord. 
1578 § 83, 2013.] 

12.25.120 Cost. 

(1) The cost and expense of relocating an existing facility, or installing new facilities, underground is borne 
by the serving utilities, the owners of the real property served, or persons applying for such underground 
service in accordance with the applicable filed tariffs, rules, regulations, or the policies of the respective 
utilities furnishing such service, or as may be agreed upon by contract between the utility and such owner or 
applicant. 

(2) The cost and expense of relocating an existing facility, or installing new facilities, underground may be 
financed by a local improvement district or as otherwise permitted by law, as further authorized by chapters 
35.43 and 35.96 RCW as presently constituted or as may be subsequently amended, and in accordance with 
DMMC 12.25.140. [Ord. 1578 § 84, 2013.] 

12.25.125 Variance procedure. 

(1) All applications for variances from the foregoing underground requirements shall first be filed with the 
Hearing Examiner through the City Clerk. The provisions of the Hearing Examiner Code are followed as it 
relates to fees, hearings, notices, decisions, appeals, and the like. 

(2) A variance shall not be granted by the Hearing Examiner unless the Hearing Examiner finds that the 
utility owner or user or other affected party can demonstrate that it would be an undue hardship to place 
the facilities concerned underground. For purposes of this chapter, undue hardship is intended to mean a 
technological or environmental difficulty associated with the particular facility or with the particular real 
property involved. 

(3) When granting a variance, the Hearing Examiner may attach conditions to the granting of said variance 
including placing a time limit on the duration of such variance. [Ord. 1578 § 85, 2013.] 

Scottsdale, Arizona 

Sec. 47-80. - Electric and communications facilities—Undergrounding. 

(a)All electric and communications lines installed in the right-of-way for property developed after June 26, 
1979 shall be installed underground, except electric lines equal to or greater than 12.5 kVA capacity. 

(b)If four or more existing sequential electric or communications poles in the right-of-way are to be moved 
or replaced for development, then the developer shall pay the cost to install the lines attached to those 
poles underground, except electric lines equal to or greater than 12.5 kVA capacity. 

(c)If an electric or communications service provider proposes to move or replace four or more existing 
sequential electric or communications poles in the right-of-way, then the service provider shall pay the cost 
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to install the lines attached to those poles underground, except electric lines equal to or greater than 12.5 
kVA capacity. 

(d)All related facilities shall be placed underground to the greatest extent practicable. 

(Ord. No. 4113, § 1(Res. No. 9551, Exh. A, § 1), 12-9-13, eff. 7-1-14) 

El Mirage, Arizona 

Undergrounding of Overhead Utility Lines 

152.030 General Provisions 

(A)  The developer shall place underground all existing overhead utility lines, including but not limited to 
telephone, cable television and electric power, except electrical lines exceeding 13 kV capacity, either within 
a proposed development or redevelopment project or within public rights-of-way or easements adjacent to 
the project, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. This requirement shall apply to all projects 
submitted for approval or re-approval under the provisions of the site development in the zoning code. 
Utility poles and lines are defined herein as the poles, structures, wire, aerial cables, and related facilities 
used in the distribution of electricity or in the transmission of telecommunications, telegraph, data, radio, or 
television communications. This requirement includes utility lines on and adjacent to the project, including 
lines which extend across public streets, alleys, and/or easements adjacent to the property being developed 
or redeveloped. Existing utility lines within or adjacent to a project shall be under-grounded up to the first 
existing pole beyond the limits of the property. This requirement includes the undergrounding of all existing 
overhead service lines attached to the lines to be removed along with necessary conduit, supports, 
restoration and the like, necessary to convert the service line from overhead to underground. The 
requirement shall apply regardless of the existence of easements for overhead lines. When high-voltage 
power lines, above 13 kV or similar, are present on the same poles as the lower voltage lines, all lines other 
than the high-voltage lines shall be placed underground. 

(B) Equipment appurtenant to the underground facilities, such as surface-mounted transformers, pull 
boxes, pedestal cabinets, service terminals, telephone splice closures, concealed ducts, or other similar on-
the-ground facilities normally used with or as approved by the City Engineer, may be maintained above 
ground with the written permission of the City Engineer for the specific facility to be left above ground. 

(C) The developer or owner of a development or redevelopment project shall be responsible to make 
necessary arrangements with the affected utility companies for the installation of required underground 
facilities, including the design and payment of any cost therefore as a condition of plan approval. Nothing 
contained herein is intended to obligate a providing utility company to install the underground facilities 
without reimbursement. 

(D) In those instances where poles to be removed include street lights, the street lights will be replaced with 
freestanding poles by the developer in accordance with current street light standards. 

(E) Relief from undergrounding requirements may be considered, at the discretion of City Council, under the 
following conditions.  

      (1)   Deferment of undergrounding may be requested by a developer in cases where the utility frontage 
is small (generally less than 1,000 feet in length). When deferment is approved, the developer shall obtain 
an estimate of undergrounding costs from all affected utility companies. The developer shall then be 
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required to provide a cash deposit, letter of credit, certificate of deposit, or other security acceptable to the 
City Attorney, in an amount equal to the estimated under-grounding costs, as provided by the utility 
company, associated with the utility frontage of the project. The developer shall also be required to install 
the ductwork (conduit) required by the utility companies for the future undergrounding prior to issuance of 
certificate of occupancy. Phasing of projects will be considered based on the particular situation. On 
projects for which plans are approved in phases, the developer may request delay in payment of estimated 
costs until approval of plans for the largest phase involving undergrounding, at which time payment for the 
entire project shall be required. The obligation to pay at the time of a subsequent phase shall be secured by 
an agreement which shall bind the owner and subsequent buyers for undergrounding costs along the entire 
applicable frontage. Monies received will be held in an account by the city to be used at whatever time the 
applicable area is converted by the city, utility companies, or other parties to underground utilities.  

     (2)   Exemption may be considered where the developer can show that undergrounding will be an 
unusual economic hardship and the costs of the undergrounding are disproportionate in terms of the utility 
frontage and the proportionate frontage of the project under consideration. Examples are cases where 
development occurs in an area where adjacent land on both sides is already developed (infill situation), and 
in cases involving additions or modifications to existing sites which represent a minor portion of the total 
site.  

      (3)   Exemption may be considered when high-voltage powerlines, above 13 kV or similar, would remain 
on the poles after the undergrounding of the lower voltage lines.  

      (4)   All requests for relief must be presented in writing to the Planning and Development Director prior 
to plan approval. Consideration for approval shall be in accordance with the purpose, intent, and objective 
of this section. The City Council shall approve or disapprove all formal requests for relief. Aesthetics is only 
one of many reasons for undergrounding of which public safety is paramount. Completion of 
undergrounding and/or payment of costs shall be required prior to granting of a certificate of occupancy. All 
new service lines installed shall be underground per § 155.057 even though relief may be granted for 
adjacent existing lines. 
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Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code 
Planning & Zoning Commission Drafting Alternatives 
This memo summarizes the drafting alternatives requested by the Planning & 
Zoning Commission at their October 24 workshop. The issues are organized by 
location within the Z&DC. 
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2. Allow the applicant, rather than the Community Development Director, to decide 
whether to dedicate land or pay a fee-in-lieu. ............................................................................... 4 
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B. DCC Recommendation – Included in the Adoption Version ....................................................... 4 

C. Staff Recommendation .................................................................................................................. 6 

D. Consultant Recommendation ........................................................................................................ 6 

 

1. Allow drive-throughs in all areas of the 24 Road Corridor Overlay. 

A. DCC Recommendation - Included in Adoption Version 

The Z&DC adoption version shows Restaurant Drive-Through Facilities as an allowed use anywhere in MU-2. 

 

The use-specific standards referenced in the right-side column provide the following: 
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B. Staff Recommendation and P&ZC Discussed Version 

Staff has recommended that at a minimum, retail and restaurant drive-through uses not be permitted 
within the Corridor Mixed Use and Multifamily character areas, but ideally not within both of those and the 
24 Road Business Commercial character area. This approach would be implemented through the same 
accessory use permissions as shown in Table 21.04-2 and the following addition to the use-specific 
standards: 
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The character area boundaries would need to be adjusted based on which areas will be allowed to have 
restaurant drive-throughs. The map shown in Figure 04.4-1prohibits restaurant drive-throughs in both the 
Corridor Mixed Use and Multifamily subareas and the 24 Road Business Commercial areas. Here is a copy of 
the subarea map from One Grand Junction for review: 
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C. Consultant Team Recommendation 

The consultant team has recommended maintaining the current 
prohibition on retail and restaurant drive- throughs in the MU district in 
the 24 Road Corridor Overlay. Keeping this prohibition in place would 
require adding a map of the current MU zone district boundaries (shown 
in purple in the map to the right) to the Z&DC. 

If the City wants to explore changing this requirement, the 24 Road 
Corridor Subarea Plan should be amended first, with specific exploration 
of the impact of allowing restaurant drive-throughs, followed by 
appropriate changes to the Z&DC. 

Making this change in the Z&DC adoption version would mean updating 
Table 21.04-2 as follows. No changes to the use-specific standards would 
be needed; the Code Committee version would be used. 

 

 

 

 

2. Allow the applicant, rather than the Community Development Director, to decide 
whether to dedicate land or pay a fee-in-lieu.  

A. Current Process 

Residential development of 10 or more lots of dwelling units requires dedication of 10% of the gross 
acreage of the property or the equivalent 10% of the value of the property.  The existing code reads as 
follows: “The decision as to whether to accept money or land as required by this section shall be made by 
the Director.”  Procedurally, when a property of larger size is being proposed for residential development, 
Planning staff will discuss with Parks and Engineering if there is a need for open space in the area (eg. 
Parkland, drainage, enhancements to trail corridors).  If it is determined that there is no public benefit/need, 
the Director conveys to the applicant in the initial phases of project scoping that the City will accept a fee-in-
lieu payment instead of land dedication.  If land is needed to implement the City's Parks and Recreation 
Space (PROS) plan, for example, staff will discuss this with the developer and work together to identify an 
appropriate location for the land dedication to occur. 

B. DCC Recommendation – Included in the Adoption Version 

The Development Code Committee’s recommendation is included in the Z&DC adoption version: 

Packet Page 55



 

Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 5 

 

 

Packet Page 56



 

Grand Junction, CO: Land Use & Development Code 
Development Code Committee Issues Summary 6 

C. Staff Recommendation 

The Z&DC Staff Report states that:  

“[t]his represents a significant shift in both policy and administration as it relates to open 
space dedication. Comprehensive Plan Principle 7, Goal 1, Strategy c recommends ‘actively 
pursuing opportunities to acquire and retain open space, trails, and drainages that support 
the implementation of an interconnected network within the urbanizing area of the city, 
consistent with adopted City plans.’”  

Concerns surrounding this shift include that dedications will not be proffered unless the land 
is unusable and the City will lose its ability to use the land dedication process to obtain land 
which implements the vision of the Parks and Recreation Open Space Master Plan. 

In discussions with Planning Commission regarding the shift in open space dedication procedures, it was 
requested that options be provided to guide decision-making.  The consultant team put together a 
document outlining the DCC, staff, and consultant team recommendations, which was then brought to the 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (PRAB) for their input.  The difference between the staff and 
consultant team recommendations is the establishment of dedication standards that better describe 
property that is appropriate for donation, reflecting the concerns of both parties.  During the discussion 
with PRAB, the board members offered further refinement to these criteria, clarifying considerations about 
the proximity to the nearest park, relativity to the PROS plan, and whether the presence of easements 
should preclude property from consideration.  With this additional input and refinement from PRAB, staff 
therefore finds it appropriate to shift its recommendation to support the inclusion of these criteria in 
alignment with the consultant team recommendation. 

D. Consultant Recommendation 

The consultant team recommends that the City maintain the current dedication determination process that 
is led by the Director. Decision-making about property that is appropriate for dedication, however, should 
be guided by new review criteria. 

Both sides of this discussion are concerned about the impact on other priorities of the land chosen for 
dedication. Changing the process to allow the developer to determine what area of the parcel should be 
dedicated may result in the City being offered property that is unsuitable for park development because of 
location, topography, or constraints. Leaving the process as is may allow the City to request dedication of 
property that is important to the development design concept and potentially the overall value of the 
project. 

While the consultant team recommends keeping the current process, this process should be clarified by the 
establishment of dedication standards that better describe property that is appropriate for donation 
reflecting the concerns of both parties. This might include, for example, standards that guide the land 
selection process by exploring any or all of the following: 

a. Size of the area to be dedicated is sufficient for the type of park proposed and suitable for City 
maintenance; 

b. Availability of sufficient flat surface to provide usable park or open space, or suitable open space 
is provided to preserve: 
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(i) Unique landforms or natural areas; 

(ii) Fish or wildlife habitat; 

(iii) Cultural, historic, or archeological areas; 

(iv) Outdoor recreation areas; or 

(v) Unique vegetative areas and significant trees; 

c. Area proposed for dedication is free of easements and natural hazards; 

d. Location of the dedication on the site and proximity to public access; and  

e. Area proposed for dedication is not critical to the overall project design. 

E. Planning Commission Workshop – November 9, 2023 

At the Planning Commission workshop on November 9, 2023, there was discussion regarding the 
recommendations presented in this memo.  The draft language below is the result of those discussions: 

The area proposed for dedication is not critical to the overall project design, as determined by the 
applicant. If this can be met, the land proposed for dedication shall meet some or all of the following 
criteria: 

A. The proposed land can implement the design criteria of the PROS plan and can be maintained 
by the City; 

B. Availability of sufficient flat surface to provide usable park or open space, or suitable open space 
is provided to preserve one of the following, if located on the site: 

(i) Unique landforms or natural areas; 

(ii) Fish or wildlife habitat; 

(iii) Cultural, historic, or archeological areas; 

(iv) Outdoor recreation areas; or 

(v) Unique vegetative areas and significant trees; 

C. Area proposed for dedication is free of easements and natural hazards (x-ref definition); and 

D. The location of the dedication on the site is proximate to public access. 
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Information 
  
SUBJECT: 
  
Unhoused Needs Assessment  
  
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
  
City Staff began work in June 2023 with JG Research, an applied social science 
research firm in Bozeman, MT with extensive experience in providing community-wide 
needs assessments, on the Unhoused Needs Assessment (UHNA). Phase 1 of the 
project has been completed, which included a community-led survey, focus groups, 
data from state and other local service agencies, as well as interviews to gather and 
aggregate data with the purpose of assessing the needs, gaps and capacity in services 
and facilities to support the unhoused and transition them into housing. 
 
The UHNA provides information for identifying community systemic issues and areas of 
strength. Phase 2 of the project is designed to develop community-led strategies that 
identify effective policy and program models, and recommendations so that the 
community can be sure that it is committing time and resources to what will have a 
significant impact. 
 
  
  
BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION: 
  
In December 2022, the City's Housing Division developed a survey to hear directly from 
People Experiencing Houselessness (PEH), with the goal of pinpointing gateways of 
entry into, and barriers against exiting out of, houselessness in Grand Junction. The 
design of the survey was informed by a “systems-thinking” approach to solving 
houselessness, which views houselessness as a solvable problem. The survey report 
provided a snapshot of the characteristics and experiences of PEH. Simultaneously, the 
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City identified that there was a need to have a more robust evaluation of houselessness 
in the Grand Junction area as well as a collaborative strategy to address the growing 
unhoused and housing-insecure population in the community. 
 
The assessment and strategy are being developed in close collaboration with the Mesa 
County Behavioral Health Team staff, as well as the Grand Junction Housing Authority. 
In addition to City funding, the UHNA was funded through a partnership with Mesa 
County Multi-Agency Collaboration (MAC) Behavioral Health Team, Grand Junction 
Housing Authority, Rocky Mountain Health Foundation, and the Western Colorado 
Community Foundation. Additionally, the City received a grant from the Department of 
Local Affairs. 
 
In June 2023, the City and its partners selected JG Research and Evaluation, LLC (JG) 
and project partner OMNI Institute as the project consultants. Phase One (Needs 
Assessment - or UNHA) included aggregation of demographic data, special population 
identification and needs assessment, and evaluation of current and past economic 
conditions utilizing various governmental and local data sources. Additionally, phase 
one qualitative data included in-person interviews with PEH, local service providers, 
businesses, and community leaders. A guided conversation with 40 service providers to 
address and identify existing services, current gaps in services and housing, and 
barriers to accessing services was also held. From early July to early August, an online 
community survey on the unhoused was completed with 677 unduplicated results. 
Originally, the assessment portion was set to be completed in mid-September; 
however, additional time was needed to aggregate data due to the significant 
community response in both the community survey, interviews, and the volume of data 
from local and government agencies. 
 
Phase 2 (Strategy) development will kick off the week of November 13. JG, in 
partnership with The OMNI Institute, will host several focus groups to discuss the 
reported findings of the UHNA data and begin strategic planning. This will include 
feedback sessions with concerned citizens, first responders, local service providers, 
business leaders, the faith community, and those with lived experience. The Unhoused 
Strategic Plan (Phase 2) will include researched best practices, tools, and strategies for 
meeting the assessed needs of the unhoused community, provide recommendations for 
additional services, and scalable strategies, and provide numerical targets for supply by 
housing or shelter type and give some potential opportunities for future funding 
sources. 
 
The final draft Unhoused Needs Assessment Report is attached. 
  
FISCAL IMPACT: 
  
The item is for discussion purposes only. 
  
SUGGESTED ACTION: 
  
This item is intended for discussion purposes. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In June 2023, the City of Grand Junction and partners launched an Unhoused Needs Assessment to un-
derstand the current and projected needs of people experiencing houselessness (PEH) and the housing 
and supportive service agencies that support PEH in Grand Junction and the surrounding communities 
within Mesa County. The City of Grand Junction contracted with JG Research and Evaluation to complete 
the assessment and identify key housing and service gaps, barriers, and capacity to meet existing and fu-
ture needs. The assessment will be used to inform community strategies to ensure that the experience 
of houselessness in the Grand Junction area is rare, brief, and non-recurring. 

The assessment team utilized multiple methods of data collection and analysis to generate a compre-
hensive understanding of the needs of PEH and the agencies that serve them. Data collected included 
interviews with agency staff and individuals with lived experience of houselessness, a community survey, 
administrative service provider data, and secondary population data. 

Key findings from the Unhoused Needs Assessment include: 

Unhoused and at-risk population in Mesa County 
■  The population of individuals estimated to be unhoused in Grand Junction is 2300. 
■ Available data suggests that the majority of PEH in the area are unsheltered and chronically 

unhoused. 
■ Between 2016-2021, the percentage of employed Mesa County residents who are housing 

cost-burdened increased from 47% to 78%. 
■ Areas within Mesa County whose residents face the highest risk of houselessness include 

central Grand Junction, Fruita, and Southeast Grand Junction/Riverside. 

Housing and supportive services 
■  There is a high need for transitional and permanent supportive housing. 
■ PEH and service providers expressed interest in designated areas for legal camping and safe 

parking. 
■  There is a significant shortage of subsidized affordable housing, especially in Clifton. 
■ Participants identified behavioral health services (e.g. mental health and substance use) as 

the highest priority need under supportive services. 
■ Challenges meeting their basic needs (e.g. food, water) and accessing transportation were 

commonly noted by PEH. 
■ Reducing the number of hospitalizations among PEH through prevention and diversion ser-

vices could result in significant long-term cost savings. 

Barriers in unhoused care system function 
■  Service providers face barriers related to funding, staff capacity, and community support. 
■ Consistency of data collection and coordination across services is currently limited, resulting 

in inefficiencies in service delivery and resource utilization. 

■ PEH experience barriers accessing housing and supportive services as a result of the cost of 
housing, service requirements and restrictions, and stigma. 

 ii         
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Engagement with law enforcement and first responders 
■ The City of Grand Junction and Mesa County have recently developed programs to better sup-

port PEH interacting with law enforcement and emergency services but programs are limited 
by the resources that are available in the area. 

Recommendations for strengthening care continuum 
■ Service providers would like to see local government expand its role in providing a big picture 

community vision to respond to houselessness and supporting a collaborative approach while 
leaving the role of service provision to existing agencies. 

■ The community should evaluate and make necessary improvements to each component of 
their coordinated entry system (process for connecting PEH with needed services) in order to 
improve data collection, referral processes, and service delivery. 

■ The perspectives of individuals with lived experience of houselessness should be at the cen-
ter of  decision-making with regard to improving the system of care for PEH. 
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WINTER 2022 
Housing Divsion 

conducts Unhoused 
Needs Survey 

SUMMER 2023 
City & partners launch 

Unhoused Needs 
Assessment (Phase 1) 

INTRODUCTION 

Since 2010, the City of Grand Junction and surrounding communities within Mesa County (“Grand Junc-
tion area”) have experienced significant population growth accompanied by notable economic and de-
mographic shifts. In the context of these socioeconomic changes, rises in the cost of housing and a sig-
nificant shortage of affordable housing units for low-income households are contributing to a growing 
risk of houselessness within the area. In response to the area’s growth in overall population and concern 
for the number of residents experiencing houselessness, the City of Grand Junction and partners have 
engaged in several efforts (noted in Figure 1 below) in recent years to both understand the unique hous-
ing needs of the community and develop strategies to strengthen the community’s ability to meet the 
needs identified. 

This assessment is a complement to previous efforts and is intend-
In late 2020, the City of Grand ed to provide a comprehensive overview of housing and supportive 
Junction and its partners com service needs specific to residents experiencing houselessness or at 
missioned the Grand Valley risk of losing housing. The primary goal of the assessment is to in-
Housing Needs Assessment. form and tailor policy and programmatic strategies to support the 
The Housing Needs Assesscommunity in reaching functional zero¹ houselessness, ensuring that 
ment was completed in June the experience of houselessness is rare and brief and the number of 
2021.individuals entering houselessness is fewer than the number exiting 

houselessness. Key findings from the Grand 
Valley Housing Needs Assess Figure 1. Timeline of City of Grand Junction housing and 
ment included: unhoused activities 
1. A rate of population 

growth of 1,500 residents 
annually since 2015 

2. A growing poverty rate 
across the area since 2010 

3. A decreasing rate of home 
ownership 

4. A housing shortage of 
over 3,000 housing units 
for low-income residents 
across the area 

Additionally, of the 1,853 
Grand Junction area residents 
who responded to the sur 
vey for the assessment, 45% 
reported facing one or more 
housing challenges, such as 
fear of eviction or struggle to 
pay rent/mortgage. 

1 Community Solutions, “Functional Zero,” 2023, https://community.solutions/built-for-zero/functional-zero/. 

1 
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In light of the city and its partner’s recent efforts to understand and respond 
to housing-related challenges in the Grand Junction area, this Unhoused Needs 
Assessment was undertaken to further these efforts by developing an in-depth 
understanding of the gaps and barriers present in existing supportive services 
and housing specific to PEH and unstably housed residents. 

Data collection methods
 (study methodology detailed in Appendix 1). 

■ Descriptive statistics to generate counts of service 
utilization and profiles of unhoused populations. 
Sources: Service providers and community-based 
organizations 

■ Population profiles of Mesa County and Grand Junc-
tion. Sources: Publicly available secondary data-

■ Qualitative interviews to understand perspectives 
of key informants (city, county, and partner agency 
staff) and lived experts (individuals with lived expe-
rience of houselessness) 

■ Survey of community member attitudes and per-
spectives on needs 

A note on terminology: In an effort 
to shift public perception of house 
lessness, the City of Grand Junction 
and partners prioritize the use of 
terms “houseless” or “unhoused” 
and person-first language such as 
“people experiencing houselessness” 
instead of the often stigmatized terms 
“homeless” and “homeless people.” 
In general, this report uses the terms 
“unhoused,” “houseless,” and “peo 
ple experiencing houselessness” 
throughout and strives to preserve 
the value of the person-first perspec 
tive, but there are some exceptions 
made in reference to prior reports, 
federal policies, and direct quotes 
from participants. For additional 
terms and definitions, a full glossary 
of terms is included at the end of the 
report. 

The assessment was intended to meet three primary goals, as outlined by the City of Grand Junc-
tion and partners: 
1. Understand the demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and diverse needs of PEH 

and unstably housed residents in the community in the context of projected population 
growth and economic shifts. 

2. Identify key barriers and gaps within Grand Junction area’s service array and housing stock 
to meet the needs of PEH and unstably housed residents. 

3. Develop a report detailing key findings of the assessment to be used in the development 
and prioritization of strategies for the City of Grand Junction and its partners to respond to 
the barriers, gaps, and needs identified. 

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment  2  
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
OF UNHOUSED POPULATION IN MESA COUNTY 

In order to identify the current and future needs of both PEH and individuals at risk of losing housing 
in Mesa County, it is necessary to understand the current scope of houselessness and the key risk fac-
tors that contribute to residents entering houselessness. This section provides an overview of Mesa 
County’s unhoused population based on available administrative and other service provider data and 
model-based estimates. 

Types of houselessness 
The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment (HUD) official estimates of houselessness 
include people staying in emergency shelters, tran-
sitional housing programs, or places not meant for 
human habitation, such as a park, car, or abandoned 
building. This is called literal houselessness and 
is tracked through one night point-in-time counts 
(PIT).² HUD has four categories under which an in-
dividual or family may qualify as unhoused: literally 
homeless, imminent risk of homelessness, home-
lessness under other federal statutes, and fleeing/ 
attempting to flee domestic violence.³ HUD main-
tains a narrower definition (Category 1) to prioritize 
limited resources and to measure houselessness in 
a discrete way that makes ‘ending’ houselessness 
an attainable goal. 

Reasons for entering 
houselessness 
Similar to the findings of the 2022-2023 Unhoused 
Needs Survey4 conducted by the City of Grand 
Junction’s Housing Division, the factors leading to 
individuals becoming unhoused among the assess-
ment’s lived expert participant group were diverse 
and often multi-faceted, meaning most partici-
pants noted two or more compounding reasons 
for losing their housing. Most often, participants 
described entering houselessness due to econom-
ic, social, and/or health reasons. Common reasons 
for entering houselessness among lived experts are 
presented in Table 1. 

HUD Categories of Homelessness 

Category 1: Literally homeless – An individual or 
family who lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate 
nighttime residence, meaning the individual or 
family has a primary nighttime residence that is 
a public or private place not meant for human 
habitation or is living in a publicly or privately 
operated shelter designed to provide tempo-
rary living arrangements. 

Category 2: Imminent risk of homelessness 
– An individual or family who will imminently 
lose (within 14 days) their primary nighttime 
residence, provided no subsequent residence 
has been identified and the individual or family 
lacks the resources or support networks need-
ed to obtain other permanent housing. 

Category 3: Homeless under other federal stat-
utes – Unaccompanied youth (under 25) or 
families with children and youth who do not 
otherwise qualify as homeless under this defi-
nition and are defined as homeless under an-
other federal statute, have not had permanent 
housing during the past 60 days, have experi-
enced persistent instability, and can be expect-
ed to continue in such status for an extended 
period. 

Category 4: Fleeing/attempting to flee domes-
tic violence – Any individual or family fleeing, 
or attempting to flee, domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, or stalking. 

2 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Point-in-Time Count Methodology Guide” (U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development, 2014). 

3 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Four Categories in the Homeless Definition,” HUD Exchange, 
2023, https://www.hudexchange.info/homelessness-assistance/coc-esg-virtual-binders/coc-esg-homeless-eligibili-
ty/four-categories. 

4 “Unhoused Needs Survey Report” (City of Grand Junction, 2023), https://www.gjcity.org/DocumentCenter/ 
View/8921/Unhoused-Needs-Survey-Report-?bidId=. 
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Table 1. Participant reasons for entering houselessness 
Economic Social Health 

  

 

 

 
 

Increased housing 
cost 

Housing cost too 
high 

Increased cost of 
living (non-housing) 

Lost or reduced 
income 

Stolen from or was 
victim of a scam 

“ 

Divorce/partner break-up 

Criminal record 

Violence or abuse in the 
household 

Eviction/conflict with 
property owner 

Discrimination (Race or 
other identity) 

Conflict with/thrown out 
by family member 

Substance use disorder 
of participant or family 
member 

Medical or physical 
disability of participant 
or family member 

Someone else became 
sick, disabled, or died 

“ 

From the City of Grand 
Junction Housing 
Division’s 2022-2023 
Unhoused Needs 
Survey: 

50% of participants 
indicated 2 or more 
reasons for losing 
housing 

16% Indicated 4 or 
more reasons for losing 
housing 

Mainly just not meeting eye to eye with my 
parents and stuff like that. A lot of my family I went through a divorce and my husband 
struggles with mental issues and communi-was the main person that worked. And with 
cation skills, so I just left and was all on my me not being able to work, I didn’t have the 
own. I lived with my older sister for a while…I resources to be able to pay the rent and I 
was recently diagnosed with MS last year…It didn’t get any help. And so that’s kind of 
did become disabling to work after a while,what has led us here. – Lived expert 
so I recently quit working at the beginning 
of the year because I was losing my eyesight 
and stuff. – Lived expert 

Unhoused population estimates 
For this needs assessment, we rely upon both standardized data collection efforts within Mesa County, 
as well as model-based estimates that use multiple data sources to produce estimates of the unhoused 
population. In doing so, we can produce a clearer picture of the overall unhoused population living in the 
city and county. 

Point-in-Time count 
The Point-in-Time (PIT) count is a method used to estimate the number of people experiencing houseless-
ness on a single night, typically conducted in late January, in communities across the United States. The PIT 
count provides a snapshot of houselessness and helps inform policies and programs aimed at addressing 
the issue. 

Historical PIT counts for Grand Junction and the regional Balance of State Continuum of Care (CoC), made 
up of local CoCs in non-metro counties across Colorado, are in Table 2. Overall, in the non-metro areas 
of Colorado in 2022, there were 3,156 sheltered and 7,214 unsheltered individuals, for a total of 10,397 
unhoused individuals in the region. Within Mesa County specifically, the 2023 PIT identified 606 unique 
individuals, with more than half of those being unsheltered at the time of the count. 
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Table 2. Point-in-Time Count: 2019-2023 

Year PIT Count 
Mesa County Sheltered PIT Count Unsheltered 

PIT Count 
Regional PIT Count 

(Balance of State CoC) 
2019 361 269 (75%) 92 (25%) 2,302 
2021 515 204 (40%) 311 (60%) 1,221 
2023 606 248 (41%) 358 (59%) 2,210 
Note: the PIT count methodology alternates every year between counting only sheltered individuals and 
counting both sheltered and unsheltered individuals. Only years with both unsheltered and sheltered counts 
are depicted. The Balance of State CoC covers Colorado’s 54 non-metro and rural counties. This includes 
all counties outside of metro Denver, Colorado Springs, and Northern Colorado. Since 2020, Northern Colo-
rado has been designated by HUD as a separate CoC. Source: Colorado Coalition for the Homeless. 

In looking at the patterns across 2019, 2021, and 2023, we can see that there has been a consistent in-
crease in the population of individuals who are unhoused in Mesa County over the past four years. Of 
note, the population of individuals who are unhoused and counted in the PIT increased more than three-
fold between 2019 and 2021. The proportions of those who are unhoused and unsheltered in 2023 in 
Mesa County is consistent with states that have the highest rates of unsheltered status (Most - CA – 67.3%, 
MS – 63.6%, HI – 62.7%, OR – 61.7%, AZ – 59.2%)5. 

By-Name List 
The By-Name List (BNL) facilitates a person-centered approach to addressing houselessness, allowing ser-
vice providers to tailor interventions to an individual’s unique circumstances. The BNL is a real-time, dy-
namic database that contains detailed information about individuals experiencing houselessness in a spe-
cific community or region. The primary purpose of the BNL is to support efforts to address houselessness 
by providing accurate, up-to-date information about the unhoused population and their specific needs. In 
Grand Junction, the By-Name List was launched at the end of 2018 and further implemented in 2019 and 
is managed by Grand Valley Catholic Outreach. 

At the time of this study in the Fall of 2023, there are currently 256 unique individuals included on the 
Grand Junction area By-Names List. With archived data, which includes all records from when the local 
BNL began in 2018, there are data on a total of 1,108 unique individuals who have been involved with ser-
vice providers who participate in the BNL. Figure 2 and Table 3 provide a summary of distinct individuals 
added to the BNL per year since 2018. 

Table 3. Unique individuals on BNL: 
2018-2023 

Figure 2. Individuals added to the BNL by year 

Year added Count 
2018 10 
2019 330 
2020 183 
2021 314 
2022 321 

5 2022 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress. HUD. 

5 

Packet Page 75



 

 

 

 

 

 

The McKinney-Vento Homeles Assistance Act 
The McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act (McKinney-Vento) ensures that students experiencing 
houselessness have access to education and related services, which includes identifying unhoused stu-
dents and supporting them within the education system. McKinney-Vento aims to remove barriers to ed-
ucation for unhoused children and youth, providing them with stability and support to succeed academi-
cally. 

Table 4. Unhoused school children: 2018-2022 
McKinney-Vento defines houselessness more 
broadly than HUD by including individuals who 
lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime resi-
dence. This includes those staying in shelters, mo-
tels, cars, parks, or doubled-up with others due 
to economic hardship. Totals of unhoused school 
children, as defined by McKinney-Vento, are pre-
sented in Table 4. Mesa County, in contrast to 
the state of Colorado, has experienced a steady 
increase in the frequency of unhoused students 
since 2018. 

Model-based estimates of 
prevalence 
Based on the 2023 PIT count and additional data 
sources (BNL), we estimate the unhoused pop-
ulation (excluding those who are doubled-up) 
for Mesa County in the past 12 months is 1,360 
unique individuals. In addition to this estimate 
of the unhoused population, we also identified 
a method for estimating the doubled-up popula-
tion overall, as McKinney-Vento doubled-up totals only include families with school-aged children. The 
doubled-up estimate for Mesa County is 940 unique individuals. A detailed description of both estimate 
methods can be found in Appendix 1. 

Location School Year 
Number of 
Unhoused 
Students 

Mesa 
County 

2018-2019 677 
2019-2020 694 
2020-2021 634 
2021-2022 797 
2022-2023 907 

Colorado 

2018-2019 21,560 
2019-2020 21,416 
2020-2021 15,374 
2021-2022 17,957 
2022-2023 * 

Source: Colorado Department of Education (CDE), 
Note: Statewide data for 2022-2023 were not avail-
able from the CDE at the time of this report. 

Each of the model-based estimates produce a population estimate that is inde-
pendent of the other, and we can therefore combine the unhoused and dou-
bled-up estimates to create a more comprehensive and complete picture of in-
dividuals who are unhoused in Mesa County during the past 12-months at 2,300 
individuals. 

Characteristics of unhoused population 
Client characteristics among those served by service providers 
In order to understand characteristics of the unhoused population in the Grand Junction area, it is import-
ant to triangulate across multiple data sources to address the limitations of any specific data source that 
tracks demographics of PEH in Grand Junction. Many agencies do not track demographics at all, and among 
those that do, data is tracked inconsistently within and across organizations. For example, the By-Name 
List currently lacks any demographic data for race, ethnicity, or gender. Homeless Management Informa-
tion System (HMIS) demographic data is limited because not all organizations who work with PEH utilize 
this database. However, looking across data sources can address some of these data gaps and can help 
identify specific data systems and service providers that are more or less engaged with specific popula-
tions. 

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment  6  
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Table 5 shows a summary Table 5. Snapshot of client characteristics in HMIS and BNL 
of client characteristics in 
the HMIS and BNL systems, 
and includes household 
type, veteran status, and 
disability status. Overall, 
service providers that en-
ter data into the HMIS sys-
tem seem to focus more 
on adult PEH clients, as 
compared to the BNL. The 
BNL list has proportionally 
more clients who are vet-
erans, and slightly more 
who have a disability, when 
compared to the HMIS sys-
tem. 

Figure 3 shows client Amer-

HMIS Snapshot 
(1/2019 - 8/2023) 

BNL Snapshot 
(2019-2022) 

Characteristic Total Percent Total Percent 
Unique individuals 4760 - 1200 
Households 4053 -
Household Type

 Adult only 3130 77% 672 55%
     Youth only 538 13% 298 24%
     Family 341 8% 254 20% 
Veteran (yes) 423 9% 304 25% 
Disability (yes) 2062 43% 607 51% 
Chronically unhoused (yes) 759 63% 
Source: Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), By Name List 
(BNL) 

ican Indian/Alaskan Native 
(AI/AN) and Black/African Figure 3. Client race/ethnicity characteristics among clients in 
American individuals are HMIS and service provider data, compared to Grand Junction 
overrepresented relative to population 
the Grand Junction popula-
tion, which is 1% for both 
demographics. People who 
are AI/AN represent 6% of 
HMIS and 4% of service pro-
vider encounters. Similarly, 
people who are Black/Afri-
can American make up 5% 
of HMIS and 4% of service 
provider encounters. 

There is some variation in 
the gender breakdown of 
clients served by direct ser-
vice provider administrative 
data and HMIS data. Service 
providers report serving 
48% male and 51% female, whereas males represent 61% of HMIS data. The Grand junction population 
is 50.3% female. Discrepancies in service provider administrative data and HMIS data are largely due to 
who is participating in HMIS. However, it is important to note that HMIS data reporting is only required 
for organizations/agencies that are recipients and subrecipients of the Continuum of Care Program and 
Emergency Solutions Grant funds. 

Grand Junction area By-Name List 
In addition to aggregate numbers on client characteristics and household composition of those who were 
unhoused, some data sources can provide more detailed information on trends over time. The BNL in-
cludes data for individuals during and after their inclusion on the list, which is helpful in understanding 
how specific needs vary over time and how specific types of individuals are served. Figures 4 and 5, for 
example, summarize changes in the breakdown of different types of household composition over the 
period of 2019 to 2022 as well as the unhoused status of individuals on the BNL in the same time period. 
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Figure 4. Household composition among 
unhoused population on BNL: 2019-2022 Figure 5. Unhoused status in BNL 

The BNL can also provide insight into the length of time that individuals who are on the BNL have been 
unhoused. For 470 of 1,200 individuals (39.17%) on the BNL at any point in the past five years, we can 
summarize the length of time that an individual has been unhoused by taking the date when someone be-
comes housed and subtracting this date from the start date of being listed on the BNL as unhoused. There 
are some patterns across key demographics, as demonstrated in Figure 6. 

Figure 6. Length of time being unhoused by status: 2018-2023 

A few patterns and important elements emerge from the Grand Junction area BNL demographic tables: 
■ The majority of individuals on the BNL are verified as or presumed to be chronically unhoused. 

This is consistent with the intention of the BNL, which is to support coordinated engagement 
across the housing continuum with those who are chronically houseless. (67.5% in 2021, 66% 
in 2022). 

■ After a steady decline, households with children increased from 2021 to 2022, and there has 
been a decline in households that are youth only since 2019. 

■ Just over 50% of individuals who are unhoused and on the BNL self-report a disability. 

■ Time spent being unhoused varies considerably across veterans, those with a disability, and 
individuals who are classified as chronically unhoused. 

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment  8  
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Community Resource Network 
The Community Resource Network (CRN) data provide additional insight into the characteristics of in-
dividuals who are unhoused in the Grand Junction area and engage with the service array. Within CRN, 
for individuals who need assistance with housing, participating organizations track the type of assistance 
that is needed across four categories: 
Housing quality, No Steady housing, 
Potentially unsteady housing, and Po-
tentially unsteady housing and quali-
ty issues. Figure 7 demonstrates how 
there has been an increase in those 
who have potentially unsteady hous-
ing and a decrease in those with no 
steady housing who have engaged 
with CRN providers. This finding is 
consistent with data presented on 
economic drivers of individuals at risk 
of becoming unhoused. 

McKinney-Vento 
characteristics 
The patterns of the race/ethnicity of 
houseless schoolchildren have shift-
ed in the county since 2019. Figure 8 
demonstrates how there was a relative-
ly large proportion of individuals who 
identified as Hispanic/Latino in 2019 
who were houseless schoolchildren, 
but this has dramatically decreased 
with a concomitant increase in house-
lessness among youth who identify as 
White. The prevalence of American 
Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Black or 
African American, and Native Hawaiian 
or Pacific Islanders has remained stable 
over time. 

Figure 9 also provides insight from 
McKinney-Vento about the nature of 
the type of houselessness experienced 
by youth in Mesa County schools. Since 
the 2019-2020 school year, there has 
been an increase in the proportion of 
unhoused youth whose living situation 
is unknown, coinciding with a decrease 
across all other categories. This pattern 
is most likely a result of limited details 
in data collection processes, which 
could be strengthened to further clar-
ify patterns of the experience of being 
unhoused among youth in the county. 

Figure 7. Housing hierarchy of needs: 2019-2023 

Figure 8. Types of houseless schoolchildren: 2018-2022 

Figure 9. Types of houseless schoolchildren: 2018-2022 
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Participant perspectives on unhoused population changes 
In addition to the demographic composition of the unhoused population compiled from service provider 
data, interview participants for this assessment offered reflections on changes they have noticed among 
the population of PEH in Grand Junction and Mesa County. 

A few key informants who have been serving PEH for several years observed that, in general, the number 
and complexity of challenges PEH typically face has grown, making it increasingly difficult to support indi-
viduals in reaching stability and exiting houselessness. 

And the population here has changed. They’re younger now. The drugs have greatly influenced 
them. Meth, heroin, fentanyl, all of it, it’s just rampant. So that most, between 75%, 85%, 90% 
of the homeless population here are Mesa County residents. We get some transients because we 
have good weather, because the drugs are available. But the majority are residents and they’re 
younger. They’re angrier. They’re sicker. The problems are more convoluted, they’re harder to 
solve, more faceted.  —Key informant 

City department leaders shared that their staff who regularly engage with PEH, such as parks and recre-
ation or law enforcement, often express that their interactions with PEH have become more contentious 
and challenging in recent years. Where city staff once often had rapport with many of the PEH they in-
teracted with, it is now more common for individuals to be unwilling to engage with city staff or even act 
aggressively toward them. 

At the same time the training available to city department staff who regularly interface with PEH is limited 
and none of the city departments who regularly engage with PEH have a formal policy or procedure for 
interactions with PEH. 

In general, these observations from key informants suggest a need for both ex-
panded behavioral health services and more robust policies, procedures, and 
training among city staff specific to engagement with PEH and individuals in cri-
sis. 

From the perspectives of lived experts, many have observed an overall increase in the unhoused popu-
lation and described a worsening houselessness situation that needs to be addressed with urgency. One 
elderly man living outside likened it to turning on a faucet: “And unless they do something about it, it’s 
going to get worse and worse and worse. And it’s like, did somebody open a faucet? And unless somebody 
shuts that faucet off, it can hurt on everybody.” Another lived expert suggested that houselessness has 
“just amplified by probably tenfold” in recent years. 

As the unhoused population has grown, several lived experts also shared that there are fewer places for 
them to go and a sense that the broader community and local government have become less tolerant of 
PEH in public spaces and using public facilities. 

The sad thing is there’s nowhere to really camp anymore. They’ve shut a lot of it down. They’ve 
kicked people off the trestle, they’ve kicked them off the other side. So where are all these people 
supposed to go? And a lot of them cannot get into the homeless shelter because of their animal 
or because of their record. It’s stupid little things that set people back and you wonder why they 
don’t give a f--- and they want to end up in the woods. You know what I mean? And it’s a shame 
that you get arrested for doing it sometimes. But where’s everybody supposed to go? That is the 
big question here. It’s not enough housing. — Lived expert 

10 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment 

Packet Page 80



Draft for Review	

 
  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

From both the perspectives of key informants and lived experts, houselessness 
is a growing issue in the Grand Junction area and has led to increasing tensions 
between PEH and local government agencies. In the context of expanding risk 
factors associated with entering houselessness, detailed in the following section, 
it seems clear that the level of need among PEH and the resultant demand on 
agency personnel and resources can be expected to rise. 

Section summary 
There are several insights that can be gained from current data collection efforts within the community. By 
using the PIT, BNL, McKinney-Vento data and model-based estimates, there is a clear understanding of the 
extent and type of houselessness that individuals in Grand Junction and Mesa County are experiencing. In 
addition to these broad characteristics, the BNL, CRN, McKinney Vento, and service provider data provides 
insight on the populations of individuals who are engaging with the unhoused service sector. 

Key takeaways: 
■ The population of individuals estimated to be unhoused in Grand Junction is 2,300. This in-

cludes individuals who are unhoused, placed in a shelter, and/or doubled-up with a friend or 
family member. 

■ Of individuals in the BNL, 67% of are chronically unhoused. 
■ The proportion of the unhoused population who are unsheltered in Grand Junction is a com-

paratively high proportion (60% in most recent PIT). 
■ Individuals who identify as white are the most unhoused race or ethnicity in the county, fol-

lowed by multiple races and AI/AN. 

■ AI/AN and Black/African American individuals are slightly overrepresented in both HMIS and 
service provider administrative data relative to the Grand Junction population. 
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ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND TRENDS IN MESA 
COUNTY RELATED TO THE UNHOUSED POPULATION 

As noted above, individuals become unhoused for a variety of reasons, often including the straight-
forward inability to cover the cost of housing. In this section, we present data to demonstrate how 
economic trends within Mesa County may be impacting patterns of individuals and families becoming 
unhoused over the past five years and future risk of houselessness. 

Population and household income 
Figure 10 demonstrates the population growth that has occurred within the county since 2010, and the 
forecasted continued growth over Figure 10. Mesa County Population: 2010-2050 the next 30 years. Between 2020 
and 2050, Mesa County is projected 
to grow by 40%, from about 155,000 
residents to 221,000 residents. 

Of the total population in the coun-
ty, Table 6 demonstrates the pro-
portion of the population within the 
county that had a household income 
below the federal poverty threshold 
between 2016 and 2021, as poverty 
rates are an important indicator of 
houselessness. The poverty rates in 
Mesa County are consistently high-
er than the state average in Colora-
do. While poverty rates within Mesa 
County dropped nearly 5% from 2016 
to 2021, according to American Com-
munity Survey (ACS) five-year esti-
mates for Mesa County, this trend is 
most likely explained by an influx of 
pandemic relief funds that have since 
expired. Poverty rates increased 
slightly in 2022 and are predicted to 
rise across the U.S. in 2023.6 For the 
municipalities where data are avail-
able, the poverty rates in Palisade 
and Grand Junction are highest, while 
Fruita has the lowest poverty rate. 
Between 2016 and 2021, all munici-
palities have experienced declines in 
poverty, with Fruita seeing a nearly 
10% drop. 

Table 6. Poverty rates in Colorado, Mesa County, and 
local municipalities: 2016-2021 

Poverty rate 
Geography 2016 2021 
Colorado 12.2% 9.6% 
Mesa County 16.3% 11.9% 
Fruita city 17.7% 7.8% 
Grand Junction city 18.9% 13.1% 
Palisade town 15.6% 14.7% 
Source: American Community Survey, 5-year estimates. 

Poverty rates are one risk factor for individuals becoming unhoused, as it is a general measure of income. 
An additional factor is the cost of housing within a region, as wages among those who are employed as 
related to housing costs have been shown to be the most relevant economic driver of houselessness 

6 Danilo Trisi, “Government’s Pandemic Response Turned a Would-Be Poverty Surge Into a Record Poverty Decline” 
(Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2023), https://academiccommons.columbia.edu/doi/10.7916/D8RN3853. 
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within communities. The rent to income ratio is an important factor in assessing housing affordability, as 
landlords typically look for tenants whose rent is at or below approximately 30% of their gross monthly 
income, and numerous studies have shown that when controlling for multiple factors, we can expect the 
rate of unhoused people in the population to increase once the rent to income ratio for a region exceeds 
30%. 

Table 7 displays the average rent to income ratio in the county between 2016 and 2021, using median 
income and average rent costs for Mesa County. 

Between 2016 and 2021, the rent to income ratio has increased from approxi-
mately 22% to 28%, moving closer to the 30% threshold. While the poverty rate 
has declined, the cost of living has increased, thereby putting a larger proportion 
of the population in a housing situation that would be described as economically 
at risk. 

Table 7. Change in median rent to income ratio, Mesa County: 2016-2021 
Median Household Income and Rent to Income Ratio 

2016 2021 
Median 
Income 

Average 
Rent 

Rent to 
Income Ratio 

Median 
Income 

Average 
Rent 

Rent to 
Income Ratio 

Mesa County $50,070 $932 22.34% $62,127 $1,453 28.07% 
Source: American Community Survey, 5-year estimates and Bureau of Labor Statistics 

Using data from multiple sources, we can further examine patterns in rent to income ratio across occupa-
tion categories. Table 8 displays the average annual rent to income ratios for the top five most cost-bur-
dened occupations and for all occupations for 2016 and 2021 in the Grand Junction area. In 2016, only 
seven occupations had a rent to income ratio higher than 30%, and the average rent to income ratio across 
all occupations was 25.35%. In 2021, thirteen occupations had an average rent to income ratio greater 
than 30%, and the average rent to income ratio across all occupations had risen to 31.31%, a 24% increase. 

Table 8. Rent to income ratio for top five most cost-burdened occupations in Grand Junc-
tion: 2016-2021 

2016 2021 

Occupation % of Total 
Employment 

% Rent to 
Income Ratio 

% of Total 
Employment 

% Rent to 
Income Ratio 

Food Preparation and Serving Related 
Occupations 10.77 50.31 10.52 50.91 

Healthcare Support Occupations 3.44 37.44 4.63 47.69 
Building and Grounds Cleaning and 
Maintenance Occupations 2.83 38.61 3.12 47.12 

Personal Care and Service Occupations 2.83 46.21 1.74 45.73 
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry 
Occupations 0.07 34.90 0.14 45.43 

All Occupations 100.00 25.35 100.00 31.31 
Source: Zillow and Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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The final manner of examining the relationship between rental cost and income is to analyze the per-
centage of employees, as measured by total employment in occupations, whose rent to income ratio was 
greater than 30% between 2016 and 2021. In 2016, 47% of those employed had a rent to income ratio 
greater than 30%. By 2021, the percentage of those employed who had a rent to income ratio greater than 
30% had jumped to 78.3%. 

This means that on average, 78.3% of the employed population are cost-bur-
dened based on average rent and average occupational wages in the Grand 
Junction area. In addition, those working in food preparation and serving occu-
pations would be classified as severely cost-burdened, with a rent to income ra-
tio at or above 50%. 

Figure 11 contrasts the proportion Figure 11. Employed by sector with higher than 30% 
of occupations with an average rent rent-income ratio: 2016 v. 2022 
to income ratio above 30% between 
2016 and 2022 for Mesa County. 

Across these three measures com-
paring rental cost and income, a clear 
story of increased risk of houseless-
ness among the population of indi-
viduals who are employed emerges. 
This risk is highest for individuals 
employed in a few key sectors: food 
preparation and serving related oc-
cupations; healthcare support oc-
cupations, building and grounds 
cleaning and maintenance, personal 
care and service occupations; farm-
ing/fishing/forestry, transportation 
and material moving occupations; 
and production occupations. Each 
of these sectors have a greater than 
40% rent to income ratio, and account for a total of 31.6% of jobs in Mesa County. These patterns suggest 
that wages have not increased at a rate similar to the increase in housing costs. 

Mapping risk factors associated with individuals becoming unhoused 
In addition to the economic indicators related to income and the rent to income ratio, a set of risk factors 
was used to assess populations at risk of becoming unhoused within Grand Junction and surrounding 
communities. 

Research suggests that these selected factors and trends are strongly associated with communities expe-
riencing houselessness. These factors and trends are highly complex and often interact with one another. 
For example, behavioral health challenges (e.g., substance use disorder or mental illness) or family break-
down are made worse and complicated by structural factors, such as lack of available low-cost housing, 
unfavorable economic conditions, and a lack of mental health services.7 While comprehensive data about 

7 Vijay K Mago et al., “Analyzing the Impact of Social Factors on Homelessness: A Fuzzy Cognitive Map Approach,” 
BMC Medical Informatics and Decision Making 13, no. 1 (December 2013): 94, https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6947-
13-94. 
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Unhoused Risk Scale (0-1) 
0.000 lo 0.123 
0.123 lo 0.223 
0.223 lo 0.325 
0.325 10 0.414 
0.414 10 0.518 
0.518 to 0.707 
0.707 to 1.000 

N 

A 

(c ) Mapbox. OSM 

b. 
N 

A 

(c) Mac,t,ox, OSM 

the extent of mental health and substance The variables included in the risk mapping are: use challenges among Mesa County res-
1.  Unemployment rate idents are not available at the city- or 

county-wide level, there are substantial 2.  Percent of the population that is non-white economic data that may capture some 
3.  Poverty rate of the structural trends that can lead to 

houselessness, which are described here 4.  Number of housing units per capita 
as risk of houselessness. 

5.  Median rent 
Using the selected indicators and trends, 

6.  Rent as percentage of gross income which include poverty indicators and de-
mographics, wage and employment data, 7. Percentage of households with public assistance 
and housing market trends, maps were income (e.g., Supplemental Nutrition Assistance, 
generated to demonstrate risk of house-SNAP) 
lessness by key geographic subdivisions 

8.  Percentage of the population with a disability within Mesa County known as census tract 
and census block group.8 

Figures 12a and 12b show relative risk of houselessness by census tract and census block. These maps por-
tray the relative risk of the population within a census tract or block of becoming unhoused, with higher 
risk areas displayed in darker red. 

Figure 12. a) Risk of houselessness by census tract; b) Risk of houselessness by census 
block group 

Note: Risk is presented on a relative scale from 0-1, meaning that the geography with the lowest risk has a 
ranking of 0 and the geography with the highest risk has a ranking of 1. 

Based on these risk summaries, risk is highest in Central Grand Junction (i.e., 
area north of the Colorado River and south of Patterson Ave., excluding the city 
center), Fruita, and Clifton, particularly in the southeast part of town along the 
Colorado River. The Central Grand Junction census tract has the highest relative 
risk across all risk indicators. Fruita has a relatively high risk based on a high 
rent to income ratio and a relatively large non-White population, while Southeast 

Grand Junction/Riverside area has a relatively high risk due to a high rent to income ratio, high median 
rent, and relatively high unemployment rate. These geographic patterns within the County can inform both 
prevention programming activities as well as the placement of services for those who become unhoused. 

8 US Census Bureau, “Glossary,” Census.gov, 2022, https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/geography/about/ 
glossary.html. 
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Section summary 
The City of Grand Junction and surrounding communities within Mesa County have experienced rapid eco-
nomic shifts in recent years that are contributing to an increase in the proportion of the population that is 
cost-burdened and at risk of becoming unhoused. Key economic and demographic indicators and trends, 
such as poverty rates, rent to income ratios, unemployment rates, and participation in federal assistance 
programs can guide the understanding of populations and geographic communities within the county that 
face the highest risk of houselessness and therefore can inform targeted houselessness prevention and 
service outreach efforts. 

Key takeaways: 
■ Between 2016-2021, the cost of living has increased at a greater rate than wages, resulting in 

the average rent to income ratio approaching the cost-burdened threshold of 30%. 
■ Between 2016-2021, the percentage of employed residents who are cost-burdened jumped 

from 47% to 78%. 
■ Residents working in food preparation and serving occupations are severely cost-burdened 

with a rent to income ratio at or above 50%. 
■ Areas with Mesa County whose residents face the highest risk of houselessness include cen-

tral Grand Junction, Fruita, and Southeast Grand Junction/Riverside. 
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I Emergency 
I Shelter 

Shon-term, temporary 
lodging for families or 
individuals experiencing 
homelessness 

C 9 

Transitional 
Housing 

Temporary housing that 
helps people transition 
from homelessness to a 
more permanent housing 
situation 

Permanent 
Supportive 

Housing 

Affordable housing that 
Includes other suppon 
services for those being 
housed 

Subsidized Affordable Affordable Housing Housing 

Affordable housing that Affordable housing Is 
uses subsidles to pay housing on which the 
the difference between occupant is paying no 
what renters can afford more than 30~ or their 
and market rate; income 
lncludlng rapid re-
housing. eviction 
prevention, etc. 

CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION OF EXISTING 
NON-MARKET HOUSING IN MESA COUNTY 

To define the required service capacity in Grand Junction, as well as targets for service utilization within 
the unhoused population in the city and county, the assessment sought to understand the flow of indi-
viduals across the housing continuum, specifically looking at non-market housing interventions, includ-
ing emergency shelter, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, and subsidized affordable 
housing (Figure 13). This examination is separated into two key sections: Housing interventions and 
Supportive services. Housing interventions are presented in this section of the report, followed by Sup-
portive Services in later sections. 

Figure 13. The housing continuum 

Source: United Way of Olmsted County 

Overview of non-market housing continuum capacity in Grand Junction 
In this section, we provide summary data for each type of non-market housing, including utilization infor-
mation from providers of those services in Mesa County and the relative proportion of capacity that has 
been utilized by PEH in the past year. Table 9 shows the service providers that are active in Mesa County 
and the type of non-market housing they provide. 
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Table 9. Summary of non-market housing options by organization in Mesa County 

Organization 
Emergency 
Shelter 

Transitional 
Housing 

Permanent 
Supportive Housing 

Subsidized 
Affordable Housing 

Amos Center X 
Catholic Outreach X X 
Freedom Institute X planned 
Grand Junction Housing Authority X 
Grand Valley P & J X planned 
Hilltop — Latimer House X X 
HomewardBound — North Ave X 
HomewardBound — Recovery Living X 
HomewardBound — Pathways Village X 
Housing Resources of Western CO X 
Joseph Center X 
Karis X X X 

Table 10 shows capacity estimates by service provider and in total for those that were able to provide data. 
Not all service providers were able to provide data on recent utilization or capacity. 

Table 10. Capacity estimates by non-market housing type and organizations that were 
able to provide data 

Emergency shelter Transitional Housing Permanent 
supportive housing 

Service Provider 

Total service 
utilization 

(% unhoused) 
Capacity 

Total service 
utilization 

(% unhoused) 
Capacity 

Total service 
utilization 

(% unhoused) 
Capacity 

Freedom Institute — — n.d. 61 — — 
Grand Valley Peace & Justice — 
Emergency Shelter (2022) 58 (100%) 32 — — — — 

Hilltop Latimer House 
(2019 - 9/2023) 635 n.d. n.d. n.d. -- --

HMIS — Emergency Shelter 
(1/2019 - 8/2023) 3802 n.d. -- -- -- --

HomewardBound — North Ave 
Shelter (10/2021 - 9/2022) 834 (72%)a 135 n.d. — n.d. n.d. 

HomewardBound — Recovery 
Living (2023) — — n.d. 44 — — 

HomewardBound — 
Pathways Village (2023) —  — — — — 66 

HomewardHounds 
(8/2022 -8/2023) 112 (100%) 9 n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. 

Joseph Center (8/2023) -- -- 9 (90%) 10 -- --
Karis (8/2023) 8b 10 8 (89%) 9 47 39 
MESA COUNTY TOTAL 186 124 105 
Notes: Not all service providers were able to provide data about their client’s housing status (n.d. indicates 
no data provided); (—) indicates that a housing type is not relevant to the given provider; 
a HomewardBound percent reflects clients entering from homelessness 
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In addition to administrative data from specific service providers, the HMIS provides a different view of the 
most commonly accessed non-market housing services as well as key supportive services. Table 11 shows 
the overall number of encounters entered into HMIS and the service type sought by the individual. These 
estimates emphasize that emergency shelter is by far the most accessed type of housing service among 
PEH, which is not surprising since other types of non-market housing are meant to be a stepping-off point 
out of houselessness and thus away from repeat encounters in the HMIS. 

Table 11. Encounters by housing or service type in HMIS: 2019-2023 
Service type Total Proportion of total 
Emergency Shelter 3,802 74% 
Street Outreach 502 10% 
Supportive Services Only 256 5% 
Permanent Supportive Housing 228 4% 
Rapid Re-Housing 169 3% 
Other Permanent Housing 74 1% 
Transitional Housing 60 1% 
Homelessness Prevention 41 1% 
TOTAL ENCOUNTERS 5,132 
Source: HMIS 

Subsidized affordable housing refers to housing that is funded in part by the federal government that 
supports households in being able to afford market-rate housing. Based upon data access through HUD, 
Grand Junction has a total of 1,100 subsidized housing units available, and Clifton has a total of 168 units. 
The occupancy for these units is 81% and 88%, respectively. The average amount of time on the waitlist 
is substantial, with Clifton operating a 17-month waitlist average and Grand Junction an 8-month waitlist 
average. In 2022, there were a total of 1,849 people residing in subsidized housing in Mesa County. 

Table 12 summarizes subsidized housing utilization in the County in 2022 across municipalities. 

Table 12. Summary of subsidized affordable housing utilization in Mesa County: 2022 
Key figures 

Municipality 

Subsidized 
units 

available 
Percent 

Occupied 

Total 
people 
housed 

Number of 
people per 

unit 

Average 
months on 
waiting list 

Average 
months since 

moved in 

Percent 
over 

housed 
Clifton 168 81 360 2.50 17 93 38% 
Grand Junction 1,100 88 1,489 1.50 8 77 14% 
Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 

Details and perceptions of capacity by non-market housing type 
As shown in Table 10, administrative data on utilization and capacity from service providers is limited in 
its coverage, and even complete data does not tell the full story of how different types of individuals in 
the community perceive existing capacity and the need to expand or right-size capacity as it relates to 
utilization and demand. In this section, we provide summary information gathered from interviews with 
key informants and lived experts to provide context and nuance to the quantification of service demand, 
capacity, and utilization. The level of priority for each housing type identified was categorized into terciles: 
low, medium, or high across each participant group according to coding frequency and urgency. 
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Emergency shelter 

"Emergency placement. It's that emergency shelter where we can 
have safe places for families. And I know we have Homeward 
Bound, too, but they can only hold so many. It's the different 
populations that I'm looking at, so those domestic violence, we 
get traffic victims, we get a little bit of everything. So having a 
safe place so we can work through the process, we can assess 
the situation, and then we go from there." 

Emergency Shelters 
HomewardBound, Grand Valley Peace and Justice, Hilltop Latimer House, and Karis each provide emer-
gency shelter options for people who are unhoused, which are temporary accommodations designed to 
provide immediate shelter, safety, and basic services to individuals or families experiencing houselessness. 

Each emergency shelter service provider reports being at capacity for the number of emergency beds 
within their facility. Notably, each emergency shelter serves different subpopulations of PEH. Karis serves 
transition age youth; the Hilltop Latimer House is for individuals/families experiencing and/or fleeing do-
mestic violence. Grand Valley Peace and Justice has facilities for both individuals who are men and for 
families, with 16 beds at each facility, but is only open during the winter months, decreasing local bed 
capacity in Grand Junction during the spring, summer, and fall seasons. HomewardHounds is a partnership 
between Roice-Hurst Humane Society and HomewardBound to provide temporary housing for PEH who 
also have pets. 

Figure 14. Participant perspectives on emergency shelter priority 

Emergency shelter was ranked as a low-level priority housing need by lived experts and community mem-
bers and a medium-level priority by key informants (Figure 14). Many of the lived experts participating 
in the assessment were not interested in traditional emergency shelter options, for a variety of reasons. 
However, key informants noted additional emergency shelter as a gap specifically because existing emer-
gency shelter often operates at capacity and there are limited options for individuals with specific needs, 
such as those with high medical needs, those who use substances, those who are registered sex offenders, 
or those who cannot comfortably stay in a traditional congregate shelter. 

Based on the feedback lived experts provided, it is likely that some PEH currently living outside would be 
more interested in accessing emergency shelter if the shelter had few rules and utilized a harm reduction 
model, where there are limited to no restrictions on substance use, particularly during times of the year 
when it is dangerously cold or hot to live outside. 

Additionally, some key informants and lived experts described a need for emergency shelters that only 
serve specific special populations of PEH, such as shelter for women only or individuals fleeing domestic 
violence. A couple of participants noted a need for emergency shelter options and supports specifically 
serving individuals who identify as LGBTQ+ (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, and/or question-
ing), who may feel unsafe accessing traditional emergency shelters and have different needs than other 
PEH seeking shelter. 

Based on these findings, in considering emergency shelter demand and supply for Mesa County, a key con-
sideration is the type of emergency shelter and the subpopulation intended to be served by the shelter. 
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Transitional housing 

Lived expert - High 

Permanent supportive housing 

"The disparity between coming off the streets and living 
in these really nice places is not doing a service for their 
comfortability. We do not have options or the ability to 
say, "Gee, it looks like you could pay $200 in rent. 
Here's kind of what you can afford. Here are a couple 
of options, what would you choose?" It's very much like, 
this is what we have, this is where you'll go. And if you 
don 't like it, then go back to the streets." 

"But I'm disabled. My kids are grown. I was a nurse for 25 
years and being on a fixed income, finding affordable 
housing where I can afford and still be left money to eat 
and take care of my meds and do the things that I need 
to do is not possible in this town. And it's hard down here 
[camping along the river], but it's doable, but it's not 
something that needs to be long-term for anybody." 

Transitional Housing 
Transitional and non-permanent supportive housing options are provided through a handful of providers 
in the Grand Junction area. Transitional housing for individuals in substance use treatment and recov-
ery are provided by Homeward Bound, the Amos Center, A Step UP, and The Freedom Institute. Karis, 
which serves transition age youth has both emergency housing and transitional housing beds. Home-
wardHounds, in collaboration with HomewardBound, provides transitional pallet shelters for individuals 
experiencing homelessness who also have pets. 

One provider of transitional housing in Mesa County is The Freedom Institute who currently offers 61 tran-
sitional living beds for individuals who are transitioning out of prison or jail. Based upon interview data, 
Freedom institute is in the process of expanding their transitional bed capacity to 100. 

Figure 15. Participant perspectives on transitional housing priority 

Lived experts and key informants identified transitional housing as a high priority need in responding to 
houselessness (Figure 15). Overall, the number of transitional housing units in Mesa County is small in the 
context of the current number of PEH. It is likely that many PEH, whether currently residing in an emer-
gency shelter or living on the street, could benefit from being placed in housing that is one step further 
along the continuum but short of a permanent housing situation. This could allow them to gradually build 
stability in their lives while freeing up emergency housing for those entering houselessness. 

Permanent Supportive Housing 
Permanent supportive housing is long-term housing combined with wraparound supportive services, of-
ten designed for individuals with chronic physical or mental health conditions. This model provides on-
going assistance to help residents maintain housing stability and improve their quality of life and is in-
tended to be a permanent living situation. Currently, Grand Junction has a limited number of permanent 
supportive housing units available for specific subpopulations, with a couple providers looking to expand 
their permanent supportive housing capacity. The current permanent supportive units primarily focus on 
serving families, youth, older women, and individuals with disability experiencing chronic houselessness. 

Figure 16. Participant perspectives on permanent supportive housing priority 
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affordable housing 

Lived expert - High 
"But the problem is you've got vouchers, but you 
can't find places to use it because the housing 
crisis is so incredibly difficult here. And when 
you've got a room vacancy rate of percent, 
percent and a half You want to respect people's 
dignity and you don't want to put them in these 
holes and that's what we've got left." 

Permanent supportive housing was ranked as a medium-level priority housing need across all partici-
pant groups (Figure 16). Several agencies in the Grand Junction area currently have permanent supportive 
housing units, with some who have plans to expand their number of units, but again, a demand-supply 
gap exists for this type of housing. 

As key informants described, permanent supportive housing is inherently resource-intensive and requires 
round-the-clock staff and access to services to sustain it, making it difficult to develop and operate new 
units. At the same time, participants noted there are PEH currently living outside in the Grand Junction 
area who would be most appropriately housed through a permanent supportive housing facility. Addition-
ally, many participants expressed concern for the aging unhoused population, who may have a decreasing 
ability to independently care for themselves and a reduced number of services available to them. 

Subsidized affordable housing 
In 2022, the Grand Junction Housing Authority (GJHA) leased 1,350 housing choice vouchers, also known 
as Section 8 vouchers, which was a slight decrease from 2021 when 1,380 vouchers were leased. The 
housing choice voucher program is a federal program through the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) that provides rental assistance to qualifying households, allowing them to choose a 
rental home if it meets program requirements. As of August 1, 2023, 1,227 vouchers have been leased. 
Table 13 shows the historical trend of GJHA vouchers leased by year and by voucher program type. 

Table 13. Housing voucher utilization by client characteristics: 2018-2023 

Voucher Program 2019 2020 2021 2022 January 1 - July 31, 2023 
VASH - Veterans 186 173 172 168 151 
Youth 7 4 7 10 10 
Non-Elderly Disabled 201 215 205 198 180 
Domestic Violence 65 40 41 47 45 
Next Step 21 15 12 19 13 
Families Transitioning from Homelessness 242 272 294 265 233 
All other vouchers 635 620 649 643 595 
TOTAL 1,357 1,339 1,380 1,350 1,227 

Key informants and lived experts ranked subsidized affordable housing as a high priority need, and com-
munity members ranked it as a medium-level need (Figure 17). As noted previously, Grand Junction Hous-
ing Authority provides housing assistance vouchers to low-income households and other key special pop-
ulations, but the waitlist for these vouchers is significant (i.e., 8-17 months), and there is no guarantee of 
a household being able to find housing that meets program requirements and accepts vouchers once a 
housing voucher is actually issued. 

Figure 17. Participant perspectives on subsidized housing priority 
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Overall, demand for subsidized housing has long outpaced the supply. Many lived experts spoke to the 
frustration of going through the process to apply for a housing voucher, move through the waitlist, and 
ultimately not be able to use it by the deadline because the rentals they managed to find either would not 
accept the voucher or the voucher amount would not sufficiently cover the cost. A key informant speculat-
ed that the recent drop off in voucher applications is likely due not to a decrease in demand but because 
PEH and lower income households are discouraged by the lack of units accepting vouchers. 

Given current and projected housing costs in the Grand Junction area, the de-
mand-supply gap in subsidized housing will likely only continue to grow. 

Additional Elements of Housing Continuum Identified by Interview Participants 
In addition to the core elements of the housing continuum, we received information from interview par-
ticipants about their perspectives on medical/Substance Use Disorder (SUD) treatment respite facilities, 
sanctioned camping sites, and opportunities for safe parking lots. 

Temporary housing specifically for PEH discharged from the hospital after a medical operation or individ-
uals in recovery after in-patient substance use treatment was a gap noted as a medium-level need among 
lived experts and key informants, and a low-level need among community members. In general, partici-
pants expressed that there is an extremely limited number of beds available to PEH in need of medical and 
mental health support while recovering after treatment. Often, emergency shelter facilities in the county 
are unable to accept clients under these circumstances because they require a high level of services. Shel-
ters typically do not have the capacity or expertise to properly care for them, leaving those individuals 
with few or no options. Several key informants shared stories of not being able to connect clients with the 
appropriate level of care and shelter after they leave the hospital, demonstrating a dangerous and some-
times lethal gap in housing options. 

Sanctioned camping and safe parking areas, or designated spaces for PEH to legally camp within the coun-
ty, were noted as a high need among lived experts and key informants and a medium-level need among 
community members. While it is difficult to know exactly how many PEH live in camps along the river 
corridor, in parks, and on other parcels of public and private land, a substantial proportion of PEH in the 
Grand Junction area spend many of their nights camping rather than in a shelter. 

About half of the 50 lived expert participants were living outside at the time of interviews. Many of those 
participants did not feel that HomewardBound’s emergency shelter was on option for them because of a 
mental or physical health condition, they were banned due to breaking the shelter’s rules, or they were 
not interested in following the shelter’s rules. Regardless of their reasons for not seeking out shelter at 
HomewardBound, remaining shelter options for PEH are extremely limited, often contributing to PEH liv-
ing outside. Additionally, several PEH who camp, expressed that they would rather camp than go to a 
shelter facility because it affords them independence. 
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Medical/Recovery respite 

II I I 'I 

II I 111i I I 

Community members - Low 

Safe parking 

Sanctioned camping 

Community members - Low 

"But we do not have a respite. We don't 
have anywhere for these people to go. So 
they don't have a phone call they can 
make. So we're finding people dying in 
their wheelchairs and they can't plug in, 
stuff like that." 

"Definitely safe outdoor space. That is such a huge gap. Because we 
do have families that if they do get evicted, they're like, "I'm just going 
to stay in my car while I figure something out." ... It is illegal for them 
to park anywhere in the city limit ... That is really frustrating. .. they 
literally have nowhere to go. If they're being asked by the police to 
move every couple of hours, they have no money for gas, and they 
might have kids to get to school the next day. They might have jobs 
that they're barely holding onto, and that is going to cause them to 
spiral." 

"Well, for starters, just their own chunk of land or something 
where they could go ... The homeless would pay for it. A lot of 
them, everybody gets a check. We would pay for our own 
trash removal and all that stuff They want to complain about 
the trash and the homeless, but we don't have trash service 
and we get kicked out everywhere we go. But if they were to 
do a chunk of land and let the homeless do their own thing 
and pay for it, and you can pay for the land, it would be a 
whole different situation. " 

Figure 18. Participant perspectives on priority of additional housing elements 

As many participants noted, however, individuals camping on public lands are often forced to pick up 
their camp and move on a regular basis by law enforcement due to public health and safety concerns 
and violations. While many PEH who live outside would prefer camping to being in a shelter, the constant 
threat of having to move their belongings and start over somewhere else can be traumatizing and lead to 
negative encounters with law enforcement and other city and county staff. Additionally, access to basic 
services, such as water, bathrooms, and trash, is limited and generates significant issues for both PEH and 
the broader community. Based on these realities, lived experts and key informants both pointed to a gap 
in safe areas for PEH to camp or live out of a vehicle, and many expressed a desire to see legal camping 
options with basic services offered within the county. 
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Section summary 
Across the continuum, service providers are notably at capacity with emergency shelter beds, and there 
are wait lists for transitional and supportive housing beds. Transitional housing was noted to be one of the 
highest needs in the community, in addition to more subsidized housing and sanctioned camping oppor-
tunities. 

Key takeaways 
■ Emergency shelter is by far the most utilized and has the most units. However, for individuals 

for whom congregate shelter is not an option, the remaining emergency shelter options are 
very limited. 

■ The number of transitional and permanent supportive housing units is relatively small, while 
participants expressed they are in high demand. 

■ There is an overall lack of subsidized affordable housing units, especially in Clifton. 
■ Housing Vouchers are reaching some key populations: veterans, people with disabilities, and 

families. 
■ Participants noted areas for sanctioned camping and safe parking are a significant need, as 

there are currently very few places for unsheltered PEH to go. 
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ESTIMATED DEMAND FOR AND ADEQUACY OF 
NON-MARKET HOUSING IN MESA COUNTY 

In an overall planning process to identify and prioritize strategies to address houselessness, estimates 
of existing capacity must be further analyzed in the context of estimated demand for certain kinds of 
housing to identify gaps and coverage in the existing system. Demand estimates are related to both pop-
ulations at need and at risk as well as the overall configuration of the system. For example, the need for 
emergency shelter beds has a direct relationship to the affordability and availability of rental housing, 
transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing. Inherent in the process of estimating the need 
for an individual intervention type is the need to consider how the overall system of care is functioning 
for people who are at risk of becoming unhoused and those that are currently unhoused. 

Overview of assumptions and methods 
A detailed methodology for estimating demand and adequacy of non-market housing is included in Ap-
pendix 1. In brief, the first step toward calculating overall need or coverage in non-market housing services 
is to estimate capacity in the existing system. When possible, the capacity estimates in Table 14 triangu-
late across data presented in Table 10 related to overall capacity in the county. To complete the capacity 
estimates for this study, the research team drew upon multiple evidence-supported methodologies for 
estimating capacity of temporary emergency shelter9, emergency shelter, transitional shelter facilities, 
transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing. 

Estimates of potential demand in Mesa County also draw, when possible, from data presented in Table 
2 and Table 11, and build in assumptions to move from general need and observed utilization of specific 
resources to potential demand for each type of housing. The assumption is that, especially in situations 
where a specific type of housing is under capacity, there will be potential demand that is not observed 
through utilization patterns because so many people simply cannot access the service and have not regis-
tered their need for it (for example, some people will get on wait lists for supportive housing, but others 
will simply not seek it out). And at the same time, not all PEH will ever choose to seek certain types of 
housing services, and thus not every individual included in the PIT (Table 2) will contribute demand for 
every type of housing. In Table 14 we adjust total demand based on the estimated program usage rate to 
generate an adjusted estimated demand for each type of housing. 

Additional practical considerations also shape demand, as the need for winter shelters depends on the 
weather and demand can vary across days of the week. In Table 14 we utilize a modifier for demand for 
emergency shelter that reflects estimates from the literature about how demand changes with tempera-
ture. In brief, demand increases in a non-linear way as overnight temperatures move from fair (32 to 50 
degrees F) to low (14 to 32 degrees F) to moderate (-4 to 14 degrees F). In 2022, Mesa County experienced 
87 fair days, 123 low days, and 12 moderate days. Individual service providing organizations likely know 
these patterns and adjust staffing as needed to minimize unused costs. This assessment does not take into 
account staffing needs, nor does it examine the costs of services. Rather, it is focused on producing general 
estimates of need over the course of a year and comparing those estimates to the capacity within Grand 
Junction at the time of the needs assessment. 

The results in Table 14 provide an estimate of the current capacity of four elements of the Mesa County 
care system for individuals who are unhoused. There is generally limited capacity for the temporary emer-
gency shelter, transitional housing and permanent supportive housing. Of note, the limited temporary 
emergency shelter capacity estimates are based in large part on the average bed nights of individuals who 
reside in the shelter (information gained through qualitative interviews). There is likely to be a shift in need 

9 Jadidzadeh, A. & Kneebone, R. (2015). Shelter from the storm: Weather-induced patterns in the use of emergency 
shelter. University of Calgary. The School of Public Policy: SPP Research Papers, 8(6). 
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for temporary emergency shelter services if these individuals were to access transitional or permanent 
supportive housing, or different versions of temporary emergency shelters. 

Table 14. Estimated adequacy of non-market housing in Mesa County 

Estimated 
population 

total 

Program 
usage 
rate 

Adjusted 
estimated 
demand 
(people) 

Average 
utilization 
per person 

Estimated 
demand 
(housing-

specific unit) 

Current 
capacity 
(housing-

specific unit) 

Adequacy 
of current 
capacity 

Temporary 
emergency 
shelter 

385 70% 270 30 
bed nights 

2,831 
bed nights 

2,880 
bed nights 10% 

Emergency 
shelter 1,237 80% 990 10 

bed nights 
9,896 

bed nights 
8,959 

bed nights 91% 

Transitional 
housing 1,644 85% 1,397 8.4 

months 
978 

units 
128 

units 13% 

Permanent 
supportive 
housing 

520 85% 442 8.4 
months 

309 
units 

101 
units 33% 

Despite the estimated near adequacy of existing emergency shelter bed capacity in the Grand Junction 
area, it is important to note that there currently is only one facility that operates year-round and is open 
to the general population (i.e. other emergency shelters serve specific subpopulations). As noted in the 
section about capacity and utilization of non-market housing types, several lived experts expressed that 
they are unable or unwilling to stay at the shelter for a variety of reasons, including mental health and 
medical conditions, behavioral restrictions, ban from service, having pets, being a registered sex offender, 
and personal safety concerns. For those who the area’s primary emergency shelter is not an option (and 
are not served by other shelters), there is essentially no other shelter option, impacting the overall under-
standing of capacity estimates. Additionally, as a result of the very limited capacity of existing transitional 
and permanent supportive housing options, as more people enter houselessness, the demand placed on 
emergency shelter options is likely compounded, a complexity that is not reflected in the current capacity 
estimate. The estimate provided in Table 14 was focused on the emergency shelter open to the general 
public. It did not account for limitations on accessibility by key population groups nor present capacity 
estimates based upon needs of specific population groups. 

Section summary 
Overall estimates of non-market housing adequacy suggest variation in adequacy, which is reflected as 
well in comments from participants in the section above. 

Key takeaways: 
■ There is limited coverage of temporary emergency shelter beds. 
■ There is adequate coverage for emergency shelter beds but coverage may still be limited on a 

night to night basis and for specific populations. 
■ Temporary emergency shelter capacity may not be adequate when weather conditions be-

come low or moderate and demand increases. 
■ Very little of the demand for transitional or permanent supportive housing is currently being 

met. 
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• Case management

CAPACITY AND UTILIZATION OF EXISTING SUPPORTIVE 
SERVICES IN MESA COUNTY 

Supportive services refer to services outside of housing in-
frastructure that assist PEH and unstably housed individuals 
in building financial stability and personal wellbeing and ad-
dressing the challenges in their lives that contribute to and/ 
or exacerbate the experience of houselessness. 

Overview of existing supportive services 
For each of these supportive services, we examined patterns 
of utilization, demand, and capacity across providers for those 
who are unhoused. It is important to note that many support-
ive services available in the Grand Junction area are also of-
fered and provided to individuals who are housed. The contin-
uum of supportive services is organized by the intensity of the 
engagement required to provide the service, moving from less 
to more intensive engagement. 

Table 15 provides an inventory of the types of supportive ser-
vices provided by organizations within the unhoused care con-
tinuum in Grand Junction and Mesa County. 

Supportive services examined in 
this Needs Assessment include: 

• Prevention and diversion 
services 

• Street outreach 

• Basic needs – Water, Food, 
Laundry 

• Transportation services 

• Transitional services – Work 
force training, financial literacy, 
life skills 

• Services for youth and families 

• Behavioral health services 

Table 15. Summary of supportive services by organization in Mesa County 
Supportive services in Grand Junction area 

Organization 
Prevention 
services 

Street 
Outreach 

Basic 
needs 

Transportation 
services 

Transitional 
services 

Youth and 
families 

Behavioral 
health 

Case 
management 

Amos Center X X X X 
Catholic 
Outreach X X X X 

Freedom 
Institute X X X 

Grand Valley 
Peace & Justice X X X 

Hilltop X X X X X X 
Homeward 
Bound X planned X X X X X 

Joseph Center X X X X 
Karis X X X X X X 
Mutual Aid 
Partners X X X X 

Solidarity Not 
Charity X X 
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Prevention and diversion services 

Community members - Medium 

"I think that for a lot of people [becoming unhoused] it's just a couple 
of bad circumstances. You lose a job, and you're late on the rent, and 
now you're kicked out, or you break up with somebody or whatever. Or 
one bad medical thing, or you crash your car, the one car that you had, 
and now you can't get to [work] ... I don't know that we have those 
services ... like rental assistance or those stop gaps ... It's going to be a 
lot cheaper for one of our agencies to fork over 800 bucks to make this 
month's rent than it is to provide the tens of thousands of dollars that 
each homeless person ends up ultimately costing the city when we're 
providing the other services." 

Details and perceptions of capacity by type of supportive service 
Few service providers were able to provide numbers related to utilization or capacity for the specific sup-
portive services that they offer. In this section, summary and exemplary quotes from lived experts and key 
informants have been provided within each type of supportive service. The level of importance for each 
service type identified was categorized into terciles: low, medium, or high across each participant group 
according to coding frequency and urgency. 

Prevention and diversion services 
Prevention and diversion services, or services to support individuals and households in maintaining stabil-
ity and preventing them from becoming unhoused, were noted as a medium-level priority service gap by 
key informants and community members but a low-level priority among lived experts, likely because they 
were already in a situation of experiencing houselessness and focused on their needs in being able to exit 
houselessness (Figure 19). That said, many of the lived experts participating in the assessment noted a 
financial hardship as the primary reason they lost housing, suggesting that they could have benefited from 
prevention services to help them weather the hardship while still being able to maintain their housing 
situation. 

Figure 19. Participant perspectives on priority of prevention and diversion services 

Effective prevention and diversion services can include rental assistance programs or other emergency 
financial assistance, budget counseling, tenant protections, and reintegration programs for individuals 
exiting the criminal justice system or veterans exiting active duty. According to key informants who not-
ed these types of services as a gap, there are very few prevention and diversion programs or services 
available in the Grand Junction area, limiting the community’s ability to keep those who may be at risk of 
losing housing from entering houselessness. As participants noted, preventing houselessness is a far more 
efficient use of resources than re-housing individuals and helps individuals to avoid the trauma of experi-
encing houselessness. 

Street outreach 
Another gap that was not specifically noted by lived experts but was described as a moderate priority need 
among key informants and a low priority need among community members was street outreach (Figure 
20). Street outreach specifically refers to on-the-ground efforts to engage PEH in unsheltered locations in 
order to connect them with housing and supportive services. Currently, street outreach capacity among 
supportive service providers is very limited in the Grand Junction area. 

As some key informants noted, a barrier in providing services for PEH was the lack of awareness of services 
among PEH and providers’ limited capacity to do outreach regarding their services. Several key informants 
noted that as demand for their services remains high, there is limited ability to dedicate staff and resourc-
es toward outreach. At the same time, limited outreach results in a disconnect between PEH and the 
services that can help them meet their needs and ultimately enable them to exit houselessness. Further, 
a gap in street outreach also explains, in part, the discrepancy in the estimated number of PEH in Mesa 
County and the number currently captured in the By-Names List and other service provider data. 
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Street outreach 

Community members - Low 

"Outreach is the biggest gap for all of us that deal with this space. We 
need well-trained volunteers, well-trained staff, well-trained 
stakeholders to be at the parks, to be at the camps, to be on the street, 
to find people. See if we can get 10 minutes of their attention, to let 
them know what resources are available. The whole issue of boots on 
the ground, community navigation is a huge opportunity. There are a 
lot of governmental resources that are available to people that they 
iust don't know about. If they did know about them, they might access 
them. If they did access them, it might get their interest to change their 
path forward." 

Figure 20. Participant perspectives on priority of street outreach 

Neighbor to Neighbor Referral Program 
The Neighbor-to-Neighbor Referral program was launched by the City of Grand Junction 
Housing Division staff in the Fall of 2022 in order to assist service providers with distribution 
of basic needs and harm reduction supplies, connect PEH with services, and support the im 
plementation of the Grand Junction Fire Department fire mitigation plan. City staff continue 
to expand engagement with PEH and are working to develop a Neighbor-to-Neighbor Guide 
book, provide trainings for best practice engagement in the field, and expand partnerships 
with service providers. 

Basic needs: Water, food, laundry, clothing, safety 
Another significant gap identified by participants, especially by lived experts, was facilities to meet ba-
sic needs, such as hydration stations, 
places to shower, and warming or 
cooling centers during inclement Table 16. Encounters for basic needs by organization 
weather. While there are several ser-
vices in the Grand Junction area that 
provide for basic needs such as food, 
showers, and laundry, participants 
expressed that existing services are 
limited in terms of their hours of op-
eration and how often they can be ac-
cessed. Additionally, based on partic-
ipant feedback, the level of need for 
these types of services outpaces the 
level of supply, particularly because 
there is a significant subpopulation 
of PEH living outside in the elements 
without reliable access to water or 
bathroom facilities year-round. The 
number of encounters these provid-
ers have with PEH is quite large, and 
summarized in table 16. However, it is 

Organization Encounters 
Grand Valley Catholic Outreach – 
Day Center (2022) 12,436 

Joseph Center – Day Shelter (10/2022 – 9/2023) 4,921 
Center for Independence (1/2020 – 9/2023) 160 
Grand Valley Connects (10/2022 – 9/2023) 473 
Grand Valley Peace and Justice – 
ID and Food Services (2022) 4,261 

Hilltop Family Resource Center (1/2019 – 9/2023) 311 
Joseph Center – IFS, GAP, TANF, 
JCAPP (1/2019 – 9/2023) 1,254 

Mesa County Public Library (9/2023) 280 
Mutual Aid Partners (2022) 15,072 
Solidarity Not Charity (2022) 27,300 
211 (2022) 415 

important to note that these are en-
counters, and not unique individuals 
served. 
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Basic needs and harm reduction 

Key informant - Medium 

Community members - Low 

Transportation services 

Key informant - Medium 

Community members - Low 

25 

20 

0 -
Needs 

"Water would be ... some place we could get 
water. Without having to sneak around and 
steal oft somebody's faucet. We got to have 
drinking water. There's no way we can live 
without it." 

''just the extended [transit bus] hours though would make a huge 
difference. I think allowing people, say work out at the mall and live 
in Clifton without having to own a car, own two cars that kind of 
thing. And my husband has been legally blind his whole life, so 
anytime I was not available to drive him, he relied on mass transit 
and largely, we don't go anywhere late at night, but there has been 
times where I've thought, "Gosh, it seems funny that they shut the 
buses down," .. . Sorry, you're at the mall, you can't get home." 

Data from the Community Resource Figure 21. Primary needs among individuals in the 
Network (Figure 21) as well as partici- Community Resource Network: 2019-2023 
pant perspectives shows that enrolled 
clients in Grand Junction have indicated 
a general need for food and housing, 
and there are also notable needs for 
limiting social isolation and for safety. 
Figure 22 shows that individuals with 
lived experience see basic needs and 
harm reduction high-level priorities, 
while key informants rank basic needs 
as a medium priority, and the general 
public ranks it as a low priority. 

Figure 22. Participant perspectives on priority of basic needs 

Transportation services 
While mentioned with less urgency than some other services, participants identified transportation as a 
gap or area for improvement within supportive services (Figure 23). Many key supportive service facilities 
in the Grand Junction area are spread out across the City of Grand Junction, and a few are located outside 
of the city limits. Among lived experts participating in the assessment, few had access to cars and most 
relied on a combination of the Grand Valley Transit buses, bikes, and walking to travel between services. 
Transportation options are even further limited for individuals with pets, who are unable to bring their 
pets on public buses. 
For PEH needing to access multiple services throughout a given day, the distance between services can 
be significant. For example, participants staying at the HomewardBound North Avenue shelter, which is 
closed during the day, often access shower and laundry services at the Grand Valley Catholic Outreach 
Day Center, which is approximately three miles away. In times of inclement weather, getting from A to B to 
access services and meet their needs can be especially challenging for PEH. Some participants expressed 
they simply do not access those services due to their transportation limitations. 
Figure 23. Participant perspectives on priority of transportation services 

Participants who utilize the transit buses expressed gratitude for the service but also that bus lines are 
limited, as are the hours of operation. According to one lived expert, “it’s an hour everywhere,” by which 
they meant it takes an hour for them to get to any of their usual destinations if traveling by bus. Similarly, 
some participants felt that, without reliable access to a car, it can be extremely difficult to access services, 
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Transitional services 

Key informant - Medium 

Community members - Low 

Services for youth, families 

"I hadn't been homeless for six years, before that I was on 
and off being homeless and getting on housing and 
getting things rolling ... / do wish that they had better 
services for people that want to ... Clear up their credit or 
build their credit, and schooling and job fairs ... schooling 
for the adults, college and stuff. A way to get things going 
and figuring out how to do it and everything." 

"Yeah,, we're very concerned about kids exiting foster care. 
Youth in general. Sometimes they turn 18 and their families 
tell them to go off on their own, but they still have a place to 
kind of land if they needed help or support or something. 
And so, the kids leaving foster care, that haven't been 
adopted, literally have no one. And so, that's a population 
that there's all kinds of national research to show just the 
tremendous uphill battles they face. So I think focusing on 
that subpopulation is important, and we are." 

make it to medical appointments, or maintain a job. In addition to expanded hours of operation and more 
stops to make the transit buses more accessible and convenient, a few participants expressed interest in 
services that can assist PEH with maintaining independent modes of transportation, such as assistance 
getting a driver’s license or maintaining a bike or car. 

Transitional Services – Workforce training, financial literacy, life skills 
Transitional and retention services, which refer to supports for individuals exiting houselessness and mov-
ing along the housing continuum, was noted as a moderate need among lived experts and key informants 
and as a lower need among community members. (Figure 24). This was a need most often noted in the 
context of individuals exiting chronic houselessness, for whom readjusting to maintain a housing situation 
can be challenging for a variety of reasons. Several participants noted how often individuals exiting house-
lessness ultimately return to houselessness when they lack transitional support or programs, such as 
workforce training or financial literacy education, to help them make the leap from unhoused to housed. 
At the same time, most services serving PEH are specifically focused on getting individuals into housing 
and may not have the capacity or scope of services to support individuals as they exit houselessness. 

Figure 24. Participant perspectives on priority of transitional services 

Services for youth and families 
A significant gap noted by key informants was services specifically serving youth and families. While ser-
vices for youth and families were far less frequently noted among lived experts, this is likely due in part to 
the fact that interview participant were required to be 18 years of age or older to participate, and families 
experiencing houselessness often fall into the category of “hidden houseless,” as described in previous 
sections of the report. In general, unhoused youth and families are a difficult subpopulation to reach due 
to stigma and the fear of losing their children to child protective services. However, McKinney-Vento data 
suggests that houselessness among children and families is a significant and growing issue, with nearly 
1,000 school-aged children experiencing some degree of houselessness in Mesa County. Given the sheer 
number of unhoused children and the limited service capacity for youth and families specifically, key in-
formants expressed concern in meeting the growing and unique needs of unhoused youth and families 
(Figure 25). 

Figure 25. Participant perspectives on priority of services for youth and families 
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Substance treatment services 

Lived expert - Low 

Key informant - Medium 

Community members - Medium 

Mental health services 

Key informant - High 

Community members - High 

"I'm lucky I got into the Amos House. I really am. 
Because you know what, there's a big waiting list 
for that and there's not a lot of beds open. There's 
only four beds for women. That's it. For the girls in 
one house. And then there's like five for the guys 
upstairs. So it's very limited." 

"Mainly mental illness and addiction is the biggest causes 
of it, because you're either going to be a slave to one or the 
other unless you work your way out of it. And that's what I 
had to do. I had to work my mental illnesses out or my 
mental illness out, and I was misdiagnosed, so that was 
twice as hard getting all this stuff done. And I'm grateful for 
what I do have and the community resources that are 
here ... they're very limited." 

Behavioral health services 
The most significant service gap identified across participant groups was behavioral health services for 
both individuals with mental health conditions and those with substance use disorder. In the web-based 
community survey, top categories of need were “more mental health services” followed by “more sub-
stance use/addiction services,” with 21% and 14% of participants selecting those categories, respective-
ly. Behavioral health concerns were frequently mentioned across key informants and lived experts as a 
challenge in both providing and accessing housing and services. Several participants noted that there are 
limited options to receive behavioral health care in the community, especially for individuals experiencing 
chronic houselessness (Figure 26). 

Representatives of city departments that regularly interface with PEH also identified behavioral health ser-
vices as a gap, noting that many PEH that frequently use city services (e.g., parks and recreation facilities 
or emergency services) appear to struggle with behavioral health needs. They addded that the options 
available to city staff to support such individuals, particularly first responders, are somewhat limited. For 
example, Mesa County’s primary mental health facility, Mind Springs, does not accept intakes directly 
from ambulances, significantly limiting the options for resolving an emergency call with an individual ex-
periencing houselessness and in need of mental health treatment. 

Figure 26. Participant perspectives on priority of behavioral health services 

Understanding and addressing mental health within the unhoused population is a complex issue that in-
volves a range of barriers. These barriers can stem from systemic, social, economic, and individual factors. 
Research and data regarding mental health among unhoused populations is greatly limited compared to 
other groups. This lack of data means there is not a precise understanding of mental health needs for 
those who are unhoused and hinders the development of tailored interventions and policies. However, 
participants (both individuals with lived experience and key informants) routinely mentioned barriers to 
accessing mental health care and a need for expanded mental health services. 

Between October 2021 to September 2022, 33% of individuals at the HomewardBound North Ave Shel-
ter indicated that they had a mental health disorder. Additionally, 9.17% indicated alcohol use disorder, 
5.56% drug use disorder, and 5.83% both alcohol and drug use disorders. To contrast, the prevalence of 
drug use disorder in the previous year in Colorado is 9.29%, any mental illness in the past year is 23.71%, 
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management services 

Lived expert - Low 

Key informant - Medium 

"Because you talk to 90% of these people, they say: I don't have a 
home. You ask them why and they can't answer it, because they don't 
know. They're not very educated. They're not going and looking for, it's 
like looking for a job. You can't go out in at-shirt like this, look for a 
job. Nobody's going to hire you. They don't know anything. They don't 
know how to go look for an apartment. They don't know how to turn 
their weekly schedule time. It's just life skills, man. They're lacking, real 
bad, life skills right here." 

and serious mental illness is 5.27% (NSDUH, 2021). Table 17 displays the prevalence of behavioral health 
conditions among one provider. 

Table 17. Prevalence of behavioral health conditions among individuals served at 
HomewardBound North Ave shelter 

Mental 
health 

disorder 

Alcohol 
use 

disorder 

Other 
substance use 

disorder 

Alcohol and 
other substance 

use disorder 
Proportion of individuals with 
a behavioral health need 33.33% 9.17% 5.56% 5.83% 

Source: (HomewardBound North Avenue Shelter) 

Unhoused individuals often face stigma and discrimination from society, which can further isolate them 
and exacerbate their mental health challenges. Stigma can prevent them from seeking help and lead to 
a lack of understanding and empathy from the public. A lack of social support networks and meaningful 
connections can lead to feelings of isolation and loneliness among the unhoused population, further con-
tributing to poor mental health outcomes. 

People experiencing houselessness have restricted access to mental health services due to financial bar-
riers, lack of insurance, transportation issues, and a shortage of specialized services for the unhoused 
population. Without proper healthcare, individuals are unable to receive timely diagnosis, treatment, and 
ongoing support for their mental health conditions. Further, houselessness itself can lead to or exacerbate 
mental health problems. The stress of not having a stable and safe place to live, coupled with exposure 
to the elements and increased risk of violence, can contribute to the development of mental health dis-
orders. 

Case management services 
Lived experts often noted how challenging it can be to know what services are available to them and 
to complete the paperwork and processes required by many services. This barrier to accessing services 
points to the need for connecting more PEH with case management services to help reduce the stress 
and challenges of juggling multiple applications, securing necessary documentation, and making it to im-
portant appointments. Key informants noted that while case management services are available through 
several agencies in the Grand Junction area, the extent to which they provide housing navigation support 
may be limited. Further, lived experts often seemed unaware of these types of services, suggesting a gap 
in outreach and/or access to existing case management services. 

Figure 27. Participant perspectives on priority of case management services 
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Section summary 
In considering the supportive services available to PEH in the Grand Junction area, participants reflected 
upon the gaps and limitations within existing services, shedding light on the ways in which the service ar-
ray could be improved to support PEH more effectively and aid in their ability to exit houselessness. Look-
ing across the priority needs identified by participants, an overall need for improved coordination across 
services and outreach could strengthen access of supportive services that already exist by PEH, while pre-
vention and diversion and transitional services appear to areas with the least existing capacity in the area. 

Key Takeaways: 
■ Prevention and diversion services were discussed as a moderate priority by key informants 

and community members, while lived experts noted it as a low priority, likely because most 
were already experiencing houselessness at the time of interviews. 

■ Lived experts discussed services to meet basic needs, such as water, food, laundry, as a high 
priority. 

■ Transitional and transportation services were ranked as moderate priorities by both lived ex-
perts and key informants. 

■ Across participant groups, the highest priority supportive service need was expanded behav-
ioral health services, including for mental health and substance use. 
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ESTIMATED COST IMPACTS FROM INVESTING IN 
PREVENTION AND SUPPORTIVE SERVICES 

There is a wide range of potential interventions and solutions to attempt to solve the challenge of ad-
dressing and supporting the unhoused population across the United States. Appendix 4 reviews poten-
tial cost savings and effectiveness by intervention or prevention service, based on prior peer reviewed 
research or evidence from interventions or services provided in other areas of the United States. Esti-
mates are wide ranging and highly dependent on context, as each is targeted specifically at certain pop-
ulations or only consider one intervention. While cost savings or effectiveness may differ in the Grand 
Junction area from the reviews presented below, the previous literature demonstrates a comprehensive 
evidence base and sense of what types of costs and benefits are associated with interventions and re-
sponses to houselessness. 

In this section, estimates for potential cost savings of prevention program interventions and housing sup-
port with some level of treatment and case management are applied to the estimates of the Grand Junc-
tion area unhoused population below. These estimates intend to provide rough estimates and projections 
for costs of intervention for those at risk of becoming unhoused and for those who are currently experienc-
ing unsheltered houselessness. All estimates and assumptions are based off of information gathered from 
publicly available data and peer-reviewed academic literature, as well as estimates for those experiencing 
doubled-up houselessness and the overall population of unhoused individuals in the Grand Junction area. 

Costs and benefits of interventions are highly variable and dependent on the type and level of interven-
tion. In the majority of the research, specific populations are studied, and each received a slightly different 
intervention, thus leading to differences in the findings of total costs and incremental cost effectiveness 
ratios. However, there is a convergence of evidence showing that benefits accrue to individuals receiving 
the service and to society over time dependent on the value that society places on the benefits of the 
interventions. We utilize information from multiple of the sources referenced above to generate the esti-
mates presented below. 

In addition to the high variability of costs across interventions related to houselessness, several other lim-
itations should be noted. First, much of the research on housing support and interventions for unhoused 
populations is conducted through randomized control trials where there are treatment and control groups. 
Comparisons are made for cost savings on a per unit or per person basis between these groups. As these 
studies are intended to analyze the effectiveness of the treatment itself, they do not consider potential 
challenges with implementation of the treatment in society. It is likely that, when implemented, an inter-
vention may only initially be available to a small subset of the unhoused population, with benefits and 
reach of the intervention having potential to increase over time. In our estimates, we build in the assump-
tion that only a percentage of the unhoused population will receive the intervention and that costs will 
only decrease for the population that effectively receives the intervention. Additionally, we present costs 
as total aggregated costs rather than per person or per unit costs. 

Cost benefit and potential cost savings estimates were calculated for emergency rental assistance and 
for expansion of the housing first approach, prioritizing the use of transitional or permanent supportive 
housing options without barriers or restrictions for individuals who are unhoused. In addition to these 
two specific cost estimates, we have compiled additional cost expectations across the continuum of care 
in Appendix 2. 
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Assumptions related to cost estimates 
Prevention interventions 
We base cost estimates for the potential impact of houselessness prevention interventions on findings 
from Phillips and Sullivan10 and a National Alliance to End Homelessness report,11 as well as U.S. Census 
ACS 5-year estimates and internal estimates of the Grand Junction population experiencing doubled-up 
houselessness. Prevention interventions typically come in the form of emergency financial assistance pay-
ments to families or individuals at high risk of becoming unhoused, or to their landlords, in order to help 
pay for rent and other living expenses such as utilities. We generate estimates for two populations, those 
that are experiencing doubled-up houselessness and those that are living at or below the poverty line in 
Mesa County. Assumptions made to generate the estimates are presented in Table 18. 

Table 18. Cost assumptions related to prevention interventions 

Risk of Becoming Homeless: The National Alli-
ance to End Homeless estimates12 that the odds 
of becoming unsheltered homeless for those 
experiencing double-up houselessness is 1/10 
(10%), and the odds of becoming houseless for 
those experiencing poverty is 1/25 (4%). We 
utilize these estimates from the literature, as 
well as two other medium and low estimates, 
to present a range of the risk of houselessness 
for each population. The risk percentages are 
multiplied by the doubled-up and poverty pop-
ulations to find the number of individuals at risk 
of becoming homeless: 

Doubled-Up Population Poverty Population 
Literature: 10% risk, Literature: 4% risk, 
94 people 736 people 
Medium Alternative: 5% Medium Alternative: 
risk, 47 people 2.5% risk, 460 people 
Low Alternative: 2.5% Low Alternative: 1% 
risk, 23 people risk, 184 people 

Doubled-up Homelessness: We estimate that 
there are 940 individuals experiencing dou-
bled-up homelessness in Grand Junction. 

Poverty: There are 18,407 people living in pov-
erty in Mesa County, based on data from U.S. 
Census Bureau 2021 ACS 5-year estimates. 

Cost of Homelessness: It is estimated by the Na-
tional Alliance to End Homelessness13 that the 
average cost per person per year of homeless-
ness is $35,578. These costs are a cumulation of 
a variety of public service costs and other costs 
related to homelessness. 

Cost of Emergency Financial Assistance: Emer-
gency Financial Assistance payments can be 
variable depending on risk, family size, and 
other factors. In their research, Phillips and Sul-
livan14 found that the average payment was ap-
proximately $2,000 per individual. We use this 
value for our estimates. 

Housing first with case management and supportive services 
The costs of housing first are highly variable and dependent on the population being served and specific 
intervention strategies used. Cost savings occur in certain services or categories and increase in other ser-
vice areas. Because of the variation in costs, we present estimates by service rather than the overall cost 
of housing first. Housing first is initially a costly intervention, but it has high potential to directly benefit 

10 David C Phillips and James X Sullivan, “Do Homelessness Prevention Programs Prevent Homelessness? Evidence 
from a Randomized Controlled Trial,” The Review of Economics and Statistics, 2023. 

11 M William Sermons and Peter Witte, “A Research Report on Homelessness: An in-Depth Examination of Homeless 
Counts, Economic Indicators, Demographic Drivers, and Changes at the State and National Level.” (National Alliance 
to End Homelessness; Homelessness Research Institute, 2011). 

12 Phillps and Sullivan, The Review of Economics and Statistics, 2023. 

13 Sermons and Witte, Homelessness Research Institute, 2011. 

14 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023. 
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individuals experiencing houselessness and offset societal costs of houselessness over time, especially 
when combined with other effective interventions across different stages of houselessness. Assumptions 
made to generate the estimates are presented first in Table 19. 

Table 19. Cost assumptions related to housing first with case management and 
supportive services 

Unsheltered Homeless Population: We estimat-
ed that there are 1,360 individuals experiencing 
unsheltered homelessness in Grand Junction. 
The details of this estimate can be found in a 
previous section of this report. 

Reduction in Homelessness from Intervention: 
In their randomized control trial of housing first, 
Rosenheck et al.15 find that the treatment group 
had a 25% reduction in unhoused days compared 
to the group that did not receive the treatment. 
We use this finding as our assumption for calcu-
lating the percentage of individuals who receive 
the intervention that exit homelessness. 

Impact of Intervention on Services: Basu et al.16 

estimate the average change in service utiliza-
tion for individuals that receive a housing first 
intervention with case management and treat-
ment compared to those that do not receive 
the intervention, as well as the average cost of 
each service. We use these estimates and costs 
to generate our estimates and assumptions for 
costs within Grand Junction. 

Treatment Reach: In research, the housing first 
intervention is randomly assigned to treatment 
and control groups, providing a relatively con-
trolled experimental environment to test its 
effectiveness and cost efficiency on a per capi-
ta basis relative to other interventions or no in-
tervention. In practice, however, it is likely that 
the intervention will not reach the full homeless 
population in Grand Junction if implemented, 
which could be due to a multitude of reasons 
that are beyond the scope of this analysis. Re-
gardless, we assume in our estimates that the 
intervention is applied to only a certain percent-
age of the population in order to not overesti-
mate the impacts of the intervention. We make 
three different estimates to present a range of 
outcome possibilities under different treatment 
reach scenarios. We assume that the interven-
tion reaches 25% of the unhoused population, 
50% of the unhoused population, and then 75% 
of the unhoused population, and present esti-
mates under each of these scenarios. 

Table 20 shows the estimates of costs for a housing first model with treatment and case management 
services in Grand Junction, utilizing publicly available data and information from the literature to form our 
assumptions. Services and costs used are shown in the below table, and all costs are inflation adjusted 
to 2022 dollars. The use estimate columns provide research-based utilization patterns across public and 
direct services. Variation in these types of engagements between the group who received housing first 
as compared to the group who did not receive housing first form the basis for cost estimates in table 22. 

15 Robert Rosenheck et al., “Cost-Effectiveness of Supported Housing for Homeless Persons With Mental Illness,” Ar-
chives of General Psychiatry 60, no. 9 (September 1, 2003): 940, https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.60.9.940. 

16 Anirban Basu et al., “Comparative Cost Analysis of Housing and Case Management Program for Chronically Ill 
Homeless Adults Compared to Usual Care,” Health Services Research 47, no. 1pt2 (February 2012): 523–43, https:// 
doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6773.2011.01350.x. 
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Table 20. Service utilization and cost with and without housing first with case 
management and supportive services intervention 

Service 
Utilization: No 
intervention 

Utilization: 
Intervention Cost 

Hospitalization days 11.39 days 8.75 days  $2,714.44 per day 
ER visits 3.84 visits 2.59 visits  $888.75 per visit 
Number of arrests 0.26 arrests 0.21 arrests  $229.93 per arrest 
Jail days 13.9 days 17.9 days  $84.51 per day 
Substance Abuse treatment visits 7.9 visits 20.2 visits  $42.20 per visit 
Mental Health clinic visits 2.2 visits 3.5 visits  $163.86 per visit 
Face to face meetings 5.9 meetings 18.7 meetings  $20.13 per meeting 
Telephone meetings 0.5 meetings 5.8 meetings  $20.13 per meeting 

Temporary stable housing  $1,484 per person 
per year

 $5,716 per person 
per year  * 

Table 20 summarizes the costs and cost savings associated with a general model utilizing housing first and 
supportive services, such as case management. This multifaceted intervention has been seen to decrease 
high-intensity engagement with the whole system through decreased inpatient hospitalizations and emer-
gency department utilization, fewer arrests, and fewer days in jail. This decreased engagement creates 
cost savings across the entire system. The supportive services part of the model also facilitates increased 
engagement with other parts of the system, such as increased utilization of substance use and mental 
health treatment services, and meetings with case managers. This increased engagement increases overall 
costs. In addition, the housing first part of the model has costs that are fixed per person. In Table 20, the 
cost of temporary stable housing without intervention includes only the costs associated with episodic use 
of emergency shelter or transitional housing beds by individuals. The cost of temporary stable housing for 
the housing first model includes these costs but also the cost associated with short-term stable housing, 
and it assumes that individuals engaged in the housing first with supportive services model will utilize 
both transitional and short-term stable housing options for longer than individuals who are not receiving 
any other services associated with a shelter or short-term bed. Thus the increased cost of housing in the 
housing first model as compared to the non-intervention model is due more to the increase in the number 
of days that an individual is housed rather than the cost of one day/night of housing. 

Estimated cost impact by service type 
Cost impacts from prevention interventions 
We calculate cost savings as the difference in cost under an assumption that those deemed at high risk 
in both populations will eventually experience houselessness if they do not receive emergency financial 
assistance. We calculate the cost of houselessness by multiplying the population at risk by the annual cost 
per person. We calculate the cost of emergency financial assistance by multiplying the population at risk 
by the $2,000 cost of the assistance. The cost difference is the cost of prevention minus the cost of house-
lessness, with a negative difference indicating cost savings. Table 21 shows the estimated cost savings of 
prevention activities for the doubled-up population and for people experiencing poverty. 
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Table 21. Cost savings from emergency rental assistance for high-risk individuals 
Population Estimate Cost of 

houselessness 
Cost of prevention 
intervention 

Cost difference 

Doubled-up Literature  $3,344,332 $188,000 $(3,156,332) 
Medium  $1,672,166 $94,000 $(1,578,166) 
Low  $836,083 $47,000 $(789,083) 

Poverty Literature  $26,196,103 $1,472,601 $(24,723,502) 
Medium  $16,372,564 $920,376 $(15,452,188) 
Low  $6,549,026 $368,150 $(6,180,875) 

Cost impacts of housing first with case management and supportive services 
Table 22 shows total cost estimates for each type of service under four scenarios: the cost of no interven-
tion, and the cost of intervention for 25%, 50%, and 75% of the eligible population. 

We first estimate the total cost of each of the services if there were no intervention by multiplying the total 
population experiencing unsheltered houselessness by the estimate of services with no intervention and 
their unit costs, which is the mean annual total cost for each service. 

We then estimate total costs of each of the services if the intervention were implemented, under the three 
different scenarios (25%, 50%, 75%) of population reached. We calculate the cost for the intervention pop-
ulation by multiplying the total population of people who are unhoused by the percent of the population 
reached, we then multiply this number by the estimated percentage reduction in houselessness of the 
intervention to get the final population that the intervention is effective for. We then multiply this value by 
the estimates of services with intervention and their unit costs. We then add the costs of the population 
that the intervention did not reach to get the total cost impact of the intervention by each reach scenario. 
For example, under the 25% reached scenario, 25% of the population is reached with an effectiveness 
percent of 25%. The other 75% of the population that is not reached then has costs as if there were not an 
intervention. This is then representative of the total costs when added all together. 

The cost change is presented for each scenario, which is simply the difference in costs between the inter-
vention group of each scenario and the no intervention group. A negative value represents cost savings, 
with the totals in parentheses. Total cost savings for each scenario are presented in the last row of Table 
22. 
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Table 22. Estimated cost impacts of housing first with case management and supportive 
services 

Total mean annualized cost 

No intervention 

With intervention 

Service 
25% of people 

reached 
50% of people 

reached 
75% of people 

reached 
Hospitalization days $42,047,791 $41,438,670 $40,829,550 $40,220,429 
ER visits $4,641,399 $4,546,969 $4,452,540 $4,358,110 
Number of arrests $81,303 $80,326 $79,349 $78,371 
Jail days $1,597,501 $1,626,233 $1,654,965 $1,683,697 
Substance use 
treatment visits $453,389 $497,509 $541,628 $585,747 

Mental health clinic 
visits $490,267 $508,374 $526,480 $544,587 

Face to face meetings $161,498 $183,396 $205,294 $227,192 
Telephone meetings $13,686 $22,753 $31,821 $40,888 
Housing $2,018,267 $2,377,988 $2,737,709 $3,097,429 

Cost change 

Service 
25% of people 

reached 
50% of people 

reached 
75% of people 

reached 
Hospitalization days $(609,121) $(1,218,242) $(1,827,362) 
ER visits $(94,430) $(188,859) $(283,289) 
Number of arrests $(977) $(1,954) $(2,932) 
Jail days $28,732 $57,464 $86,196 
Substance use 
treatment visits $44,119 $88,239 $132,358 

Mental health clinic 
visits $18,106 $36,213 $54,319 

Face to face meetings $21,898 $43,796 $65,694 
Telephone meetings $9,067 $18,134 $27,201 
Housing $359,721 $719,441 $1,079,162 
TOTALS $(222,884) $(445,768) $(668,652) 
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Section summary 
Each scenario presented in Table 22 represents cost savings, which increase linearly as the population 
reached by the intervention increases. There are some limitations which are important to note here when 
considering these estimates. First, these estimates represent a point in time. They do not consider poten-
tial increasing returns to a housing first intervention, which may have decreasing marginal costs over time. 
If the program is effectively implemented alongside other interventions, the population experiencing 
houselessness is likely to decline, meaning per capita returns on investment are likely to increase. Second, 
this analysis considers specific costs of services, which are variable. A housing first intervention with case 
management and supportive services will also have fixed costs in the implementation phase, which are 
not included here because those will specifically depend on the implementation strategy of the potential 
intervention plan chosen. 

Key takeaways: 

■ Investing in prevention efforts always yields cost savings, with much larger savings associated 
with helping households experiencing poverty remain housed. 

■ The largest cost savings from investments in supportive services come from declines in hospi-
talizations and their associated costs. 

■ The largest cost increase of a housing first program is through housing costs. 
■ There is potential for additional social benefits associated with housing first that were not 

included in this assessment but may impact costs over time. 
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BARRIERS AND CHALLENGES IN UNHOUSED CARE 
SYSTEM FUNCTION IN MESA COUNTY 

In addition to capacity and demand across the housing continuum and supportive services to aid PEH 
in finding stability, there are a set of key and essential system components that have been identified as 
vital for communities to be able to effectively address the challenge of houselessness within their com-
munities. The essential components examined in this needs assessment included resources, processes, 
and education (Table 23). 

Each element of the system was examined and explored in interviews with study participants, a full list of 
which can be found in Appendix A. Nested within each of these categories of resources, processes, and 
education are specific sub-themes that highlight the identified challenges, barriers, and current areas in 
need of improvement within the unhoused continuum of care in Mesa County and Grand Junction. 

Table 23. Barriers and challenges: key themes and subthemes 
Resources Processes Education 

Housing affordability Referrals, data collection, 
and coordination Lack of awareness of services 

Limited staff and 
service capacity 

Service navigation and 
paperwork Lack of community support 

Limited funding Service restrictions and 
availability Stigma and public perception 

Rental requirements 

Resources 
The theme of resources includes barriers related to housing affordability and the limited staffing and fund-
ing capacity of housing and supportive service agencies to be able to provide comprehensive services 
based on the demand they experience within their organizations. 

Housing affordability 
The most commonly mentioned barrier among lived experts in being able to secure housing was the cur-
rent cost of housing in the area. Participants shared that housing costs have soared in recent years, and 
often there are no housing options available that they can afford on their income alone. Several of the par-
ticipants interviewed were employed at the time of the interview; several were actively seeking employ-
ment; and many received disability income, supplemental security income (SSI), or other federal income 
support. Based on the income they receive and the current cost of housing in the area, participants felt 
that there is no realistic path forward for them to get into housing. 

Lived experts consistently shared that hous-
ing costs are beyond the reach of PEH, despite Wages aren’t matchin’ it really. I mean, 
many of them having a source of income. Theyou’d have to work one-and-a-half full-time current housing market has left many partic-

jobs almost, or somethin’ to even get into “ ipants feeling hopeless at the prospect of se-
that. So, I, I don’t know of any other options curing housing without some kind of finan-
really at this point other than just kind of us cial assistance or support program. For many 
waiting until maybe things shift, or I don’t participants, the fundamental barrier to being 

able to exit houselessness and reach stability know what’s gonna happen. —Lived expert 
in their lives is the current cost of housing in 
the Grand Junction area. 
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Key informants echoed this barrier, as the overall lack of affordable housing inventory in the Grand Junc-
tion area, specifically for lower income households and households with Section 8 Housing Choice vouch-
ers, makes it difficult to assist clients in exiting houselessness. Every key informant participating in the 
assessment described the recent rise in housing costs and limited availability of existing affordable units as 
a barrier in both preventing households from losing their housing and supporting PEH to secure housing, 
ultimately exacerbating the incidence of houselessness in the area. 

Another service provider who works 
We see far more pain for people who are at the with families with young children, 

similarly described the current hous-lowest incomes, who are now struggling to just 
ing market as causing “a level of des-“make ends meet, and then many of them just peration” among their clients and

can’t. And then, that pushes them into…situation- service providers themselves. As they 
al homelessness. And, it’s a pretty desperate feel- shared, clients come to them saying, 
ing. Our clients are coming to us really scared and “Oh, okay. Now I’m unhoused. What 

can you do for me?” to which thewe have nothing for them. I mean, almost noth-
provider responds, “I can refer you ing. It’s really a bad situation. -- Key informant 
to community resources. We can help 
with some very, very basic needs, but 
we don’t have housing.” 

Limited staff and service capacity 
A common challenge noted among service providers was the high demand for services and the limited 
capacity to meet the demand, particularly relating to agency staffing. Agencies struggle to secure opera-
tional funding, making it difficult to offer competitive staff wages and expand their number of staff. Several 
key informants noted a high demand for their services, often pushing the limits of their staff and overall 
service capacity: “So the demand is high, the ability to meet the needs is struggling.” 

While some service providers operating in the Grand Junction area for many years shared that “demand 
has always exceeded supply significantly,” most participants described a net increase in the demand for 
their services in recent years. Additionally, the overall number of agencies serving PEH in the community 
has increased, suggesting a growing need among area residents. As one city representative shared, “I 
don’t see a major shift happening here except that we have more people who are in need.” 

I mean, we serve 20,000 people a year, so the demand is high. All of our housing is full, all the time. 
Some of the only reasons why we would have to modulate availability to housing is staff to support 
it in our staff-supported environments, because staffing is hugely difficult.” -- Key informant 

Limited staff and a reliance on volunteers were often the norm among the service providers represented 
in the assessment. Despite considerable volunteer support, the sheer demand for services that many pro-
viders are currently experiencing continues to spread their staff and volunteers thin. 

While wages and operational funding play a significant part in the staffing equation, serving PEH and un-
stably housed individuals can be mentally and emotionally challenging. Therefore, it requires a particular 
skillset and disposition that can be difficult to recruit. As one provider shared, “We don’t have enough 
people who can listen and work through problems with people, and you don’t have to have fancy degrees 
to do that. You have to care and walk beside somebody.” 

Overall, in the context of growing demand for services, staffing is a major consideration and challenge in 
looking to expand existing or develop new services and supportive housing models. Indeed, a participant 
representing Mesa County underscored that “any housing we stand up” to support PEH is “going to re-
quire a lot of workforce,” and that housing infrastructure alone will not sufficiently address houselessness. 

Limited funding 
The majority of supportive services available to PEH and unstably housed residents in the Grand Junction 
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area are non-profit entities or faith-based groups that primarily rely on grant funds to support their opera-
tions and programs. As several key informants shared, relying on grant funding to both sustain and expand 
services for PEH is often limiting for agencies for several reasons: Applying for grants and meeting report-
ing requirements once a grant is awarded is time-consuming and often cumbersome; grants are often 
project-oriented and limited in the types of funding they will provide; and as a result of the types of grant 
funding available, agencies find themselves competing with other Grand Junction area agencies for the 
same pot of funds. Taken together, challenges related to agency funding limit the ability for collective and 
sustained impact and likely discourage agencies from expanding existing or adding new services to meet 
the growing needs of the community. 

As one non-profit administrator noted, while We actually know what the problem is. 
there are improvements within the control of Funders are getting more narrow on what 
agencies when it comes to strengthening ser- “they fund. Funders are not wanting to 
vices for PEH, funder support for unrestrict- fund general services... Like one example, ed funding is not one of them: “We have the 

we have one program that has 10 differ-talent, we can find the talent, we can collab-
orate better. We can communicate more with ent funders. The program is small, and 
[the City]. That’s all within our control, and we every single one of them wants to fund 
should hold ourselves accountable for doing something different within that program, 
all of that. What is not in our control right now and so you have ... It’s almost not worth 
is unrestricted revenue.” 

it, to provide the service. – Key informant 
Collectively, limitations due to grant funding 
create competition among agencies serving PEH. Several key informants expressed frustration relating to 
the competitive environment around grand funding and felt that the existing funding landscape serves 
as a significant barrier to the community’s ability to come together and effectively make progress toward 
common goals. As one service provider noted: 

We have over 40, 50 services here, and they’re all fighting for the same funding. And so, we did 
[apply for] all that funding with the city. And we have so many programs ourselves, and we’re 
dying here. And we’re watching all these other places get 50, $100,000 sent to them. And it’s like, 
“Well, wait a minute, but all of them call us.” So, we need some kind of safety net. And if you’re not 
going to give [the grant] to us, we don’t freaking care--we want to make sure that gap is filled and 
then we relax, we can go move on to the next thing. – Key informant 

One participant suggested that there may be a role for local government in helping to address these fund-
ing-related barriers and building a better path to collective impact: “But I think that’s where the city or 
even the county can be more center focused with getting the end result done versus how they get there.” 

At the same time, city staff pointed out that Grand Junction and Mesa County serve as a regional hub of 
services for many of the rural communities within Colorado’s Western Slope, often spreading thin the 
available funding resources allocated through the state. Given this broader funding context and the chal-
lenges described by service providers, it may be necessary for the city and county to leverage support from 
surrounding communities to advocate for additional funding support for the region. 

As participants shared, the current funding landscape presents considerable barriers to the type of work 
local agencies are able to do and the ways in which they are able to support their operations and staff. 
Participants expressed a desire to move away from a funding model that results in individual agencies 
competing with one another and toward a collaborative one driven by community needs. 

Processes 
Processes are the organizational and intraorganizational infrastructure required to support a collaborative 
and shared engagement with both efficiently providing services to those who are unhoused and linking 
individuals to successful outcomes. 
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Referrals, data collection, and coordination 
In addition to providing a standardized process for assessing and prioritizing individuals for appropriate 
housing and services, the BNL specifically and coordinated entry in general provide a platform through 
which service providers can actively coordinate with one another to efficiently connect individuals with 
needed services while avoiding unnecessary duplication of services. Further, an ideal coordinated entry 
system promotes transparency and collaboration among various organizations, agencies, and service pro-
viders involved in houselessness response through a system of shared data collection. 

The Grand Junction area’s BNL was implemented relatively recently, and as with any BNL and coordinated 
entry system, full and consistent participation in the BNL requires time and continuous engagement of 
service providers. As it stands, the Grand Junction area BNL currently lacks comprehensive and consistent 
data to fully understand the characteristics and needs of the unhoused population in the area. Improving 
the scope of the BNL and enhancing the coordinated entry system is critical to providing more efficient and 
effective services to individuals experiencing houselessness and ensuring that the experience of house-
lessness is rare and brief. 

Managing BNL data presents several data quality issues due to the complex nature of houselessness and 
the challenges associated with data collection in this context. In the Grand Junction area, barriers to data 
quality include underreporting and data fragmentation, lack of standardization, duplication of records, 
data integration challenges (i.e., aggregating across various sources, such as shelters, housing programs, 
and social services, can be challenging due to differences in data formats, systems, and data-sharing pro-
tocols), and data biases (i.e., data does not accurately represent the diversity of the population, certain 
demographics may be overrepresented or underrepresented due to sampling biases or data collection 
methodologies). These limitations underscore the need for improved data collection processes; better 
integration of technology; and increased collaboration among service providers, key stakeholders, and 
policymakers to develop more accurate and timely information sharing. 

According to one key informant, the BNL “is not a functional system. That is not a true by-name list.” This 
participant reflected that due to the inconsistencies in data collection and coordination across providers, 
the current BNL cannot be relied upon to accurately understand the Grand Junction area’s unhoused pop-
ulation and the extent to which services are being provided. 

Tools for prioritization 

Currently, the prioritization tool being used in Grand Junction to determine the level of vulnerabil-
ity of each unhoused individual engaging in services is the Vulnerability Index - Service Prioritiza-
tion Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT). This is an assessment tool used to measure the vulner-
ability and service needs of PEH (there are three versions of the VI-SPDAT: individual, youth, and 
family). It is designed to help prioritize individuals for housing and supportive services based on 
their level of vulnerability. Although the VI-SPDAT has been widely used throughout the U.S. and 
has contributed to houselessness response efforts in various communities, there are criticisms 
and concerns about its validity and effectiveness. The VI-SPDAT seeks to measure complex and 
multifaceted issues related to an individual’s vulnerability, such as mental health, substance use, 
and physical health, and critics argue that attempting to simplify these complexities into a single 
score may not accurately capture the full scope of a person’s needs. 

The VI-SPDAT primarily relies on quantitative data, such as the number of emergency room visits 
or the number of times a person has experienced houselessness. This approach might not fully 
account for qualitative factors and individual experiences that contribute to vulnerability. Another 
concern is that assigning scores based on vulnerability could inadvertently stigmatize individuals 
and lead to labeling that defines them solely by their challenges rather than their potential for 
growth and recovery. The VI-SPDAT likely fails to adequately consider cultural differences and 
unique life experiences that impact an individual’s vulnerability. Further, it is not a holistic tool, 
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in that it does not fully encompass the combination of structural, economic, social, and personal 
factors that result an individual’s experience of houselessness. Critics additionally argue that the 
VI-SPDAT focuses on immediate needs and vulnerabilities without necessarily addressing the un-
derlying causes of houselessness, such as the social determinants of health, which may lead to 
individuals cycling in and out of houselessness. The VI-SPDAT has been shown to prioritize white 
people over BIPOC, and this may be particularly true for white females.17 However, it is important 
to note that other prioritization tools share similar qualities with the VI-SPDAT, and most tools lack 
supporting evidence for reliability and validity. 

Using a tool to determine who receives services and housing can further raise ethical concerns, as 
it may involve making difficult decisions about who is more deserving of assistance. And there may 
be inconsistencies in how the VI-SPDAT is administered and interpreted across different service 
providers, leading to variations in prioritization and resource allocation. The creators of the VI-SP-
DAT have endorsed retiring the tool, noting that it was not designed to be utilized in its current 
capacity (including the current 3.0 versions). HUD does not endorse any specific assessment tool 
or approach, but there are universal qualities that any tool or criteria used for coordinated entry 
process should include. A full list of available prioritization tools and details about reliability and 
validity is included in the appendix. 

Best practice for coordinated entry systems is to shift towards more individualized, qualitative 
approaches to assessment and service prioritization. In recent years, efforts have been made to 
refine and improve assessment tools to better capture the complexity of houselessness and the 
needs of those experiencing it. Within the context of the BNL, there appears to be limited utiliza-
tion of VI-SPDAT, and it is worth understanding how organizations do or do not prioritize access 
to services. 

While the coordinated entry system and BNL have been active in Grand Junction for about four years, it 
was noted by multiple key informants that data sharing is still siloed and needs improvement. Another 
key informant discussed the limitations of the current system of data collection and the case conferencing 
meetings that occur between service providers in which they discuss individuals on the BNL and deter-
mine what services are available: 

…but [we] really haven’t figured out a good coordinated entry system. And so that’s definitely an 
area that we are... It allows for a little bit more cherry-picking. I think there’s only a certain amount 
of people in certain organizations that really participate in that well. And then I always have con-
cern that all of the different options for housing aren’t always represented when those meetings 
are happening. –Key informant 

Additionally, participants touched on a dissonance between service providers regarding how data will be 
governed: “With this lack of agreement on how we track information, what information we track, the fact 
that we have to collect something, that we should be sharing it. As long as everybody thinks that they can 
do it, that their way is the best way and they can do it differently and better, we’re not going to advance.” 

Another challenge of incomplete and inconsistent data collection and sharing is the inability to fully cap-
ture the demographics, current needs, and future service needs within the community’s unhoused popu-
lation. One service provider discussed how the gaps in data lead to a lack of understanding of the charac-
teristics of PEH: 

Interviewer: Do you think that houselessness, or housing instability, is impacting different popula-
tions or certain populations differently? 

17 Cronley, C. “Invisible intersectionality in measuring vulnerability among individuals experiencing homelessness – 
critically appraising the VI-SPDAT.” (Journal of Social Distress and Homelessness, 2022). https://www.tandfonline. 
com/doi/full/10.1080/10530789.2020.1852502 
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Key Informant: I would assume so. Without data, I don’t know. It’s all anecdotal. That’s the prob-
lem, is we hear from […] that they have X number of homeless [...], but I don’t know where they 
are. I don’t know what their impact is. Are they homeless and couch-surfing? Are they homeless 
and living in a car? Are they homeless in our streets? I just don’t know the answer to that to know 
how that impacts them. 

Participants discussed the need for stronger partnerships and collaboration among service providers, in-
cluding shelters, housing agencies, mental health services, and substance use treatment centers. They 
noted that partners should establish clearer referral pathways within coordinated entry, ensuring that 
individuals are more seamlessly connected to the appropriate services, reduce duplication of services and 
individual data entries, and lower the burden of intake/entry for the individual who is unhoused. The fol-
lowing sections provides feedback on the challenges of accessing services from the perspectives of lived 
experts. 

Service navigation and paperwork 
A challenge in accessing needed services that was frequently noted by lived experts was navigating all 
the different services available and the paperwork and documentation that are often required in order 
to receive services. Knowing what resources are available and to whom and completing the necessary 
paperwork for each can be confusing and overwhelming for PEH seeking services. Several lived experts 
described the frustration of going from provider to provider, continually having to complete forms, only 
to wait for services. 

I had to really stop and realize that I’m not the only person that needs all these ser-
vices. And there is a lot of people out there, and [it] isn’t like you can show up, fill 
out your paperwork and get [the resource] immediately. The immediate gratifica-“ 
tion was never there, and it was very frustrating…Sometimes you filled out a form 
and then you’d go to the place they told you to go, and they’d say, “We never got 
the form,” and you’d have to go back out. It just seemed a lot of back and forth and 
a lack of communication. – Lived expert 

One woman who uses a wheelchair and is on disability joked about needing a secretary to help with all 
the paperwork and appointments needed to access services, including getting on the waitlist for a housing 
voucher. While a few of the participants interviewed had case managers supporting them with service 
navigation, whether through Veterans Affairs, Mind Springs, or another provider, most did not have a case 
manager or someone designated to support them in meeting their specific housing-related needs. 

In addition to the sheer amount and frequency of paperwork that PEH are often required to complete, 
many services and assistance programs, particularly those tied to federal funding sources, require person-
al identification and documentation that many PEH have lost or had stolen while experiencing houseless-
ness. Not having an ID or other proper documentation can be a significant barrier for PEH in both accessing 
supportive services or housing and in seeking employment. One participant, an 18-year-old, living in short-
term housing for teens through Karis explained that he is unable to get a job because his wallet containing 
his ID and social security card were stolen, making it extremely difficult for him to exit houselessness. 

Other participants noted the irony that comes with seeking housing and housing-related services without 
a current address, as one previously unhoused participant explained: 

It’s just kinda, it, it’s hard to find the information for one, and gettin’ through the application pro-
cess and stuff. And it’s like how are you supposed to receive a section eight letter saying that you’re 
on the waiting list and you’re ready if you don’t have like a physical address that you’re at, or you 
know, I think those things need to be thought of a little bit better. – Lived expert 

While there are services in the Grand Junction area that allow PEH to receive mail, not having reliable 
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access to mail or a phone can make the process of getting needed services difficult. Often, the path to 
accessing supportive services, and housing in particular, is complex and onerous for PEH, adding to the 
existing challenges they face while experiencing houselessness. 

Service restrictions and availability 
When reflecting on supportive services available to PEH, lived experts commonly expressed that the re-
strictions and limited availability of particular services can often serve as a barrier to being able to meet 
their needs. For example, the emergency shelter options available in the area have strict rules regarding 
behavioral conduct. Similary, most services that provide for basic needs, such as meals and bathroom fa-
cilities, are only available during certain hours of the day. 

For several lived expert participants, congregate shelter options that require clients to follow a strict set 
of rules are not a helpful option for them. Feeling as if shelter access comes at the expense of their au-
tonomy, participants described using such shelter options as “like going into jail.” Some participants also 
mentioned having mental health concerns that make congregate shelters feel unsafe or anxiety-inducing. 
A few participants also had been banned from particular services as a result of breaking the facility’s rules 
and had no clear pathway for being able to access those services again. Multiple lived experts felt that they 
had been unfairly banned from services as a result of punitive rules and, as a result, the remaining shelter 
options available to them were severely limited. 

Another common restriction that lived experts run up against is no pets. A significant number of partici-
pants mentioned having pets and not wanting to part with them as a reason they do not seek out shelter 
resources in the area or are unable to secure housing. One participant who is currently living out of their 
RV noted that having dogs has “been a big barrier as far as getting into a place.” They went on to explain 
why keeping their dogs is so important to them: “And you know, people say, “Well, why don’t you get rid 
of the dogs?” Well, they’re family.” For many participants, the trade-off of giving up their pets to be able 
to access particular services or resources is not worth it. 

Several participants also shared that the operating hours for certain key services are limited and make it 
difficult to be able to fulfill their needs. For example, participants were grateful for the services offered by 
the Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Day Center but suggested that their operating hours are too limited, 
especially for people staying on the other end of town. Similarly, several participants expressed frustration 
that there are so few spaces available for them to go during the middle of the day, particularly during the 
heat waves of summer and cold snaps of winter. 

A handful of participants also mentioned that, while they are currently unhoused and unable to afford 
housing, they often do not qualify for particular services because they make “too much money,” including 
individuals with fixed incomes from disability or SSI. Under these circumstances, participants explained 
that services fail to consider the other bills that they have to pay in addition to monthly rent. One par-
ticipant felt that the limits on income required of services amount to discrimination against PEH who are 
employed. As he explained, “It is a never-ending cycle, and I just wish something could be done to where 
people, just because you have full-time employment doesn’t mean you should be discriminated on because 
you made too much money.” 

While participants were often understanding of why services have particular rules in place and cannot be 
open at all hours of the day, the restrictions on services and their limited availability pose challenges for 
PEH, who are often navigating diverse needs and circumstances. 

Rental requirements 
In addition to unaffordable housing costs, another frequently mentioned barrier shared by lived experts 
were the fees and qualifications required to be able to even get into a rental unit. 

When it comes to rental applications, participants described having to pay an application fee for each unit, 
which adds up in such a competitive rental market. In addition to the application fee, many lived experts 
mentioned the barrier of credit and criminal background checks that are typically part of the rental appli-
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cation process. A young single mom currently staying at Pathways Family Shelter shared that, while she 
does not have a bad credit score, her score is still not considered good enough to be accepted for a rental. 
She described the requirements of rental applicants as being unrealistic for and unsupportive of single 
parents such herself. 

I didn’t have bad credit or nothing, but I didn’t have good, like good credit. I wasn’t, like the best 
applicant, you know what I mean?...So I never get picked for an apartment. And, and ‘cause I can 
only work…it’s a single parent income and most of the places want three times over the rent or 
whatever… And requirements…that are not realistic for single moms at all. 

Another young mother described the same experience where her application was denied due to a low 
credit score: “That’s a real bummer that they look at that and go, ‘Okay, well nope, your rental credit score 
isn’t good enough.’ So, and so it’s like so what do I do? …I literally don’t know.” Many participants suggest-
ed that there are no housing options available to households with low credit scores or “anyone who has 
any sort of a criminal past or felony record” and felt that they have no realistic chance of securing a house 
or apartment. 

Many participants also mentioned that, if one manages to make it through the application hoops and is 
accepted, property managers or landlords typically require first and last month’s rent as a deposit. Even 
in instances where individuals can manage to afford the monthly rent, having to pay the deposit on top 
of rent is often well beyond their budget. One participant who is currently unhoused, employed, and has 
part-time custody of his kids explained how the upfront costs of a rental are so enormous that he cannot 
afford to get into housing while also continuing to pay his bills: 

Even if I can get a place that goes off my income, I’m cool with that, but I can’t even get into a place 
because they want the first month, the last month, the deposit. I can’t afford any of that upfront. It 
may take me a year or two just to save up all the money to do it. Then I’m constantly broke because 
I’m homeless, and I don’t qualify for food stamps. So, I’m constantly throwing out money to buy 
food and gas and spend money on my kids when I have my kids. –Lived expert 

Most participants shared negative and frustrating experiences trying to apply for and secure market-rate 
rental housing. In general, they described market-rate rentals in the Grand Junction area as not being an 
available option to them, both due to the cost and the restrictive application requirements. Without a 
feasible chance of getting into a market-rate rental, participants described feeling hopeless and stuck. 

Education 
The topic of education with regard to barriers and challenges within the unhoused care system included 
lack of awareness among potential utilizers of services as well as a lack understanding among community 
members of the realities of the experience of houselessness. 

Lack of awareness of services 
A challenge mentioned by a few key informants in being able to address houselessness is a lack of aware-
ness among PEH and unstably housed residents in the Grand Junction area about the services available to 
them. Further, efforts to increase awareness through outreach requires considerable time, resources, and 
capacity that are often limited within agencies. A lack of awareness of their services was most commonly 
mentioned by agencies in the context of services that seek to prevent houselessness, such as financial 
literacy courses, legal services, and support with applications for federal assistance programs. 

One key informant speculated that there is a greater need for their services within the community than 
their current client base suggests because PEH and unstably housed residents are not always aware of 
their services. As they explained, “I think that there’s probably a much greater need and that folks don’t 
find out that we exist.” Another participant shared a similar observation, positing the following questions: 
“How many houseless people in Mesa County know we provide free medical care? I don’t know the answer 
to that. How many know that they can take a shower, and sleep at [facility name]? How many know that 
there are counseling and rehabilitative services here? A lot don’t know that, I’m sure.” 
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Without the awareness for their services among those in need, the ability of providers to support PEH 
and individuals at risk of losing their housing is limited. While participants felt the solution is clear—more 
street outreach—they also shared that “outreach is definitely hard.” 

As participants noted, a lack of awareness of services points to a broader gap in street outreach among 
services providers in the Grand Junction area, further discussed in the supportive service section of the 
report. Several participants felt that, while many services see a high demand, certain programs are likely 
underutilized and could be offering more support to PEH and unstably housed members of the community 
if there was stronger outreach and, as a result, greater awareness about them. 

I think [outreach] is very important. I think Lack of community support 
that it takes time. It definitely takes a lot of Another major barrier noted by key infor-“ resources and a lot of capacity to do that... mants in the effort to serve PEH and mean-
On top of it being heartbreaking and just ingfully address houselessness is a lack of 

understanding and compassion and, there-extremely frustrating. It’s very consuming. I 
fore, a lack of support among the broader think that having every organization do out- Grand Junction area community. Participants 

reach is super important… it’s so incredibly described frequently encountering harm-
crucial to do that, but it just takes a lot of ful myths and misinformation being used to 
time to build that relationship and that trust. characterize houselessness and PEH in the 
–Key informant area and the ways in which these sentiments 

impact their work. As one service provider 
described: 

It’s not what people think, and I think there’s a misconception. And then, once those urban leg-
ends spread out within the community, it’s very hard to get the community behind these decisions 
that the city and the counties are trying to make. Because they’re not educated, and education is 
huge… “Can’t they just go get a job?” Well, they can’t, because they have no ID, they have no social 
security card. It’s been stolen. They would love to, but there’s a process there. –Service provider 

As this participant shared, stereotypes and “urban legends” regarding PEH lead to challenges building the 
momentum and support needed to move new policies and initiatives forward aimed at addressing house-
lessness at the community scale. One of the most pervasive and insidious stereotypes that participants 
discussed as a challenge to their work is the idea that most PEH are willfully unhoused and are not inter-
ested in seeking employment and following the societal rules required to maintain housing. 

As a result of this common mischaracterization of PEH among members of the general public, participants 
described running up against an effort to superficially minimize the visibility of houselessness rather than 
substantively address it, what one participant called the “out of sight, out of mind mentality.” Another 
service provider expressed, “my concern is really that it’s working hard to address the appearance of the 
problem rather than actually addressing the problem.” 

In general, participants described public perception 
of houselessness and PEH as playing a significant role 

We have not encountered any cli-in what the community is and is not able to do with 
regard to addressing houselessness. Most key infor- ents who are homeless or facing 
mants described a prevalence of negative and misin- homelessness who are doing that “ formed stereotypes about PEH as having a consider- by choice. —Key informant 
able negative impact on the work of service providers 
and of the community as a whole in being able to ef-
fectively move the needle on houselessness despite its 
growing urgency. 
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Stigma and public perception 
Negative public perception of houselessness was also discussed as a barrier by lived experts, who regu-
larly face stigma and animosity from members of the general public and businesses, including potential 
employers. Participants shared that their interactions with members of the broader Grand Junction com-
munity can often be dehumanizing. Several lived experts felt that there is a common sentiment of hatred 
for PEH among members of the public. As one participant living on the streets shared, the “blatant disre-
spect” he and fellow PEH receive from the public “is something I’ve never seen before in my life,” and it is 
perhaps the worst part about being unhoused. 

Similarly, another participant staying at the HomewardBound shelter described feeling like “there’s a lot 
of people that look down on the homeless as just evil” and undeserving of resources and support. This 
participant went on to share, “a lot of the homeless population, they have mental issues. I am one of them. 
I’m not going to keep that back. And that could possibly be a reason that they’re unable to have sustained 
housing.” 

The lack of understanding and compassion from members of the public was also discussed in the context 
of seeking employment. Several participants explained that they want a job and are actively seeking em-
ployment but living on the streets and the limited access to bathrooms, showers, and transportation result 
in employers not willing to hire them. As one young woman explained, “No job will take a homeless girl, 
especially when I can’t take a shower every day.” As a result, she has resorted to begging for change from 
passersby, many of whom make offensive gestures or yell at her rather than give her money. 

Based on the stigma they face, several lived experts wished 
to express to city and county leadership that many of the United to Solve Homelessness 
prevalent stereotypes circulating in the community regarding As part of its implementation ofPEH are inaccurate and harmful, and it is essential to hold up 

the City of Grand Junction’s 13ththe voices of PEH and find opportunities to educate the pub-
Housing Strategy, the City Housing lic about the realities of being unhoused. Participants shared 

messages along the lines of “the main push should be toward Division, in collaboration with Unit 
public education and advocacy, building compassion.” By tak- ed Way of Mesa County and ser 
ing the time to understand what PEH experience and learning vice providers, launched the United 
their stories, lived experts felt that the community can more to Solve Homelessness Campaign 
readily come together and identify meaningful solutions to with a specific focus on increasing 
address houselessness. awareness of the experience of 

houselessness and reducing stigma Additional barriers or challenges 
toward PEH. Through the program, 

While mentioned with less frequency across the key infor- the city and partners have hosted 
mant participant group, some other notable barriers or poverty immersion experiences, led 
challenges mentioned by key informants included landlords classes, and spoken at a variety of who are uninterested or unwilling to support lower income 

community events.  households or PEH, changes within the population of PEH, 
and a lack of trust in and among providers. 

Multiple participants mentioned that, while their agency has working relationships with some landlords 
and property managers, there are many landlords in the community who are primarily concerned with in-
creasing their profits and are not interested in working with providers or their clients to help make rentals 
more accessible to PEH and lower income households. 

Another participant noted that some PEH in the community do not trust services and their staff to support 
them in meeting their particular needs. As they shared, PEH have unique needs and a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach often leads to frustration and mistrust: 

There’s a lot of mistrust for being in housing. I’ve heard that tons, especially amongst veterans. 
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They don’t want to use services in the community, because they aren’t trusting of those services. 
Homeless shelters can be dangerous. There’re people who are trying super hard to be sober, and 
so being amongst programs oftentimes puts them in contact with people who are not sober, and 
so they don’t want that, so they try to isolate themselves in the community, unhoused, so there’s 
a lot of that. We hear that often. –Key informant 

Another participant shared that, while service providers in the Grand Junction area often communicate 
with one another, there is sometimes a lack of authentic trust between providers that does not always 
allow space for providers to be vulnerable, take risks, or try new things. As this participant mentioned, pro-
viders often discuss the need for low barrier services for PEH, but they suggested there is also a need for 
“low barriers for providers to provide service,” meaning there is a need to create the space, resources, and 
flexibility for providers to explore different ways of doing things without the fear of failure or judgment 
from other providers or agencies. 

Section summary 
In addition to gaps and areas for improvement within housing and supportive service types for PEH, ser-
vice providers face barriers and challenges in being able to effectively provide services, while PEH face 
barriers in being able to access those services. Key informant and lived expert perspectives provide valu-
able insight into understanding these barriers and challenges and the ways in which they intersect or com-
pound with one another. Looking at the themes of resources, processes, and education, there are several 
notable system limitations within the continuum of care impacting the community’s ability to effectively 
prevent and respond to houselessness. 

Key takeaways: 
■ The cost of housing in the Grand Junction area poses considerable challenges to service pro-

viders addressing the needs of PEH while inhibiting the ability of PEH to exit houselessness. 
■ Service providers described a funding environment that is competitive and limiting, challeng-

ing their ability to recruit qualified staff and effectively meet the demand for their services. 
■ PEH would likely benefit from more support with navigating and accessing existing services 

and stronger coordination among providers. 
■ Participants discussed the impact of stigma and negative public perceptions on PEH them-

selves and service providers, suggesting a need for improved, PEH-centered communication 
and outreach to the public. 
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ENGAGEMENT WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AND FIRST RESPONDERS IN MESA COUNTY 

There are occasions where those who are experiencing houselessness engage with first responders and/ 
or law enforcement. Often, these incidences increase when there is insufficient housing and supportive 
services within a community to effectively prevent and respond to houselessness. The nature of these 
engagements with first responders and law enforcement is important to examine and understand, as 
the goal of an effective continuum of care is to limit unnecessary engagements with first responders and 
law enforcement. Limiting these interactions can also result in considerable cost savings. It is important 
to note, however, that some level of engagement between law enforcement or first responders and PEH 
remains necessary, such as in response to a medical emergency. 

This section of the report provides a summary of activities being undertaken in the county and city by 
both first responders and law enforcement to offer diversion strategies and improve the efficacy of the 
contacts between first responders and PEH. In addition, we provide summary information on engage-
ments over time with both first responders and law enforcement. 

Law enforcement 
Law enforcement’s approach to working with people experiencing houselessness can vary widely depend-
ing on local policies, community resources, and the overall philosophy of law enforcement agencies. The 
relationship between law enforcement and individuals experiencing houselessness can be complex and 
nuanced, as it involves a balance between ensuring public safety, addressing quality of life concerns, and 
showing empathy towards vulnerable individuals. 

Really our role is we have the community 
care-taking function but also preventing “crime and disorder… And really the vision 
is to be a voice at the table, to have the 
ability to work with the service provid-
ers, the ability to work with folks in the 
unhoused community and build relation-
ships and try to help folks. Really, that’s 
the bottom line is to try to help people and 
to try to help people out of that situation. 
—Key informant 

Figure 28 shows total monthly encounters that 
the Grand Junction Police Department (GJPD) 
report with PEH between July 2019 and Septem-
ber 2023. On average, GJPD has 22 interactions 
with PEH a month, and there is not a seasonal 
trend for these encounters. Approximately 73% 
of encounters were with males. Just under 11% 
of these encounters included offender alcohol 
use, and 14% included offender drug use. Tres-
pass was the most common incident type (18%), 
followed by assault (9.6%), arrest warrant 
(9.1%), drug violations (8%), and theft (7.3%). 
The most common case subject type was arrest-
ee (51.6%), followed by subject (16.8%), victim 
(15.7%), and suspect (12%). 
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Figure 28. G
rand Junction Police Departm

ent encounters w
ith people w

ho are unhoused: 
2019 - 2023

The City of Grand Junction recently im
plem

ented a specialized unit of offi
cers trained in crisis intervention 

and com
m

unity outreach know
n as the Com

m
unity Resource U

nit (CRU
). Com

m
unity Resource O

ffi
cers 

(CRO
) in the context of houselessness are law

 enforcem
ent offi

cers w
ho are specially trained and assigned 

to w
ork directly w

ith PEH. The prim
ary role of a CRO

 is to bridge the gap betw
een law

 enforcem
ent and 

the unhoused population by focusing on outreach, engagem
ent, and connecting individuals w

ith needed 
supportive services. CRO

s proactively engage w
ith PEH to establish rapport, offer support, and connect 

them
 w

ith available services, such as shelters, healthcare, food, and m
ental health resources. 

W
hile data specifically capturing CRO

 interactions w
ith PEH w

ere not available for this assessm
ent, inter-

view
 participants, including both key inform

ants and lived experts, expressed that the program
 has been 

a m
eaningful developm

ent in strengthening rapport betw
een law

 enforcem
ent and PEH and supporting 

PEH in accessing needing resources and services. 

“I usually don’t have such nice things to say about the police, but I w
ill say they, [the CRO

s] have 
definitely...gone above and beyond to, to help w

hen they can.” –Lived Expert 

How
ever, one key inform

ant expressed that the resources and ability to recruit new
 CRO

s has been chal-
lenging. W

ith the CRU
’s lim

ited capacity, they described how
 other law

 enforcem
ent offi

cers are often 
draw

n into non-em
ergency interactions w

ith PEH, lim
iting the police departm

ent’s ability to engage in 
other activities such as crim

e prevention and com
m

unity engagem
ent. 

W
ith a lim

ited num
ber of active CRO

s, lived experts living outside explained that their interactions w
ith 

law
 enforcem

ent are often w
ith offi

cers outside of the CRU
 program

s and tend to be negative. M
ost often, 

negative interactions betw
een law

 enforcem
ent and PEH w

ere described as PEH receiving code violation 
tickets (e.g., for sm

oking in the park or littering), or continually being asked to vacate their belongings from
 

a public area. 

“A lot of tim
es w

hen they go to our cam
ps, they try to get at us for littering too. And m

ost of the 
tim

es, it’s not even trash, it’s just our belongings and they go and try to say that w
e’re trashing the 

place w
hen it’s just our belongings.”—

Lived Expert 
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Ultimately, when it comes to engagement between law enforcement and PEH, the biggest challenge re-
lates to limited resources and a lack of safe places for PEH to go. Both from the perspective of law enforce-
ment and PEH, there are few or no places for PEH to go once they are asked to leave public property, which 
often results in a cycle of negative interactions. 

Jail transitional supports 
Jail transitional supports seek to assist individuals who are being released from jail or prison to successfully 
reintegrate into society and provide housing support, mental and behavioral health treatment, and social 
support networks. 

In September 2022, Mesa County introduced multiagency collaboration (MAC), which aims to help peo-
ple successfully transition out of incarceration and reintegrate into their community. MAC provides case 
management services and connects people to agencies that assist with employment, housing, transporta-
tion, basic needs, and access to mental health services or drug and alcohol treatment programs. Between 
September 2022 through August 2023, MAC served 291 individuals, of which 165 (57%) reported recently 
being unhoused. 

Additionally, the Support Services Division within the Mesa County Sheriff’s Office includes a Transition 
Coordination program where coordinators support inmates at the Mesa County Detention Facility to ac-
cess needed services, build community supports, and develop positive relationships with law enforce-
ment. Transition Coordination services include assistance acquiring ID’s and other personal documents, 
connection to recovery and transitional housing programs, and transportation upon release. 

The Freedom Institute provides Work and Gain Education and Employment Skills (WAGEES) services for 
prison parolees and for the county jail in Grand Junction. The WAGEES program is the only program in 
the Grand Junction area that accepts registered sex offenders. Additionally, the Freedom Institute has 60 
transitional living beds, for individuals who are shifting out of prison or jail, and they are in the process of 
expanding their transitional bed capacity to 100. 

First responders: Fire & EMS 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and Fire play an essential role in responding to incidents with un-
housed individuals and addressing their needs, especially in situations that involve medical emergencies, 
safety concerns, or other crisis incidents. While EMS and Fire’s primary role is to address immediate med-
ical and safety concerns, their interactions with PEH can also contribute to broader efforts to address 
houselessness through collaboration with social services and community organizations. 

Unhoused individuals may face a variety of health challenges due to exposure, lack of access to regular 
healthcare, and living conditions. EMS and Fire also respond to situations involving mental health crises. In 
such cases, responders receive specialized training to handle these situations with empathy and de-esca-
lation techniques, connecting individuals to appropriate mental health resources when necessary. Further, 
they address safety concerns for people experiencing homelessness, such as fires in makeshift encamp-
ments or other hazardous living conditions. 

Optimally, EMS and fire work in collaboration with local government agencies, non-profit organizations, 
and social services to provide a more holistic response to incidents with PEH. However, key informants 
expressed that the number and type of resources available in the Grand Junction area significantly limit 
their ability to connect PEH with needed resources. As a result, participants expressed wanting to see 
more resources, particularly shelter beds and mental health services, available for them to refer and/or 
direct PEH to. 

That’s generally the cause of our response, medical response of course, is the lack of resources. 
People utilize 911 as the entry point to get into those systems. Come the colder months, we get 
tons of calls for people, houseless people, that are wanting a warm bed for a while. So, they get 
that at the ER...There’s just such a lack of resources in the area and that spills over to the 911 
system... [A need is:] temporary housing, for sure, such as shelters...So basically, we’re stuck with 
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[one emergency shelter], which is packed constantly...It’s just not a very well-resourced area. –Key 
informant 

Figures 29 and 30 provide month to month engagements by fire and EMS, respectively, with individuals 
who are identified as being unhoused at the time of response. Figure 31 provides detailed dispositions for 
those who were unhoused at the point of engagement by EMS and offers emergency department utiliza-
tion among those who are unhoused, as tracked by the CRN. 

Figure 29. Fire department encounters with people who are unhoused: 2022-2023 

Figure 30. EMS engagements with people who are unhoused: 2022-2023 

Figure 31. Emergency room visits by housing type in community resource net-
work: 2019-2023 
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Across Fire, EMS, and CRN data, there appears to be consistent engagement with individuals who are 
unhoused within the past two years and a broad downward trend of unhoused individuals visiting the 
emergency room across each type of houselessness circumstance. 

Section summary 
First responders, law enforcement, and emergency personnel are a critical component of the unhoused 
continuum of care. However, when housing and supportive services are limited in their ability to prevent 
and respond to houselessness, demand for emergency services can often outpace capacity, leading to 
costly and inefficient outcomes. Understanding the number and types of encounters between medical and 
law enforcement services and PEH can help to pinpoint the key service gaps, barriers and challenges, and 
areas for improvement within the continuum of care to more effectively and efficiently provide PEH with 
the services they need to reach stability. 

Key takeaways 
■ The City of Grand Junction and Mesa County have developed new programs to improve the 

ways in which first responders and emergency personnel respond to encounters with PEH, 
including the Police Department’s CRU and the MAC program. 

■ Emergency and first responders have had consistent and significant engagement with PEH 
over the last two years, however, emergency room visits by PEH have declined. 

■ Participants attributed many of negative interactions between law enforcement and PEH to 
the lack of appropriate places for PEH to go when asked to vacate public or private property. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
STRENGTHENING THE CARE CONTINUUM 

In looking across the complex picture of houselessness through diverse datasets, three key consider-
ations emerged in the context of strengthening the Grand Junction area’s care continuum as a whole in 
order to comprehensively address houselessness: a) The unique role of government, b) committing to a 
coordinated entry system, and c) centering decisions and strategies on the voices and expertise of those 
with lived experience of houselessness. 

Key informant perspectives on role of government 
Given the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County’s recent engagement in addressing houselessness, 
including commissioning this needs assessment, a key question posed to service providers and city and 
county staff who participated in interviews was, “what should the role of local government be in address-
ing houselessness?” Overall, key informants agreed that there is an important and unique role for local 
government to play that is distinct from the role of service providers. Given these distinctions, key infor-
mants outlined the following roles that they would like to see the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County 
grow into. 

Championing big picture vision and strategy 
As the city and county naturally have a broader lens through which they see a community and its challeng-
es and opportunities than an individual service provider, key informants suggested that local government 
has a role to play in helping generate a system-wide, big picture vision for addressing houselessness as a 
community and developing strategies for implementing the vision. Once a vision has been set and strat-
egies identified, it is then important for local government to champion that vision and ensure that it is 
realized across service providers and the broader community. 

As the champions of a big picture vision and strategy for the Grand Junction area’s approach to houseless-
ness, local government can lend its platform to a community-wide effort while ensuring that there is the 
necessary accountability to achieve key goals and objectives. 

Facilitating coordination and collaboration 
Directly tied to championing a big picture vision and strategy, key informants also felt that local govern-
ment can support service providers in creating spaces to bring agencies together, facilitate meaningful 
conversations, and create opportunities for increased coordination and collaboration across agencies. 
First, having local government take on this role frees up capacity for service providers, who might other-
wise need to dedicate their time and resources to communicating with other agencies. Second, by leverag-
ing its resources and unique position external to service providers, local government can serve as a central 
hub for communication and collaboration across agencies and the broader community. 

As one key informant shared, “I think they should be a convener.” Another key informant expressed inter-
est in seeing local government create “more open partnerships, where there’s a lot more open communi-
cation.” Rather than leaving communication and collaboration across agencies to the agencies themselves, 
participants were interested in seeing local government tackle challenging conversations, open up new 
pathways of communication, and support a collaborative working environment. 

Funding and supporting existing services 
The most commonly expressed role that key informants would like to see local government play is lever-
aging funding sources and supporting existing services in the Grand Junction area rather than “reinvent-
ing the wheel, really honing in on what already exists in our community and how can we make sure that 
they’re having success.” Participants consistently expressed that while government has an essential role in 
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addressing houselessness in the Grand Junction area, their role should not be as a service provider but as 
a champion of existing service providers. 

I know that the city just barely started their homelessness services, having that department, and 
I think that that’s an important piece and just beginning to raise awareness as to how large the 
issue really is for our community. And so, I think that their responsibility is to support the service 
providers in our community and having more affordable housing options. And I think specifically, 
yeah, thinking about even if they can help support the staff that we have, that we aren’t able to 
pay really well and more competitively, they’re struggling for housing too. – Key informant 

In general, key informants shared that the city and county should grow their efforts to fund and provide 
resources to “empower those of us in the community who do have the expertise and the focus” to directly 
serve PEH by exploring “different creative ways, and how they work tax dollars towards pools of money” 
for direct service providers in a non-competitive way. 

Removing barriers and creating opportunities 
The final role key informants would like to see local government play is in removing systemic barriers, 
creating opportunities for service providers to expand their services, and incentivizing the creation of 
low-income housing options. In this context, the barriers discussed largely related to zoning and land use 
regulations that make it difficult for non-profit agencies to acquire land and develop it with the goals of 
providing additional housing units along the lower-income end of the housing continuum. 

Multiple key informants also mentioned a desire to see policies in place that limit the amount landlords 
can raise rents while also incentivizing landlords to work with lower-income households. However, Colo-
rado state legislation does not allow local governments to implement policies to restrict rents, limiting the 
strategies available to encourage affordable rental rates. 

Key informants that are engaged in developing and managing housing inventory mentioned how chal-
lenging and costly it can be to push affordable and low-income housing projects through local processes 
for approval. At the same time, participants felt that expedited and more affordable processes for devel-
opment approval should not be applied unilaterally but should apply specifically to non-profit developers 
and collaborative projects that are designed to serve unhoused and low-income households. 

Key informants expressed the importance of local government supporting housing projects that will serve 
to address houselessness and housing instability given the growing risk of houselessness in the commu-
nity. 

“I think it’s [their] responsibility to not rubber stamp every large developer that comes here. I think 
it’s [their] responsibility to put out active feelers for low-income housing developments. I think it’s 
[their] responsibility to work on creative zoning.”—Key informant 

Many key informants felt that there are policy tools available to local government that can be used to 
make it easier and more financially feasible for agencies to pursue the development of creative housing 
solutions to address houselessness while limiting the continued rise in housing costs that has contributed 
to the rise of houselessness in the Grand Junction area. Further, developing supportive policies is a clear 
and distinct role for local government. 

Commitment to coordinated entry system 
Based on key informant feedback, the limitations of existing data collection and coordination, and national 
best practice frameworks, there is both a significant gap and opportunity in data collection and sharing 
and data-driven, collaborative decision making across housing and supportive service providers in the 
Grand Junction area. According to HUD’s guidance, “an effective coordinated entry process is a critical 
component to any community’s efforts to meet the goals” of the federal plan to prevent and end 

60 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment 

Packet Page 130



Draft for Review	

 

 
 

Coordinated Entry System 

Access Prioritization 

houselessness.18 Key considerations for realizing a robust coordinated entry system to prevent and re-
spond to houselessness in the Grand Junction area are briefly outlined below according to the core com-
ponents of a coordinated entry system: access, assessment, prioritization, and referral (Figure 32). 

Figure 32. Coordinated entry system components 

Access 
Ensuring equitable and fair access to services requires both dedicated outreach and service promotion 
across key unhoused subpopulations and clear policies and procedures for coordination across providers, 
activities which service providers noted as challenging given limited staff capacity, funding, and collabo-
ration across providers. Further, in order to provide equitable and fair access, the barriers to access must 
be well understood and addressed, which is in part achieved through comprehensive data collection and 
sharing. 

As detailed throughout this report, there are several service providers operating along the housing con-
tinuum and offering supportive services to PEH in the Grand Junction area, and most of the lived experts 
who participated in interviews for the assessment noted regularly accessing services from at least one 
service provider in the area. However, as both the quantitative and qualitative analyses suggest, there are 
limitations to understanding how and why PEH are accessing resources and services and the number of 
PEH in the Grand Junction area who may not be accessing services at all. 

Assessment 
When it comes to connecting an individual or family experiencing houselessness with appropriate re-
sources or services, the assessment process is essential to understanding the unique needs, barriers, and 
vulnerability factors of each person seeking services. Assessments within a coordinated entry system de-
termine how individuals or families are subsequently prioritized and referred to services. 

An effective and equitable assessment process requires the use of a standardized assessment tool across 
service providers and trained staff to conduct assessments. As noted previously, service providers in the 
Grand Junction area utilize the VI-SPDAT tool in assessment, which may introduce biases and inconsisten-
cies in the assignment of vulnerability scores. Additionally, it is valuable to shift toward a more individu-
alized, qualitative approach to assessment and service prioritization that incorporates a standardized pri-
oritization tool but does not solely rely on a vulnerability score to lead decision making. Service providers 
also expressed a lack of understanding about the type of data that should be collected, who is responsible 
for collecting and sharing the data, and how the data is used  . 

A number of assessment prioritization tools have been developed, but very few have any supporting ev-
idence for reliability or validity. The tools with the most empirical support include the Rehousing, Triage, 
and Assessment Survey (Calgary Homeless Foundation) and the Vulnerability Assessment Tool (Downtown 
Emergency Service Center, Seattle WA). Alternatively, some CoCs (e.g.), have developed and piloted their 

18 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, “Coordinated Entry Policy Brief,” 2015, https://files.hudex-
change.info/resources/documents/Coordinated-Entry-Policy-Brief.pdf. 
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own tools. However, those tools similarly lack an evidence base for reliability and validity. There are uni-
versal qualities that any prioritization tool used for coordinated assessment process should include: 

1. Valid – The tool should be evidence-informed, criteria-driven, tested to ensure that it ap-
propriately matches people to interventions and levels of assistance, responsive to people’s 
needs, and make meaningful recommendations for housing and services. 

2. Reliable – The tool should produce consistent results, even when different staff members con-
duct the assessment, or is done in different locations. 

3. Inclusive – The tool should encompass the full range of housing and services interventions 
needed to end homelessness, and where possible, facilitate referrals to the existing inventory 
of housing and services. 

4. Person-centered – Provide options and recommendations that guide and inform, rather than 
rigid decisions about what people need. High value and weight should be given to a person’s 
goals and preferences. 

5. User-friendly – The tool should be brief, easily administered, worded so it is easily understood 
by those being assessed, and minimizes time to utilize. 

6. Strengths-based – Assess both barriers and strengths to attaining permanent housing and 
include a risk and protective factors perspective to understand diverse needs. 

7. Housing first oriented.  

8. Sensitive to lived experiences. 

Prioritization 
An effective, equitable, and fair process for determining an individual’s level of vulnerability and relative 
priority for housing and supportive services depends on the assessment tool used and the quality of data 
collected, including information about the individual’s needs, the needs of other PEH seeking services, and 
the supply of available services. 

While service providers in the Grand Junction area utilize the VI-SPDAT and key elements of a prioritization 
process, such as the By-Names List and case conferencing, there is a lack of consistency across service 
providers in how individuals are prioritized for service and data collection and management regarding 
supply and demand of services is often incomplete. Without a consistent process for prioritization across 
providers, inefficiencies are introduced in connecting PEH with needed services and barriers to access are 
often exacerbated. 

The community and CoC must decide what factors are most important and use all available data and re-
search to inform prioritization decisions. Recommendations for considering how to prioritize people for 
housing and homelessness assistance include: 

1. Significant health or behavioral health challenges or functional impairments which require a 
significant level of support to maintain permanent housing. 

2. High utilization of crisis or emergency services, including emergency rooms, jails, and psychi-
atric facilities, to meet basic needs. 

3. The extent to which people, especially youth and children, are unsheltered. 
4. Vulnerability to illness or death. 
5. Risk of continued homelessness. 
6. Vulnerability to victimization, including physical assault or engaging in trafficking or sex work. 
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Referral 
The final component of a coordinated entry system is referral. Referrals may occur at various stages of 
the coordinated entry process, depending on a community’s general approach to coordinated entry, but 
fundamentally rely on well-established communication pathways between providers and a clear under-
standing of the resources and services offered by individual providers as well as their capacity. 

Based on limited service provider data specific to referrals received by the assessment team and feedback 
from key informants and lived experts, the process for referrals across service providers varies significant-
ly, with some providers having clearly established referral relationships and others, more informal pro-
cesses for referral. Additionally, the sometimes-incomplete data collection regarding service provision and 
supply makes it difficult to understand the full scope and nature of referrals in Grand Junction area’s care 
continuum and likely leads to inefficiencies connecting individuals with needed and available services. 

Centering lived experience 
A key priority of this assessment was to engage diverse lived expert perspectives in order to understand 
the various experiences of houselessness in the Grand Junction area and identify the needs and gaps 
within the care continuum. As service providers and lived experts shared, common misconceptions exist in 
the Grand Junction community about the experience of houselessness and the desires and needs of PEH, 
ultimately impacting how the community moves forward in preventing and responding to houselessness. 
In order to meaningfully understand the needs of PEH in the Grand Junction area and develop appropriate 
and effective strategies to respond to their needs, it is essential to actively engage the perspectives of 
those with lived experience of houselessness in tandem with increasing awareness and understanding of 
the experience of houselessness among the broader community. 
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SUMMARY OF KEY NEEDS 

Each section of the report created a sequential picture of the multifaceted unhoused population and 
continuum of care for those who experience houselessness in Grand Junction and Mesa County. Below is 
a summary of the key needs identified through this assessment according to different components of the 
care continuum. 

Housing 
■ Emergency shelter: 

□ Additional emergency shelter capacity serving specific subpopulations: 
▪ Individuals fleeing domestic violence 
▪ Women 
▪ Elderly and individuals with severe disabilities (higher care need) 
▪ Individuals identifying as LGBTQ+ 

□ Low barrier shelter facility practicing harm reduction model without restrictions on so-
briety, pets 

□ Non-congregate shelter options (e.g., hotels, motels, dormitories) 
■ Transitioinal shelter: 

□ Designated space(s) where camping and/or parking and living out of a vehicle are per-
mitted. 

□ Semi-permanent, non-congregant shelters such as huts, tiny homes, or shelters made 
of pallets to support PEH who may be unable to access traditional emergency shelters 
while seeking permanent housing. 

■ Transitional housing: 
□ Additional transitional housing beds/units serving specific subpopulations: 

▪ Individuals in recovery after inpatient treatment for substance use disorder 
▪ Individuals in need of medical respite after receiving significant medical care and/ 

or exiting treatment from the emergency room 
□ Transitional housing beds/units that specifically support individuals with building finan-

cial stability, housing navigation, and skills to maintain housing 
■ Permanent supportive housing: 

□ Additional permanent supportive housing units 
■ Subsidized housing: 

□ Additional units accepting housing vouchers 
■ Affordable housing: 

□ More rental housing units that meet affordability standards of 60% AMI or lower in the 
Grand Junction area 

□ More requirements and/or incentivizes to include affordable units in new housing de-
velopments in the area 

□ Streamlined process for affordable housing development 
□ Reduced upfront cost to secure rental housing and fewer rental restrictions based on 

income or credit score 
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Supportive services 
■ Prevention and diversion services: 

□ Additional emergency financial resources to support households in keeping their hous-
ing (e.g., rental/mortgage payment assistance) 

□ Greater outreach/awareness of existing prevention supports offered in the Grand Junc-
tion area such as financial literacy training, budget counseling, and legal services 

■ Basic needs: 
■ Additional places to safely access drinking water 
■ Climate-controlled spaces for PEH to go during inclement weather (e.g., cooling or warming 
shelters) 
■ Additional or expanded facilities for laundry, mail services, showers 
■ Additional access to toilet facilities 
■ Transportation: 

□ Additional or expanded public transit options 
□ Programs for PEH to learn and perform bike and car maintenance 
□ Additional financial assistance for transportation (e.g., gas cards, bus passes) 

■ Transitional services 
□ Programs to provide workforce and vocational training and education for PEH 
□ Programs to support PEH in financial literacy, budget counseling, and other life skills to 

support them in exiting houselessness and retaining housing 
■ Services specific for youth and families 

□ Improved outreach and access to families to increase awareness of and engagement 
with existing services 

□ Additional services to support youth experiencing houselessness outside of school, es-
pecially those transitioning out of foster care 

□ Additional childcare services and activities for families experiencing houselessness 
■ Behavioral health services: 

□ Additional mental health care options specifically serving: 
▪ Chronically unhoused individuals 
▪ Youth 

□ Additional or expanded substance use treatment services 
■ Case management 

□ Additional case management options and service navigation support for PEH 
□ Improved outreach to PEH for existing case management services 

Emergency, first responder, and law enforcement engagement 
■ Formal policies and procedures for engaging with PEH in key departments 
■ Additional or expanded trauma-informed care and crisis intervention training 
■ Increased collaboration between emergency response, law enforcement, and service pro-
viders 

65 

Packet Page 135



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

System functioning 
■ Funding for service providers: 

□ Unrestricted and operational funding 
□ Local funding options to support collaborative rather than competitive projects 

■ Staff and service capacity: 
□ Support for service providers in increasing staff capacity through funding and training 

opportunities 
■ Coordinated entry system: 

□ Clarification regarding policy and procedures for client assessment and data collection 
regarding service provision 

□ Training program across service provider staff regarding data collection, entry, and shar-
ing 

□ Review of VI-SPDAT as assessment tool and identification of potential biases and lim-
itations 

□ Strengthened process for referrals 
□ Strategy for continuous improvement of coordinated entry system as a whole 

■ Public education and awareness 
□ Increased street outreach to PEH and individuals at risk of losing housing across system 

of services 
□ Public education to dispel myths regarding houselessness and share diverse experienc-

es of PEH 
□ Additional opportunities for community engagement in building solutions to houseless-

ness 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Affordable Homeownership Programs: Initiatives that provide opportunities for low-income individu-
als and families to become homeowners through subsidies, down payment assistance programs, or re-
duced-interest mortgages. 

Affordable Housing: Housing that is built specifically to be affordable for households earning below a cer-
tain Area Median Income (AMI). In the City of Grand Junction, affordable housing is defined as housing for 
those earning 60% AMI or below (if renting) and 80% or below (if purchasing a home). Affordable housing 
is also sometimes known as “subsidized housing.” 

Area Median Income: Area Median Income (AMI) - The midpoint of a region’s income distribution. AMI is 
often referred to in percentages - you may hear phrases like “60% of AMI” or “120% AMI.” 

At Risk of Houselessness: Individuals or families who are not currently unhoused but face imminent risk 
of entering houselessness due to eviction, job loss, domestic violence, or other factors. 

Balance of State (BoS): The “Balance of State (BoS) CoC” includes all the jurisdictions in a state that are 
not covered by any other CoC. BoS CoC’s include non-metropolitan areas and may include some or all the 
state’s smaller cities. The City of Grand Junction is part of Colorado’s BoS CoC. 

By-Names List (BNL): A comprehensive roster or record that contains all the names of individuals experi-
encing houselessness within a community, along with additional information such as their demographics 
and specific needs. This list is often used as part of homeless management information systems (HMIS) 
and coordinated entry systems to track and prioritize individuals for housing and services. In the Grand 
Junction area, the By-Names List is currently managed by Catholic Outreach. 

Case Management: A collaborative process which: assesses, plans, implements, coordinates, monitors 
and evaluates the options and services required to meet an individual’s health, social care, educational 
and employment needs, using communication and available resources to promote quality cost effective 
outcomes. 

Chronic Houselessness: Individuals or families with a disabling condition who have been continuously 
unhoused for a year or more, or who have experienced at least four episodes of houselessness in the past 
three years. 

Community Collaboration: The coordination and partnership among various stakeholders, including gov-
ernment agencies, nonprofits, healthcare providers, and community members, to address houselessness 
effectively. 

Continuum of Care (CoC): The Continuum of Care (CoC) Program, through U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) is designed to promote communitywide commitment to the goal of end-
ing houselessness; provide funding for efforts by nonprofit providers, and State and local governments to 
quickly rehouse unhoused individuals and families while minimizing the trauma and dislocation caused 
to individuals, families, and communities by houselessness; promote access to and effect utilization of 
mainstream programs by individuals and families experiencing houselessness; and optimize self-sufficien-
cy among individuals and families experiencing houselessness. 

Cooperative Housing: A shared housing ownership model where a building or house is jointly owned by a 
corporation made up of all its residents. When a resident buys into cooperative housing, they do not pur-
chase a piece of property – rather, they personally buy shares in a nonprofit corporation that allows them 
to live in the residence and collectively make management decisions with other residents. 

Coordinated Entry System: A standardized process to assess and prioritize unhoused individuals and fami-
lies for housing and services based on their level of vulnerability and need. The primary goals for coordinat-
ed entry systems are that assistance be allocated as effectively as possible and that it be easily accessible. 
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Cost-burdened: Households who pay more than 30% of their income on housing costs and may have diffi-
culty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation, and medical care. 

Doubled-up or Couch Surfing: The practice of temporarily staying with friends, family members, or ac-
quaintances due to lack of stable housing, often leading to unstable living conditions. 

Emergency Shelter: Short-term accommodation providing immediate refuge for individuals and families 
experiencing houselessness. These shelters offer basic services such as beds, meals, and basic hygiene 
facilities. HomewardBound of the Grand Valley’s North Avenue shelter is the primary emergency shelter 
serving the Grand Junction area. 

Functional Zero: The point where a community’s houseless services system is able to prevent the experi-
ence of houselessness whenever possible and ensure that when individuals do enter houselessness, their 
experience is rare, brief and one-time only. When functional zero is achieved, fewer individuals are enter-
ing houselessness in the community than exiting. 

Harm Reduction: An evidence-based approach to engaging with people who use substances and equip-
ping them with life-saving tools and information to create positive change in their lives and potentially 
save their lives. This approach emphasizes engaging directly with people who use substances to prevent 
overdose and infectious disease transmission; improve physical, mental, and social wellbeing; and offer 
low barrier options for accessing health care services. 

Housing Affordability: When households pay no more than 30% of their gross income on housing-related 
expenses. This is a metric of affordability defined by the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD).mental, and social wellbeing; and offer low barrier options for accessing health care services..” \s 
“Harm Reduction” \c 1 

Housing First: Housing first is an approach to housing that prioritizes moving individuals into stable hous-
ing as a first and critical step to addressing houselessness before addressing other less critical needs such 
as getting a job or receiving mental health or addiction treatment. This approach recognizes that housing 
stability is a crucial foundation for addressing other challenges and creating opportunities for individuals 
to improve their quality of life. 

Houselessness: The state of lacking a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence, which may result in 
individuals living in emergency shelters, transitional housing, cars, motels, parks, or public spaces. 

Housing Navigation Services: Services to help participants search for and obtain or retain permanent, 
stable residence. 

Housing Stability: A state in which individuals or families have secure, stable housing that meets their 
basic needs and supports their overall well-being. 

Housing Stability Plan: A personalized plan developed in collaboration with unhoused individuals, outlin-
ing steps and goals to achieve housing stability and self-sufficiency. 

Key Informants: Interview participants of this assessment who engage with houselessness in a profession-
al capacity, including service provider staff and city and county staff. 

Lived Experts: Interview participants of this assessment who had previously experienced houselessness or 
were unhoused at the time of interviews. 

People Experiencing Houselessness (PEH): People who lack a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime res-
idence, including those staying in emergency shelters, transitional housing, motels, cars, parks, or public 
spaces.regular, and adequate nighttime residence, including those staying in emergency shelters, transi-
tional housing, motels, cars, parks, or public spaces.” \s “People Experiencing Houselessness (PEH 

Permanent Supportive Housing: Long-term housing combined with supportive services, often designed 
for individuals with chronic physical or mental health conditions. This model provides ongoing assistance 
to help residents maintain housing stability and improve their quality of life. Catholic Outreach, Home-
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wardBound of the Grand Valley, and Karis currently operate permanent supportive housing options in 
Grand Junction. 

Point-in-Time Count (PIT): A one-night, annual count of both sheltered and unsheltered unhoused individ-
uals conducted by communities to provide a snapshot of houselessness on a specific date. 

Prevention and Diversion Services: Services aimed at preventing houselessness before it occurs or di-
verting individuals and families away from shelter systems by offering financial assistance, mediation, or 
alternative housing arrangements. 

Rapid Re-Housing: An approach to responding to houselessness that aims to quickly move individuals and 
families experiencing houselessness into permanent housing. This intervention provides short-term rental 
assistance and supportive services to help people stabilize in housing. 

Severely Cost-burdened: Households who pay more than 50% of their income on housing costs. 

Sheltered Houselessness: Unhoused individuals or families staying in emergency shelters, transitional 
housing, or safe havens designated for unhoused individuals. 

Shelter Plus Care: A program that combines rental assistance with supportive services for individuals with 
disabilities, particularly those dealing with substance abuse or mental health issues. 

Shelter Utilization Rate: The percentage of available shelter beds that are occupied by unhoused individ-
uals, indicating demand for shelter services. 

Single Room Occupancy (SRO) Housing: Individual rooms in shared buildings, often with shared facilities, 
catering to individuals with low incomes or those who have experienced houselessness. 

Supportive Services: Programs and interventions that address various needs of unhoused individuals, 
including mental health counseling, substance abuse treatment, case management, and employment as-
sistance. 

Street Outreach: Programs or initiatives aimed at engaging and assisting unhoused individuals directly in 
unsheltered locations, connecting them with services and support. 

Transitional Housing: Temporary housing, often limited to approximately 24 months, that serves as a 
steppingstone between emergency shelter and permanent housing. It offers residents more stability and 
support than emergency shelters and often includes case management, housing navigation, and support-
ive services. 

Transitional Living Programs: Limited-term housing options, typically for key subpopulations (e.g., young 
adults aging out of foster care or individuals fleeing domestic violence). These programs provide support-
ive services for recipients of transitional housing, including counseling, childcare, transportation, life skills, 
educational and/or job training. 

Trauma-Informed Care: An approach to care that recognizes and responds to the impact of trauma on 
individuals’ well-being, focusing on safety, trustworthiness, choice, collaboration, and empowerment of 
patients. 

Unsheltered Houselessness: Unhoused individuals living on the streets, in cars, parks, abandoned build-
ings, or other public spaces without access to regular shelter accommodations. 

Vulnerability Index: A tool used to assess the vulnerability of unhoused individuals by considering factors 
such as physical health, mental health, substance abuse, and length of houselessness. 

Wraparound Services: Comprehensive and individualized support services that address multiple aspects 
of an individual’s life, such as housing, health, employment, and social integration. 
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APPENDIX 1. STUDY DESIGN AND METHODS 

The Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment process was launched in June 2023. The purpose 
of the assessment is twofold: 1) understand the current and future needs of people experiencing house-
lessness (PEH) and the capacity of existing supportive services and housing stock to meet the current and 
future needs of PEH and 2) inform the development and prioritization of strategies to meet the needs 
identified, which will be detailed in a subsequent Strategies Report. The assessment team used multiple 
methods of data collection to generate a comprehensive understanding of the community’s needs, in-
cluding administrative service provider data, secondary population-level data, and stakeholder feedback. 
A key priority of the data collection process was to both capture a diversity of stakeholder perspectives 
and generate detailed feedback from individuals with the experience of being unhoused and the agencies 
providing services to PEH. Further, the multi-faceted analysis of multiple quantitative datasets provides 
an opportunity to characterize the broader economic and demographic trends impacting houselessness 
in the community while complementing the observations and perspectives of assessment participants. 

The assessment was guided by the following research questions: 

1. How are economic and demographic trends in the area currently impacting houselessness 
and housing instability and how are these trends expected to impact houselessness in the 
future? 

2. What does utilization and capacity look like among supportive services and housing types 
serving unhoused and unstably housed individuals in the Grand Junction area? 

3. What barriers and gaps exist within the area’s service array and housing stock? 

Data collection 
A summary of key data sources and analytical approaches used in the assessment are described below. 
The types of data collected were informed by previous assessments undertaken by the City of Grand Junc-
tion and partners and other similar studies conducted in other U.S. communities.19 

Primary data collection 
Primary data collection consisted of one web-based survey and interviews with assessment participants. 
Interviews were conducted in-person or over the phone using semi-structured interview guides (in Ap-
pendix A) and lasted for a range of 15-60 minutes depending on the participant group. Key informants, 
such as city, county, and agency staff involved in providing indirect or direct services to PEH and unstably 
housed residents were recruited via email through a contact list provided by City of Grand Junction Hous-
ing Division staff. Lived experts, defined as individuals with lived experience of being unhoused in the 
Grand Junction area, were recruited through city houseless outreach staff, direct service providers, and 
the community survey. Lived experts were compensated with a $30 Visa gift card for their participation. 
Between July and August 2023, a total of 78 interviews were conducted. Of these interviews, a total of 34 
key informants and 50 lived experts participated (a handful of interviews were conducted with two partic-
ipants, while the rest were conducted one-on-one). 

The web-based survey was conducted using the survey platform Alchemer and was designed for commu-
nity members, specifically adult residents of Mesa County, and distributed through targeted social media 

19 Mark LaGory et al., “A Needs Assessment of the Homeless of Birmingham and Jefferson County,” Sociology and An-
thropology Faculty Publications, January 1, 2005, https://digitalcommons.unomaha.edu/socanthfacpub/8; M. Kush-
el, T. Moore, and J. Birkmeyer, “Toward a New Understanding: The California Statewide Study of People Experienc-
ing Homelessness” (UCSF Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative, 2023), https://homelessness.ucsf.edu/sites/ 
default/files/2023-06/CASPEH_Report_62023.pdf; Douglas County, Kansas, “Douglas County Homelessness Needs 
Assessment,” n.d., https://www.douglascountyks.org/sites/default/files/media/groups/health-housing-and-human-
services/pdf/douglas-county-homelessness-needs-assessment-2022.pdf. 
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ads and a City of Grand Junction press release. Survey questions are included in Appendix X. The primary 
goal of the survey was to generate broad engagement among Grand Junction area residents on the topic 
of houselessness and housing instability in the community in order to understand public awareness and 
perspectives on the needs of the community. The survey was also used as a recruitment tool for identify-
ing lived experts interested in participating in an interview and other community members interested in 
follow-up engagement for this assessment. In total, 677 community members participated in the commu-
nity survey. This level of response suggests that the survey can be interpreted with a 95% confidence level, 
at a 4% margin of error. 

Profile of interview participants 
The sample for interview participants included two primary categories: Key informant and lived expert as 
described below. In total, 35 key informants and 50 lived experts participated in interviews. 

Key Informants: Individuals professionally engaged in providing direct or indirect services and resources 
related to houselessness and housing instability. 

■ Direct service providers (e.g., staff who work at agencies that provide services to PEH) 
■ Indirect service providers (e.g., legal services, non-profits, and foundations) 
■ City, county, and government-affiliated staff and elected officials 

Agencies represented in the interview sample include: 

■ City of Grand Junction ■ HomewardBound of the Grand Valley 
■ Colorado Legal Services ■ Housing Resources of Western Colorado 
■ District 51- REACH program ■ Joseph Center 
■ Freedom Institute ■ Karis 
■ Grand Junction Housing Authority ■ La Plaza 
■ Grand Valley Catholic Outreach ■ Mesa County Behavioral Health 
■ Grand valley Peace and Justice ■ Mesa County Library 
■ Grand Valley Transit ■ Mutual Aid Partners 
■ Habitat for Humanity ■ Solidarity Not Charity 
■ Hilltop Community Resources ■ United Way of Mesa County 

Lived Experts: Individuals with lived experience of being unhoused, whether previously or currently (e.g., 
individuals who have utilized housing services and experienced housing barriers or houselessness in the 
Grand Junction area). 

Of the 50 lived experts who participated in the assessment, most were unhoused at the time of the inter-
views and a handful were previously unhoused. Of the currently unhoused participants, about one third 
were staying at a temporary shelter facility, such as Homeward Bound’s North Avenue or Pathways Family 
Shelter, about half were camping on the street, parks, or along the river bottom, and the remainder were 
staying with family or friends or in a vehicle. 

The ages of participants ranged from 18 to 64 years old and just over half of participants were women, 
with the remaining participants identifying as men. The majority of participants were either born and 
raised in the Grand Junction area or had lived there for several years. A handful of participants had recent-
ly moved to the area because they had friends or family living there or they had heard about particular 
resources for PEH, including shelter for families and substance use recovery programs. 
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Administrative data 
In an effort to fully describe population-level demographics and services available for people experiencing 
homelessness in Grand Junction, administrative data (i.e., healthcare records, education records, orga-
nizational records, social services data) was requested from 35 organizations that work directly with this 
population. Organizations were identified with input from The City of Grand Junction Housing Division, 
The Grand Junction Housing Authority, and Mesa County Behavioral Health. 

Data requests were sent between July and September 2023. Data was received from 29 of the 35 organi-
zations. Most organizations were not able to provide encounter level data with unique individual identi-
fiers but were able to provide aggregated data. Requests were tailored to each organization, however all 
requested data was specifically related to the unhoused population and included demographics (e.g., age, 
gender, race, ethnicity, marital status), housing status, length of time unhoused, length of wait list times, 
types of interactions with people who are unhoused, and the frequency and types of services provided. 
The organizations that data was requested from included: 

■ 211 
■ Amos Counseling 
■ By-Name List 
■ Center for Independence 
■ Colorado Legal Services 
■ Community Hospital 
■ Community Resource Network 
■ Family Health West 
■ Fire & Emergency Medical Services 
■ Foundations for Life 
■ Freedom Institute 
■ Grand Junction Housing Authority 
■ Grand Junction Police Department 
■ Grand Valley Catholic Outreach 
■ Grand Valley Connects 
■ Grand Valley Peace and Justice 
■ Habitat for Humanity 
■ Hilltop Family Resource Center & Latimer 

House 

Secondary data 

■ Homeless Management Information 
System 

■ HomewardBound of the Grand Valley 
■ Housing Resources of Western Colorado 
■ Joseph Center 
■ Karis 
■ Marillac health 
■ Mesa County Behavioral Health 
■ Mesa County Public Health 
■ Mesa County Public Library 
■ Mesa County Sheriff’s Office 
■ MindSprings 
■ Mutual Aid Partners 
■ Roice-Hurst Humane Society - Homeward 

Hounds 
■ School District 51 - REACH program/ 

McKinney Vento 
■ Solidarity Not Charity 
■ St. Mary’s Hospital 

■ United Way of Mesa County 

To capture economic conditions and trends related to the risk of houselessness, demographic and eco-
nomic data were pulled from publicly available (except for All The Rooms data) secondary datasets from 
the following sources: 

■ All The Rooms (private subscription) 
■ Colorado Demography Office 
■ U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
■ U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics 
■ U.S. Census Bureau (2021). American Community Survey 5-year estimates (2017-2021) 
■ Zillow 
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To complete the risk mapping, data from the American Community Survey were accessed and compiled 
by the research team. Items identified for the risk mapping originated in the research literature and were 
applied for this assessment at the census tract and census block groups to demonstrate different geogra-
phies of risk within Grand Junction. 

Data analysis 
With the consent of participants, interviews were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim using the 
online transcription service, Rev. Interview transcripts were then analyzed with thematic coding methods 
using NVivo Qualitative Software.20 A coding guide was generated by three members of the research team 
in two phases: 1) initial coding based on the topics and themes addressed in the interview guide and 
resulting interviews, and 2) focused coding where more detailed categories and emergent themes were 
developed based on the initial analysis.21 

The coding analysis was completed by two members of the research team, with the intent of ensuring a 
high degree of intercoder reliability.22 After each coder analyzed an initial subset of transcripts, coding dis-
crepancies were addressed through a deliberative process among the coders until agreement was reached 
among them. 

Survey responses, administrative, and secondary datasets were cleaned and descriptively analyzed in 
RStudio,23 an open-source software platform that is code-based and allows for documentation of decision 
making within specific lines of code. 

Detailed descriptions of the methods used to generate unhoused population estimates, risk map model-
ing, and service capacity estimates are provided below. A review of literature and methods for cost savings 
and houseless interventions is provided in Appendix 2. 

Estimating unhoused population of Mesa County 
Based on the PIT count, as well as a few additional data sources as outlined below, we applied a method 
of estimating the annual unhoused population (excluding those who are doubled-up) for Mesa County. 
The method was developed by a group of researchers for the non-profit research organization Economic 
Roundtable24 and uses the following equation: 

annualized estimate=A+51×B(1-1/2 C) 

Where A is the PIT count of the homeless population, B is the number of currently homeless people 
who became homeless in the counted area during the last week, and C is the proportion of current-
ly homeless people who had a previous homeless episode during the last year. 

Using the 2023 PIT counts, as well as data from the BNL, we estimate 1,360 individuals have been un-
housed in Mesa County over the past 12-months. 

In addition to this estimate of the unhoused population, we also identified a method for estimating the 
doubled-up population overall, as McKinney-Vento doubled-up totals only include families with school 

20 Lumivero, LLC, “NVivo,” 2023, https://lumivero.com/products/nvivo/. 

14 B. G. Glaser, Theoretical Sensitivity: Advances in the Methodology of Grounded Theory (Mill Valley, CA, USA: So-
ciology Press, 1978); J. Saldaña, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: SAGE 
Publications Inc., 2009). 

22 J.W. Creswell and C.M. Poth, Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing among Five Approaches. (Thou-
sand Oaks, CA, USA: SAGE Publications Inc., 2017); Saldaña, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers. 

23 R Core Team, “A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing” (Vienna, Austria: R Foundation for Statistical 
Computing, 2021), https://www.R-project.org/. 

24 Jane Carlen, “Economic Roundtable | Estimating the Annual Size of the Homeless Population in Los Angeles Us-
ing Point-in-Time Data,” Economic Roundtable, 2018, https://economicrt.org/publication/estimating-the-annu-
al-size-of-the-homeless-population/. 
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aged children. 

Estimates for doubled up houselessness for the Grand Junction Census Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) 
are estimated using ACS microdata gathered from IPUMS,25 and following the methodology of Richard et 
al.26 PUMAs are areas defined by the US Census Bureau with populations of roughly 100,000 people and 
are the smallest geography that ACS microdata are available. 

We use the same data and methods utilized by Richard et al.27 to estimate doubled up houselessness in the 
Grand Junction PUMA. Doubled up houselessness is defined as poor or near-poor individuals in a poor or 
near-poor household (at or below 125% of a geographically adjusted poverty threshold) who meet the fol-
lowing conditions: a relative that the household head does not customarily take responsibility for (based 
on age and relationship); or a nonrelative who is not a partner and not formally sharing in household costs 
(not roomers/roommates). Additionally, single adult children and relatives over 65 are seen as a house-
holder’s responsibility, so those cases are included in estimates only if the household is overcrowded. 

The doubled-up estimate also includes a geographically adjusted poverty measure, as in, a measure of a 
household’s ability to afford housing based solely on the household’s income. This measure uses area me-
dian rents for a standard unit (two-bedroom units with full kitchen and plumbing facilities) and adjusting 
the portion of a household’s poverty threshold allocated toward housing, based on housing tenure status 
group (owning vs. renting). 

Mapping risk of houselessness by census tract and census block group 
The risk of houselessness within Grand Junction and surrounding communities was assessed using the 
variables listed below according to Census Tract and Census Block Group designations. 

The variables included in the risk mapping are: 

■ Unemployment rate 
■ Percent of the population that is non-White 
■ Poverty rate 

■ Number of housing units per capita 

■ Median rent 
■ Rent as percentage of gross income 

■ Percentage of households with public assistance income (e.g., Supplemental Nutrition Assis-
tance, SNAP) 

■ Percentage of the population with a disability 
Each variable was incorporated in a risk model that was calculated by Census Tract and Census Block 
Group. The Census Block Group risk maps do not include the percentage of the population with a dis-
ability, as there was no data available for that variable at the block group level. Additionally, some census 
blocks did not have estimates in the ACS for median rent. When data was unavailable, median rent for the 
census tract that the block group is in was used. 

To compare risk across geographies and variables, the data were first normalized to be on the same scale. 
Specifically, all variables were scaled to fall between zero and one, where the highest value of a single 
variable across geography receives a value of one, and the lowest value of that variable receives a value 
of zero. For example, the census tract with the highest unemployment rate has a value of one, and the 

25 Steven Ruggles et al., “IPUMS USA: Version 13.0” (Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2023), https://doi.org/10.18128/ 
D010.V13.0. 

26 Molly K. Richard et al., “Quantifying Doubled-Up Homelessness: Presenting a New Measure Using U.S. Census Mi-
crodata,” Housing Policy Debate 0, no. 0 (2022): 1–22, https://doi.org/10.1080/10511482.2021.1981976. 

27Richard et al., 2022. 
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census tract with the lowest unemployment rate has a value of zero. Higher values represent a higher risk 
of becoming unhoused, and lower values represent lower risk. Once all variables are normalized, the aver-
age risk across all variables is calculated by census tract or block group. Each variable is given equal weight. 

The average across all of the variables represents the final unhoused risk score. The risk scores are relative, 
meaning that the census tract or block group with the highest risk score (a score of 1), has the highest risk 
for people becoming unhoused relative to all other census tracts or blocks in the Grand Junction area. The 
census tract or block group with the smallest risk score (a score of zero), has the lowest risk relative to all 
other census tracts or blocks. 

Capacity estimates 
Capacity estimates were based upon a methodology developed by JG Research & Evaluation. This meth-
odology is based upon our CAST assessment approach for human service system capacity. The method has 
been published in peer-reviewed publications, Preventing Chronic Disease and Substance Abuse, and used 
to complete assessments in 5 states. 

The core of the assessment approach is the following equation is used for CAST estimates: 

Relevant Population * Program usage rate * Frequency 
Group size 

Relevant population – Estimate of the total number of individuals in a county who could use the inter-
vention 

Usage rate – Estimate of the eligible population who are likely to use the service 

Frequency – Estimate of the frequency with which the population will use the service in one year 

Group size – Estimate of the total number of individuals who are served by an intervention (units vary by 
intervention type) 

Estimates for the equation were identified by the research team, drawing from both service utilization 
records in Mesa County and the scientific literature on service utilization patterns. When data was not 
available, perspectives from key informants and local stakeholders provided the basis for the estimates. 
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APPENDIX 2. REVIEW OF NATIONAL ESTIMATES ON 
COST SAVINGS AND HOUSELESSNESS INTERVENTIONS 

There is a wide range of potential interventions and solutions to attempt to solve the challenge of address-
ing and supporting the unhoused population across the United States. With such a wide range of interven-
tions, understanding which ones are most effective and most cost efficient is important so that regulatory 
bodies can most efficiently allocate resources and funding. Interventions may take place across multiple 
stages of houselessness and may range from services to prevent vulnerable populations from becoming 
unhoused to emergency shelters or disaster relief services to help those currently unhoused have a safe 
place to stay or survive extreme weather events. 

This section intends to review potential cost savings and effectiveness by intervention or prevention ser-
vice, based on prior peer reviewed research or evidence from interventions or services provided in other 
areas of the United States. Estimates are wide ranging and highly dependent on context, as each are 
targeted specifically at certain populations or only consider one intervention. While cost savings or effec-
tiveness may differ in Grand Junction from the reviews presented below, the previous literature demon-
strates a comprehensive evidence base and sense of what types of costs and benefits are associated with 
interventions and responses to houselessness. 

Houseless prevention and financial assistance 
One potential intervention for addressing houselessness is through prevention and financial assistance 
for vulnerable individuals prior to becoming houseless. With rising costs of living and tenants struggling 
to keep up with these costs, eviction, and the potential to enter homelessness is a real threat to people. 
Based on Bureau of Labor Statistics data and current rental indices in Grand Junction, 78% of the popula-
tion works in occupations whose average annual wages are above a 30% rent to income ratio, likely making 
houselessness a real threat for a large portion of this population. Preventing members of this population 
from possible houselessness would not only be helpful for this population but would also prevent the bur-
den on the current houselessness system and emergency services from increasing. 

While prevention programs have great potential, their effectiveness has only recently begun to be studied 
in academic literature. Phillips and Sullivan28 provide the first evidence from a randomized control trial 
that analyzes the impact of financial assistance to prevent houselessness, where families at high risk of 
becoming unhoused were offered temporary financial assistance for rent and costs of living at an average 
of $2,000 per family assigned to the treatment group. They find that the assistance significantly reduces 
houselessness and is also a cost-effective intervention. These types of interventions are likely to be partic-
ularly useful for people in extreme poverty or those currently experiencing doubled-up houselessness. A 
National Alliance to End Homelessness Report in 2011 reported that the odds of becoming unhoused for 
those at or below the poverty line is 1 in 25 and for those doubled-up is 1 in 10, which are both substan-
tially greater than for the general population, which has 1 in 200 odds of becoming unhoused. 

The numbers on prevention 
■ People offered emergency financial assistance were 81 percent less likely to become un-
housed within six months of enrollment, and 73 percent less likely to become unhoused within 
12 months of enrollment.29 

■ It is estimated that communities get $2.47 back in benefits per net dollar spent on emergen-
cy financial assistance.30 

28 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023. 

29 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023. 

30 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023. 
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■ The emergency financial assistance program has $1,898 of direct benefits to recipients and 
$2,605 of benefits to non-recipients.31 Specific benefits include an estimated: 

□ $316 per person savings in utilization of public services such as health and justice sys-
tems 

□ Decreased costs of eviction such as loss of possessions, difficulty finding new housing, 
and disruptions to children (if present). 

□ $219 in benefits to landlords of avoiding evictions and damages. 
□ Indirect savings to the public through reduction in violent crime. $2,386 in benefits to 

victims of crime. 

Housing first interventions and transitional/supported housing 
Housing first, or the idea that having stable housing is necessary before people experiencing houseless-
ness can find work and transition back into the community, is one of the most studied interventions in 
terms of cost effectiveness for houselessness interventions. Housing first is also largely related to or could 
be interchangeably used with transitional and/or supported housing, which provides housing to people 
experiencing houselessness along with case management and support in receiving services. Several stud-
ies that look at housing first or transitional housing interventions are observational randomized control 
trials, which allows for comparison of groups who received the housing first treatment and groups that 
received normal treatment. These studies likely offer the most reliable results of cost effectiveness, as they 
are based on real comparisons and observations of new interventions compared to baseline or normal 
treatment. A potential shortfall of these studies is that they focus on specific populations and interven-
tions, such as veterans with mental health disorders, so the effectiveness and effects of the interventions 
may somewhat differ if they were to be applied to other populations. 

Rosenheck et al.32 analyzed the cost effectiveness of HUD-VA supported housing with section 8 vouchers 
and intensive case management for homeless veterans with mental health disorders, compared to base-
line treatments of standard VA care and/or case management only. They find that, from a cost perspective 
alone, the cost of the HUD-VA supported housing is slightly higher than standard care, but that there are 
benefits that accrue through superior outcomes such as an increase in the number of days housed for vet-
erans experiencing houselessness and indirect effects to society. Latimer et al.33 conducted a similar study, 
looking at an adult population with mental illness experiencing houselessness, and the cost effectiveness 
of housing first with intensive case management compared to treatment as usual. Results were similar to 
Rosenheck et al.34 in that the housing first intervention was marginally more costly but that benefits ac-
crued to individuals and society. Specifically, they found that there were meaningful cost offsets observed 
for emergency shelters, substance use treatment, supportive housing, and EMS services. 

Basu et al.35 conducted a comparative cost analysis of a housing and case management program for chron-
ically ill adults experiencing houselessness relative to usual care, utilizing a two-arm randomized control 
trial with patients at a public hospital and a private, non-profit hospital. In this population, unlike Rosen-
heck et al.36 and Latimer et al.,37 they found that the housing and case management group demonstrated 

31 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023. 

32 Rosenheck et al., 2003. 

33 Eric A. Latimer et al., “Cost-Effectiveness of Housing First Intervention With Intensive Case Management Compared 
With Treatment as Usual for Homeless Adults With Mental Illness: Secondary Analysis of a Randomized Clinical Trial,” 
JAMA Network Open 2, no. 8 (August 21, 2019): e199782, https://doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2019.9782. 

34 Rosenheck et al., 2003. 

35 Basu et al., 2012. 

36 Rosenheck et al., 2003. 

37 Latimer et al., 2019. 
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substantial cost savings relative to normal care, primarily through decreases in hospitalizations, emergen-
cy, and legal services that substantially offset the increase in housing, case management and outpatient 
costs. Overall, there are some discrepancies across the literature for housing first when looking strictly at 
cost effectiveness or cost savings, as Ly and Latimer38 find in a review of literature on housing first’s impact 
on costs and associated cost offsets. They reviewed several published as well as 22 unpublished studies 
with variation in results and monetary cost savings across the literature base. While there is some level 
of uncertainty on cost savings, there is clear cost offsets in specific areas such as utilization of emergency 
services, legal and justice system burden, and other related costs, with clear benefits to participants and 
therefore PEH. They conclude that, overall, housing first initiatives represent a more efficient allocation of 
resources than traditional services, despite the variation in cost. 

The numbers and key information on housing first and supported housing 
■ Potential cost offsets, or mean reductions in costs attributable to the housing first interven-
tion, come through a variety of mechanisms: 

□ Emergency shelters: -$2,62739 

□ Substance use treatment: -$1,14840 

□ Supportive housing: -$1,86141 

□ Ambulatory visits/EMS: -$2,375,42 -$70443 

□ Hospitalization: -$6,78644 

□ Legal Services: -$1,05145 

■ Incremental Cost Efficiency Ratios (ICER) are variable, with some studies showing slightly 
higher marginal costs and some showing lower marginal costs. These are likely to vary sub-
stantially depending on the study context and the total costs of the housing first intervention 
within the setting. 

□ ICER46: $45, Intervention is slightly more costly. 
□ ICER47: $56.08, Intervention is slightly more costly. 
□ ICER48: -$6,307, Intervention is less costly. This is primarily driven by changes in hospi-

talization costs. 

□ Benefits vary depending on cost-effectiveness acceptability curves, which measure how 
much society values an additional day of housing. If benefits are valued at $50, the 
probability of benefits outweighing costs is 56%. If benefits are valued at $100, the 
probability of benefits outweighing costs is 92%. 

38 Angela Ly and Eric Latimer, “Housing First Impact on Costs and Associated Cost Offsets: A Review of the Literature,” The 
Canadian Journal of Psychiatry 60, no. 11 (November 2015): 475–87, https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506001103. 

39 Latimer et al., 2019. 

40 Latimer et al., 2019. 

41 Latimer et al., 2019. 

42 Latimer et al., 2019. 

43 Basu et al., 2012. 

44 Basu et al., 2012. 

45 Basu et al., 2012. 

46 Rosenheck et al., 2003. 

47 Latimer et al., 2019. 

48 Basu et al., 2012. 
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■ Housing first or Supported Housing is beneficial for participants: 
□ At 3 years follow up, individuals who received the full supported housing treatment had 

16% more days housed than a group that received only case management, and 25% 
more days housed than the group that received baseline care.49 

□ Days of stable housing were higher by 140 days for the housing first treatment group50 

□ There is some uncertainty whether housing first, strictly from a cost standpoint, fully 
offset costs. However, there is a benefit to participants and the interventions represent 
a more efficient allocation of resources compared to traditional services. 

Emergency housing, shelters, and encampments 
These types of interventions are generally related to the unsheltered homeless population, who may be 
living in unsuitable conditions, outside, or in encampments. From the cost perspective, the relationship 
between the public health costs of encampments and the costs of shelters and emergency housing ser-
vices is complex. Additionally, because of this complexity, comparisons and understanding of the costs, 
benefits, and tradeoffs to permanent housing initiatives such as housing first is not well understood or 
clear. Costs are highly influenced by city or government response to unsheltered homeless persons, fund-
ing and support for shelters, number of beds available, and other related costs such as outreach and staff-
ing, public services to clean or clear encampments, and emergency services that respond to emergencies 
related to unsheltered homelessness. 

One solution that is frequently implemented to supplement shelters and somewhat manage unsanctioned 
camping is to designate publicly sanctioned encampments or provide other alternatives such as tempo-
rary tiny homes or safe parking. However, the evidence base suggests that these are not necessarily cost 
saving, as there are additional costs such as staffing and oversight, having to operate outdoors and in 
designated perimeters, and potentially dealing with additional substance use issues than in shelters. The 
relationship between shelters and people’s choice to enter a shelter rather than encampments is also 
complex, as shelters have stricter rules and limitations. It is noted in an Alternative Shelter Analysis report 
by EcoNW (2023) that people often avoid shelters due to potential separation from family, timing that 
does not align with schedules, concerns about security of personal belongings, concerns about exposure 
to germs and disease, and sobriety requirements at many shelters. 

Overall, prior research and evidence suggests that there are no cost savings between shelter beds and 
sanctioned campsites, safe parking, or other similar alternative measures. While providing these sanc-
tioned alternatives may provide support for shelters and address some of the shortcomings of shelters, 
there is no evidence that providing these additional short term shelters impact inflow or outflow to home-
lessness. Experts suggest that shelters and sanctioned camping should not be viewed as a permanent 
solution alone, as individuals may become reliant on these supports without receiving the necessary inter-
ventions to reduce homelessness, therefore leading to high costs over time (EcoNW, 2023). 

The Numbers on Shelters and Encampments: 

■ The best estimate for cost per bed at a bed-only shelter facility for a single adult, which is the 
most common type of facility is: $14,06451 

■ Costs of a bed can be highly variable depending on bed type and other services provided at 
a shelter facility: 

49 Rosenheck et al., 2003. 

50 Latimer et al., 2019. 

51 Dennis P Culhane and Seongho An. “Estimated Revenue of the Nonprofit Homeless Shelter “Industry” in the United 
States: Implications for a More Comprehensive Approach to Unmet Shelter Demand” Housing Policy Debate (2021) 
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Table 24. Estimated annual revenue per bed/unity, temporary and permanent housing 
shelters52 

Population Temporary ($) Permanent ($) 
Family Mode 17,742 25,390 

Median 22,750 38,523 
Mean 26,250 52,405 

Adult Mode 14,064 18,809 
Median 19,787 24,198 
Mean 25,806 28,772 

Youth Mode 34,492 -
Median 39,432 -
Mean 43,519 -

Total Mode 16,042 18,462 
Median 23,030 25,863 
Mean 27,589 32,511 

■ Costs of alternative shelters such as sanctioned campsites, safe parking and tiny homes are 
highly variable, but comparable on a per capita basis to the costs per bed at shelters (EcoNW, 
2023). Annual operating costs range from roughly $10k-$75k per bed per year, with most be-
tween $20k-$50k per bed. 

Table 25. Cost of alternative housing projects53 

Project 
Type Metro Area 

Project 
Name 

Units/ 
capacity 

Upfront/ 
capital 

Capital 
per capita 

Annual 
operations 

Annual 
operations 
per capita 

Sanctioned 
Campsite Denver 

Safe Outdoor 
Spaces 
(4 sites) 

220  $700,000 $3,182 $4,169,871 $18,954 

Sanctioned 
Campsite Los Angeles Pilot Safe 

Sleep Village 90  $230,577 $ 2,562 $1,250,300 $32,959 

Sanctioned 
Campsite San Francisco Sleep Villages 

2022-2023 63  $2,000,000 $31,746 $4,100,000 $74,545 

Safe Parking 
& 
Sanctioned 
Campsite 

Sacramento WX-
SafeGround 185 - - $3,048,000 $16,476 

Safe Parking 
& 
Sanctioned 
Campsite 

Sacramento Miller Park 110 - - $3,287,452 $29,886 

Safe 
Parking Sacramento 

South Front 
Dr. Safe 
Parking 

50 - - $1,185,000 $237,000 

Safe Parking Sacramento 
Roseville 
Road RT 
Station 

50  $500,000 $10,000 $2,200,000 $44,000 

52 Culhane and An, 2021. 

53 “Alternative Shelter Analysis,” ECONorthwest, 2023.
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Project 
Type Metro Area 

Project 
Name 

Units/ 
capacity 

Upfront/ 
capital 

Capital 
per capita 

Annual 
operations 

Annual 
operations 
per capita 

Safe Parking Sacramento Coflax Yard 30  $600,000 $20,000 $2,200,000 $61,125 

Safe Parking San Francisco Bayview VTC 
Safe Parking 100  $3,000,000 $30,000 $3,500,000 $35,000 

Safe Parking Portland 
Sunderland 
RV Safe Park 

(New) 
55  $200,000 $3,636 - -

Tiny Homes Portland Agape Village 15  $82,500 $5,500 $116,000 $7,733 

Tiny Homes Denver 
Beloved 

Community 
Village 

24  $145,000 $6,042 $204,000 $8,500 

Tiny Homes Denver 
Women’s 
Welcome 

Village 
14  $210,000 $ 5,000 $128,800 $9,200 

Tiny Homes Missoula 
Temporary 

Safe Outdoor 
Space (TSOS) 

30  $1,480,000 $49,333 $408,000 $13,600 

Tiny Homes Los Angeles Arroyo Seco - 
Hyland Park 224  $7,327,376 $32,712 $4,496,800 $20,075 

Tiny Homes Los Angeles 
Saticoy + 
Whitsett 

West 
150  $9,007,000 $60,047 $2,930,950 $20,075 

Tiny Homes Los Angeles Eagle Rock 93  $3,832,137 $41,206 $1,866,975 $20,075 

Tiny Homes Los Angeles 
Tarzana Sun-
flower Cabin 
Community 

150  $5,332,220 $35,548 $3,011,250 $20,075 

Tiny Homes Portland 
Menlo Park 

Safe Rest 
Village 

60  $400,750 $6,679 $2,430,000 $40,500 

Tiny Homes Portland Queer Affinity 
Village 35  $500,000 $14,286 $3,000,000 $41,096 

Tiny Homes Portland BIPOC Village 38 - - - -

Tiny Homes Portland 
Multnomah 

Safe Rest 
Village 

30  $452,776 $15,093 $1,930,000 $64,333 

Tiny Homes Sacramento 
Emergency 

Bridge Hous-
ing - Grove 

24 - - $3,195,744 $66,578 

Tiny Homes San Francisco 
33 Gough 
Street Tiny 

Cabin Village 
70  $2,000,000 $28,571 $5,460,000 $78,000 

Tiny Homes San Francisco 
16th and 

Mission St 
Cabins (New) 

70  $7,000,000 $100,000 - -

Tiny Homes Austin 

Esperanza 
Community 

2022/23 
(New) 

200  $7,070,035 $35,350 - -
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■ Costs of responding to encampments are highly variable across cities and dependent on the 
way in which each city responds to encampments. The below figures demonstrate the cost per 
unsheltered homeless person as well as a detailed breakout of costs across four cities included 
in the study.54 

Table 26. Cost of encampment response per number of unsheltered homeless popula-
tion55 

Total spending on 
encampment activities, 2019 

Unsheltered 
population, 2019 

Cost per unsheltered 
person, 2019 

Chicago $ 3,572,000 1,260 $ 2,835 
Houston $ 3,393,000 1,614 $ 2,108 
Tacoma $ 3,905,000 629 $ 6,208 
San Jose $ 8,557,000 1,922 $ 1,080 

Table 27. Cost of encampment response by type of activity56 

Chicago Houston San Jose Tacoma 
Outreach (total) $ 3,082,000 $ 15,460,000 $ 870,000 $ 1,056,000 
   Outreach and housing navigation $ 2,110,000 $ 834,000 $ 800,000 $ 168,000 

   Homeless Outreach Teams $ 9,310,000 $ 630,000 - $ 887,000 

   Substance use disorder programs - $ 27,000 - -
   Medical assistance $ 33,000 $ 52,000 $ 5,300 -
   Financial assistance $ 7,000 $ 3,000 $ 17,000 $ 1,000 
Encampment clearance $ 14,000 $ 887,000 $ 4,910,000 $ 144,000 
Encampment prevention - - $ 1,495,000 $ 239,000 
Shelter $ 297,000 - - $ 2,347,000 
Dedicated permanent supportive 
housing - $ 782,000 - -

Other $ 53,000 $ 178,000 $ 1,281,000 $ 65,000 
Total $ 3,572,000 $ 3,393,000 $ 8,557,000 $ 3,905,000 

Hygiene and health interventions and services 
While hygiene, health, and crisis interventions are not solutions to homelessness, they are necessary ser-
vices to maintain public health standards and tools to provide basic living needs to those experiencing 
homelessness, particularly unsheltered homelessness. These services are highly connected to the shelter 
and housing tools referenced in the above section, as health and hygiene services are often associated 
with encampments, for example. Additionally, reductions in the homeless populations may lead to de-
clines in costs for these services due to a reduction in utilization. 

54 “Exploring Homelessness Among People Living in Encampments and Associated Cost” (U.S. Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, 2020). 

55 U.S. HUD, 2020. 

56 U.S. HUD, 2020. 
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The numbers and costs of hygiene and health services 
All costs are from a Portland Hygiene, Storage, and Waste Management study for the unsheltered commu-
nity.57 Costs may be lower for Grand Junction, which is a smaller community. 

■ Port-a-potties: 
□ $700/unit in replacement costs 
□ $35,000/month for a maintenance contract to service all units (Portland, OR) 

■ Standalone public restrooms: 
□ $100,000/unit cost 
□ $100,000 in installation costs 

□ $15,000/year in utilities and maintenance costs 
■ Handwashing Stations: 

□ $60/unit plus two hours set up and two hours of maintenance/week 
■ Mobile Shower Services: 

□ Mobile shower trucks are sometimes paired with toilets and offer flexibility in delivering 
services. 

□ $400,000/truck with yearly maintenance of $300,000 
□ Potentially cheaper options: 

▪ Mobile trailer at $70,000 
▪ Modified bus or truck at $150,000 

■ RV Waste Services: 
□ Services to provide mobile RV waste pump outs and bagged trash collection. 
□ Contract at $238,000/year 

57 Jacen Greene et al., “Hygiene, Storage, and Waste Management for the Unsheltered Community: Gaps & Oppor-
tunities Analysis,” 2022. 
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Number of Respondents by Zip Code in Mesa County 

APPENDIX 3. SUMMARY OF RESULTS FROM SURVEY OF 
COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

The community survey was circulated through advertisements on social media which specifically targeted 
Grand Junction and Mesa County from July 7 through July 31, 2023. There were 677 completed survey 
responses included in the final analysis. A response was excluded if it was less than 30% complete, less 
than 3 minutes was spent on the survey, and if they did not currently reside in Grand Junction. Figure 33 
presents the geographic distribution of respondents. Zip codes in yellow did not include any respondents. 

Figure 33. Survey respondent density by zip code - Mesa County 

Survey participant ages were skewed older (i.e., only 7.24% respondents between the ages of 20-29 
years), and the survey does not fully capture young adult or youth perspectives on unhoused experiences 
in Grand Junction.Additionally, a larger number of people identifying as women responded to the survey 
(i.e., 61% of respondents identified as women) than the proportion of the population in the county. Re-
spondents tended to be long-term residents of the county, with 443 respondents reporting that they have 
lived in the county for more than 10 years. 

Thirteen percent of respondents stated that they had been personally unhoused. Of those individuals, 
53% had previously been unhoused in GJ and just under 17% are currently unhoused in GJ. Further, most 
of the individuals who were either currently or previously unhoused in GJ indicated that they had lived 
in the area for greater than one year, which is contrary to the often-cited belief that people who are 
unhoused are not “from” where they live. These beliefs can stem from a variety of factors, including mis-
understandings, stereotypes, and limited exposure to the realities of houselessness. Houselessness that 
is more visible, such as people sleeping on the streets or in public places, might give the impression that 
homeless individuals are not connected to the local community. Stigma and stereotypes about house-
lessness frequently portray people who are experiencing homelessness as “outsiders” or “others,” and 
this perception can lead to the misconception that people who are unhoused must be from somewhere 
else. While the incidence of currently unhoused respondents was relatively low (n = 24), 41% indicated 
that they have lived in grand junction for over 20 years, and this trend was the same for those who were 
previously unhoused in the area with 52% reporting that they lived in GJ for more than 20 years. Only 5% 
of people who are currently or previously unhoused in GJ reported being in the area for less than one year. 

There was some variation in the housing status of respondents, as displayed in Figure 34, where respon-
dents were asked to reflect on both the quality of their current housing situation as well as their level of 
worry or concern about the stability of their current housing status. 
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Figure 34. Community survey: Current housing situation and worried about housing 

Table 28. Community survey - Reason for housing worry 
Reason for Housing Worry Total % 
Rent went up 36 5.32 
Basic costs of living went up 36 5.32 
Household income went down 31 4.58 
Other 17 2.51 
Household bills went up 11 1.62 
Current housing situation is/was temporary 9 1.33 
Landlord pursuing eviction or choosing not to renew lease 3 0.44 
Note: Respondents could select more than one option. Other write in responses included: All the above, 
decision making from city and county officials, housing market availability and affordability, low wages, 
poverty, and other financial concerns 

There was also a broad set of personal experiences among respondents with those who are unhoused, 
ranging from volunteering to provide support to personally being unhoused at some point in their lifetime. 
These varied experiences suggest that the respondents were at least partially knowledgeable about the 
experience of being unhoused in the community, and that this informed their perspectives on questions 
about needs and gaps in the community for services. Just over 9% of respondents had personal experienc-
es with using housing-related services in Grand Junction, with the most common being supportive services 
such as free meals or childcare, Housing Choice or Section 8 voucher, and rental assistance or eviction 
prevention. 
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Figure 35. Community survey: Unhoused experience 

Survey respondents overwhelmingly viewed houselessness as a problem in the community, with 84% in-
dicating that they viewed it as a large problem. 

Figure 36. Community survey: How much of an issue is houselessness in Grand Junction? 

Survey respondents were asked to select from a set of housing interventions across the housing contin-
uum those services that had the highest need. Figure 37 displays how they ranked service needs, with 
affordable housing units for low-income residents being the most commonly identified need. 

88 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment 

Packet Page 158



Draft for Review	

 

... 
JOO 

100 

300 

200 

100 

Major Needs 

• • o«ticated o«ticaied ""' $p1Ct'($} 

'" 
$pate($} 

"' --...... - - """"" '''"'"" ......... lo, 
10 10 -... ., ... ., ,......., 

""'" .. ,,,. ... 
"""" .... "' 

""' ........ '" ·--"'"'" ..,.,,, 
CondlllOl'S, 

'""'" thabllitlts 

Mole More More 
houS!ng SOOS!clled lenl)O(ary 

lb1$ l'ICM./$lng 
lhataJe ll'llts tot 

1;1ttoa.Jable (eo ll'OVl<IA\ls 
fot Housing recCNeflog 

lc:MW~ome Cfloice lrom 
testdents Vouchef/Seaion Slbstance 

8, LCM" use 
'1c0fne tisofderlackllcbon r,.. 
C,"'1) 

Response 

Mo,e ·-~ """'"" '" -~· released 
1,om 

Ja,IIOf 

"""'" 

GJ Community Survey: Who should be responsible for emergency shelter 

-Churches arKI oon·t know Govemmell Non-governmental Unhoused NA 
religious organizations/charities residents 

communities themselves 
Response 

,oo 

ISO 

LOO 

,o 

Suj>pl@meut.al Needs 

11 
~er Berte1 More Mori' !kl·e 

coordna,Ofl <M"e~ch al'MiltY ind.a housele~:s 
crd inc bc':tc:1 bc:ttc· p,cv.::f'lllor 

r111'1imll as-imanl piymg p::, bar&::,orta, on s.rvi:,x 
~~II l)':!>HVIC:l!l."pu!liNIE!. -\1LI!'S (11! 
tiaou ~ ! len'IPOfa') ,-~ asgru~ 

"' hcu~s ,. 
r"Un'fl 8 

Mo!l'Jlb 
trannQ 

Pf09rlJTG 

"""IOI Response 

Na~ PJOle 
mentll :!IIDMn:e s.p:>Clltve 
ticoltl ir..c.roli:tctiC>'I :;:::/\lie<::; 

Sl!fYICQI. i:QMCliiS' 111gt"-

<n• 
"'') 

"""-Wnleln 

GJ Community Survey: Who should be rcsl)Onslblc for Ions tNm tior.,slng for 1.mhouscd rcs.ldcnts 

nnUhnn 
Church~s and Don't know 

rl:il'lf'Ju~ 
communities 

Governmert Non-e:overnmien1<1 Unhoused 
@r1-:o1ni~iltion>/charitie> 1e~iclent> 

thcnscl,•cs 

NA 

Figure 37. Community survey: Major needs and supplemental needs 

In addition to housing types, survey respondents were asked to identify supplemental supports that can 
aid those who are unhoused or function as a preventative measure against an individual or family becom-
ing unhoused. When asked about supplemental support, residents focused on the need for mental health 
services and substance use treatment services. 

Figure 38. Community survey: Who should be responsible for emergency shelter and long 
term housing for unhoused residents 
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GJ Community Survey: Opinion on Government Spending to assist Unhoused Residents 
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Figure 39. Community survey: Opinion on government spending to assist unhoused resi-
dents 

Figure 40. Community survey: Maps of support for housing-related services 
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APPENDIX 4. SUPPLEMENTARY DATA 

Table 29. Risk factors by census tract 
Risk Characteristics – Areas at highest risk of houselessness 

Tract Area Risk Ranking Characteristics and Risk Drivers 

Central Grand Junction 1 

High poverty rate, high percentage of people with 
a disability, low number of housing units per cap-
ita. Relatively high averages across all risk indica-
tors. 

Central Grand Junction 2 
High percentage of people receiving public assis-
tance, large non-White population, high poverty 
rate, high percentage of people with a disability 

Central Grand Junction 3 

Highest poverty rate of any census tract in Mesa 
County, large portion of people who cannot afford 
rent, relatively high percentage of people with a 
disability 

Fruita Area 4 Highest rent to income ratio of any census tract in 
county, relatively large non-White population 

Southeast Grand Junction — 
Riverside 5 

Tied for highest rent to income ratio of any census 
tract in county, high median rent, relatively high 
unemployment rate 

Notes: The risk characteristics and drivers are based off the relative indicator rankings for the above census 
tracts. The indicators that appear to be driving the overall risk ranking are described, however, the overall 
risk ranking is driven by the average across all of the indicators. 
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Table 30. Rent to income ratio by occupation in Grand Junction: 2016-2021 
Rent to Income Ratios by Occupation in Grand Junction – 2016 to 2021 

2016 2021 

Occupation 
% of Total 
Employment 

Rent to 
Income 
Ratio 

% of Total 
Employment 

Rent to 
Income 
Ratio 

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations 10.77 50.31 10.52 50.91 
Healthcare Support Occupations 3.44 37.44 4.63 47.69 
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance 
Occupations 2.83 38.61 3.12 47.12 

Personal Care and Service Occupations 2.83 46.21 1.74 45.73 
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations 0.07 34.90 0.14 45.43 
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations 6.12 30.60 7.38 42.29 
Production Occupations 3.87 30.59 4.10 40.67 
Office and Administrative Support Occupations 15.81 32.83 12.80 39.95 
Sales and Related Occupations 12.59 28.38 11.42 36.98 
Educational Instruction and Library Occupations 5.84 35.55 
Community and Social Service Occupations 2.20 25.95 2.00 33.60 
Construction and Extraction Occupations 6.37 23.97 6.74 33.14 
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations 4.96 24.48 4.83 32.28 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 
Occupations 1.19 30.55 0.93 31.86 

Protective Service Occupations 2.23 24.29 2.08 31.05 
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 1.06 15.07 1.37 23.59 
Business and Financial Operations Occupations 4.17 17.38 5.37 23.16 
Life, Physical, and Social Science Occupations 0.92 17.37 1.06 22.63 
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 0.99 15.18 1.18 20.25 
Legal Occupations 0.66 16.32 0.65 18.13 
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations 7.99 13.79 8.11 16.04 
Management Occupations 3.36 11.52 3.99 14.87 
All Occupations 100.00 25.35 100.00 31.31 
Source: Zillow and Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
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Table 31. Example assessment and prioritization tools 

Tool Developer Details Supporting 
Literature; Validity/Reliability 

Alliance Coordinated 
Assessment Tool Set 

National Alliance 
to End Homeless-

ness 

24 questions and 
Vulnerability index 

No formal evaluations or psychomet-
ric properties reported. 

DESC – Vulnerability 
Assessment Tool 

Downtown 
Emergency 

Service Center – 
Seattle 

10 questions 

Good inter-item, inter-rater, and 
test-retest reliability. 

Demonstrated good convergent and 
concurrent validity.58 

Rehousing, Triage, 
and Assessment 

Survey 

Calgary Homeless 
Foundation 45 questions No formal evaluations or psychomet-

ric properties reported. 

Homelessness Asset 
and Risk Screening 

Tool (Hart) 

University Of 
Calgary, 

Calgary Homeless 
Foundation 

21 questions; sub 
questions for youth, 

women, older 
adults, and indige-
nous populations 

Good content and construct validity, 
but no reliability analyses reported.59 

VI-SPDAT (version 3) Community 
Solutions 27 questions 

The VI-SPDAT 3 has no formal eval-
uation. The VI-SPDAT 2 shows poor 
test-retest and inter-rater reliability.60 

The VI-SPDAT 3 is based on version 2. 

At least three studies identified un-
intended racial disparities in survey 
outcomes.61 

Matching for 
Appropriate 
Placement 

Pathways MISI 
and Montana 
Continuum of 
Care Coalition 

22 questions No formal evaluations or psychomet-
ric properties were reported. 

Arizona 
Self-Sufficiency 

Matrix 
Arizona 18 questions 

Reported low inter-item reliability, 
good internal consistency, and good 
convergent validity62 

58 Ginzler, J. A., & Monroe-DeVita, M. Downtown Emergency Service Center’s Vulnerability Assessment Tool for indi-
viduals coping with chronic homelessness: A psychometric analysis. (Northeast Seattle, WA: The University of Wash-
ington, 2010). 

59 Tutty, L. M., Bradshaw, C., Hewson, J., MacLaurin, B., Schiff, J. W., Worthington, C., ... & Turner, A. On the Brink? A 
Pilot Study of the Homelessness Assets and Risk Tool (HART) to Identify those at Risk of Becoming Homeless. (Calgary 
Homeless Foundation, 2012). 

60 Brown, M., Cummings, C., Lyons, J., Carrión, A., & Watson, D. P. Reliability and validity of the Vulnerability In-
dex-Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) in real-world implementation. (Journal of Social Dis-
tress and the Homeless, 27(2), 2018), 110-117. 

61 Cronley, C., “Invisible Intersectionality in Measuring Vulnerability Among Individuals Experiencing Homelessness 
– Critically Appraising the VI-SPDAT,” (Journal of Social Distress and Homelessness, 31, 2020), 23-33; King, B., Assess-
ment and Findings of the Vulnerability Index (VI-SPDAT) Survey of Individuals Experiencing Homelessness in Travis 
County, TX, (UT School of Public Health Dissertations, Open Access, 2018); Wilkey, C., et al., Coordinated Entry Sys-
tems : Racial Equity Analysis of Assessment Data, (C4 Innovations, 2019). 

62 Cummings, C. An Exploration of the Psychometric Properties of the Self-Sufficiency Matrix Among Individuals and 
Families Currently or At Risk of Experiencing Homelessness, (2018). 
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