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

CITY O

Grand Junction

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 5, 2024
WORKSHOP, 5:30 PM
FIRE DEPARTMENT TRAINING ROOM AND VIRTUAL
625 UTE AVENUE

1. Discussion Topics
a. Emerson Skate Park Final Design
b. Housing Goals and Implementation
c. Undergrounding Overhead Ultilities
d. Unhoused Strategy Report

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 | provide my input about a topic on tonight’s Workshop agenda?
Individuals wishing to provide input about Workshop topics can:

1. Send input by emailing a City Council member (Council email addresses) or call one or more
members of City Council (970-244-1504);
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City Council Workshop February 5, 2024

2. Provide information to the City Manager (citymanager@gjcity.org) for dissemination to the
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 15t and 3@ Wednesdays of each month
at 6 p.m. at City Hall) and provide comments during “Public Comments.”
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Grand Junction City Council
Workshop Session
Item #1.a.
Meeting Date: February 5, 2024
Presented By: Ken Sherbenou, Parks and Recreation Director
Department: Parks and Recreation

Submitted By: Ken Sherbenou

Information
SUBJECT:
Emerson Skate Park Final Design

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On December 20, 2023 City Council approved a design build contract with Ford
Construction as the General Contractor and Team Pain as the skate park designer and
builder for a state-of-the-art skate facility at Emerson Park. Team Pain is a renowned
designer and skate park builder with over 300 highly successful skate parks throughout
the country and 26 in Colorado. Since contract approval, the design-build group has
finalized the design and its nearing breaking ground. The final design built off the 2023
Emerson Skate Park and concept design that was presented to City Council in July
2023. Since contract approval on December 20, further engagement with leaders in the
skate community has occurred to complete the final design as well as regular meetings
with City staff. Construction fencing is scheduled to be erected the week of February
26th and construction is set to commence.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

As one of the City's four original historic parks, Emerson has a long history in the
community. Beyond the benefit of a beautiful mature tree canopy, there is currently
minimal use of Emerson Park for public recreation purposes. There is a large
playground structure which receives no use and a restroom facility that is the site of
frequent vandalism and other activities that results in a high amount of maintenance
work for City staff.

In 2021, the Parks, Recreation and Open Space (PROS) Master Plan engaged over
3000 residents. Driven by this robust community input, the PROS Plan identified over
$157M worth of needs. One major theme with those needs was reactivation and
renovation of antiquated parks facilities. The Emerson Skate Park was a high priority
given its low rate of activation as well as inadequate skate facilities in the community.
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The preference for Emerson for a high-end skate park goes back even farther than the
PROS plan, with the Emerson Park Neighborhood Association putting forth the idea
back in the early 2010s. The neighborhood association recognized its potential as an
underutilized, mature park with tree canopy filled with legacy trees. In the PROS
planning process, the project reemerged and gained traction as a high priority for the
system. That planning process looked at the parks and recreation system at a
community wide level to ensure gaps were identified in the types of facilities most
needed and the locations best suited to meet those needs. After the PROS plan
adoption by City Council on January 6, 2021, leaders of the skate park community
began meeting quarterly with Parks & Recreation staff. These meetings supported the
strong need for improved skating facilities as well as other wheeled sports. The
community has two skate parks over 20 years old, at Westlake Park and at Eagle Rim
Park, both of which provide outdated features.

To further progress the project, in 2023, Team Pain Skate Parks, in collaboration with
engineers and a landscape architect, led another in depth community engagement
process. The focus of that process was to develop a site master plan and a concept
design including cost estimates. The process included virtual and public meetings,
which culminated in the Emerson Skate Park plan and report. As a result of that public
process which involved numerous members of the skate community, the park has been
redesigned as a destination skate/wheel park. Team Pain’s Emerson Skate Park design
emphasizes modern elements that are currently lacking in Grand Junction including an
expansive street course, an intermediate bowl, and an advanced bowl.

Tim Payne, President of Team Pain, will lead the presentation describing the final
design at the City Council workshop.

Attached to this agenda documentation includes:
1. Final Site Design as of January 26, 2024

2. Excerpt from the 2021 PROS Master Plan

3. Emerson Skate Park Final Report

FISCAL IMPACT:

The approved 2024 budget amount is $3,065,659 and the Council approved
Guaranteed Maximum Price with Ford Construction as the General Contractor and
Team Pain as the skate park designer and builder is $2,906,875.

SUGGESTED ACTION:

For City Council discussion.

Attachments

Site Plan_1-26-24
Grand Junction PROS Plan, Adopted by Council 1 6 21.pdf, emerson excerpt
Final Grand Junction Emerson Skatepark Report

WnN =
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P:\1038.0007 - Emerson Skate Park\Drawings\C3D\Production Drawings\PROD-SITE.dwg, 1/26/2024 11:52:15 AM, DWG To PDF.pc3
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8.) Emerson Park Renovation

Emerson Park is located in an area above or at the service level for both
walkable and neighborhood access. It is an ideal location for a destination
bike and skate park that would draw youth and families from all over the
Western slope.

Long-term Priority

One of the four original historic parks along with Whitman, Hawthorn, and Washington Parks, Emerson is
located in an area is challenged by limited parking and pedestrian access across Pitkin and Ute Avenues.
The existing playground and supporting facilities are underused and dated. This park is an opportunity

to add significant value to the local neighborhoods as a destination bike and skate park serving skilled
users (including all wheel sports: skateboard, scooter, freestyle bike, skate). The addition of angle parking
along 10th Street would improve access. There are many mature, legacy trees in this park that contribute
highly to the urban canopy. These trees should be preserved; these trees and the large available area
present an opportunity to design a unique skate park experience, with ‘flow’ and street-style elements
winding through the existing trees and free-style terrain in the larger open space in the center of the
park. As with any high-level skate park facility, a community process that includes a skate park designer
should be implemented to develop the master plan for the renewal of this park space.

Figure 26: Emerson Park Concept Plan

PROPOSED MODERN,
EXPERT-SERVING SKATE
PARK + BIKE PARK WITH
SHADE STRUCTURES +
RESTROOM FACILITIES

ANGLE PARKING

UTE AVE. ALONG 10TH STREET

LS H16 'S
1S HL0T 'S

REMOVE EXISTING PLAYGROUND

PITKIN AVE. + PARK FACILITIES

PROPOSED SKATE PARK DESIGN
TO INCORPORATE AND PRESERVE
EXISTING MATURE TREES

ol .
010 EMERSON PARK - CONCEPT PLAN

GRAND JUNCTION PROS
NOVEMBER 2020

Grand Junction 75
(c—; COLORADO
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TEAM PAINskate rParRKsS

A CUSTOM SKATE PARK DESIGN/BUILD COMPANY

Summary of Project

In February 2023, the City of Grand Junction issued a nationwide request for proposal on a conceptual design
and landscape site plan at Emerson Park. Team Pain partnered with Clausen Rawley for this project. The RFP

was awarded March 16, 2023 and we immediately began work.

Emerson Park is a 3.1 acres City park and one of the oldest in the City. The current playground and restroom
facilities are dated and underused. The mature tree cover at the Emerson was determined to be vital and must
be incorporated into the design of the skate park. Parking and access to the park needed to be addressed.
Over the course of our design development, we also determined that the North and South corners of the park

were a safety concern with cars accidently crashing into the park.

The City’s Tree Arborist preformed a tree study to determine which trees were healthy enough to be included
in the design. Minimal trees were identified as being sick or needing to be removed. This gave the Team our
initial layout. The City also commissioned a geotechnical analysis of the ground conditions. The analysis

determined the water table was favorable for construction of a skatepark.

A virtual public input meeting with the City, Design Team, and users was held on May 9, 2023. Team Pain
developed a survey for the park users. We had 150 results from local users regarding what they wanted
included in their skate park. Several breakout sessions were also held with leaders of the Grand Junction skate
community. The design team used this information to develop our concept. We were able to place the skate
park concept on the site without disturbing the mature tree canopy that provides natural shade. Clausen
Rawley was able mimic the serpentine seat walls used in the downtown corridor in the landscape design. This
not only provides safety from cars entering the park, it also provides seating, while incorporating the aesthetic
look from the downtown area into the park. Native and draught resistant plants were added. The benches,
bike racks, trashcans, a metal portable toilet encloser, and water fountains used in other City of Grand Junction
parks were incorporated into the design so they correspond together seamlessly. Musco was able to develop
a lighting plan with minimal poles that are dark sky compliant. Street parking along 10" street with a pedestrian

lane was determined have the least environmental impact while being the safest approach.

On July 27, 2023, the design team hosted a design reveal meeting to stakeholders and users. The response
has been overwhelmingly positive! We complied our expected costs and presented to City Council Budget

workshop on July 31, 2023 along with the conceptual design.

It has been a pleasure working for City of Grand Junction and we hope that this concept turns into a realty for
the kids!

890 Northern Way Suite D-1 Winter Springs, FL 32708 ph 407-366-9221 fx 407-366-6889 www.teampain.com info@teampain.com
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Emerson Park Geotechnical and Parking Lot Pavement Design
City of Grand Junction, Colorado
Professional Geotechnical Services On-Call RFP-4739-20-DH
Contract Renewal Option #4887-23-DH

RockSol Project No. 599.77
July 14, 2023

Prepared for:

CITY OF

Grand Junction
"5

COLORADZO

City of Grand Junction, Public Works
333 West Avenue, Bldg. C
Grand Junction, Colorado, 81501

Attention: Kirsten Armbruster, PE

Prepared by:

Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

RockSol Consulting Group, Inc.
566 W Crete Circle #2
Grand Junction, Colorado, 81505
(970) 822-4350
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Geotechnical Investigation Report
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Geotechnical Investigation Report
\@ ROCkS 01 Emerson Skate Park Project

Consulting Group, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado

1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND DESCRIPTION

This report documents the geotechnical engineering investigation performed by RockSol
Consulting Group, Inc. (RockSol) to assist the City of Grand Junction (City) with the design of a
proposed parking lot and skate park improvements project at Emerson Park in Grand Junction,
Colorado. The scope of work for this geotechnical investigation was presented in our proposal,
dated April 5, 2023, and included preparing a subsurface investigation to collect subsurface soll
samples for laboratory testing and evaluation.

The proposed Park improvements include a new paved parking area (approximately 10-12
parking stalls) with access from 10th Street, potential pedestrian pathway improvements, and a
concrete-surfaced skate park with depressed bowls. The majority of parking improvements will
be located on the east end of the park, with skate park improvements towards the center of the
park. Improvements will be designed to minimize disturbance to the existing trees. A specialty
design consultant will be assisting the City with design of the Skate Park amenities.

The subsurface investigation program was conducted to obtain geotechnical information on the
subsurface soil, groundwater, and bedrock conditions at the Emerson Skate Park Project site.
Surface and groundwater hydrology, hydraulic engineering, and environmental studies including
contaminant characterization were not included in RockSol's geotechnical scope of work.

2.0 PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE CONDITIONS

The Emerson Skate Park Project area is located between south 9" Street and South 10" Street
and between Ute Avenue and Pitkin Avenue (see Figure 1). Developments near or adjacent to
the site include commercial and residential properties. Topography at the site generally consists
of flat to mild slopes with decreasing elevation to the south.

\ Mesa County |8 coLlorano ave
= “Mustice, Ul
LZ | CentSRd oY) UTE AVE
e =z £
k'%, \%\ - | 'F PITKINAME_ _ 3 _ﬁ
A EMECAA —SoUTHIAVE |° |l = i
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ALY . & i
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N \ 2 3RD AVE = 3
= , ~
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= . x — M -
| = NNV N~ 3 " WINTERS AVE )
=T o} —
= % (™~ r.
N |
& Ny KIMBALL AVE )
STRUTHERS, AVE. - ret=—r?
T R L
Q M Y - - L
= S === / N
X = N —
0 '\:\‘--'l\"‘\ ] =
Figure 1 — Site Vicinity Map (USGS Topoview, 2022)
RockSol Project No. 599.77 1 July 14, 2023
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Geotechnical Investigation Report
k‘ ROCkSOl Emerson Skate Park Project

Consulting Group, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado

3.0 SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION

On May 30, 2023, RockSol advanced three vertically oriented boreholes to evaluate subsurface
conditions at the project site. The borehole locations are identified as B-1 through B-3 as shown
in Figure 2, Borehole Location Plan. A truck mounted Simco 2800 drill rig was used for drilling
and sampling. The boreholes were advanced using 4-inch outside diameter solid stem auger to
a maximum depth of 10 feet (Borehole B-1) and 15 feet (Boreholes B-2 and B-3) below existing
grades. The boreholes were logged in the field by a representative of RockSol. Two boreholes
(B-1 and B-3) were backfilled with auger cuttings and pea gravel material at the completion of
drilling and groundwater level checks. A temporary piezometer was installed at Borehole B-2 and
was left open temporarily to monitor groundwater elevation after completion of the borehole.

City of Grand Junction

N Printed: 1/10/2023

A 0 0.01 0.03 1inch equals 47 feet Grand u.nqtui\o[n\

E mi Scale: 1:564

Figure 2 — Borehole Location Plan

Subsurface materials were sampled and resistance of the soil to penetration of the sampler was
performed using modified California barrel and standard split spoon samplers. The modified
California barrel sampler has an outside diameter of approximately 2.5 inches and an inside
diameter of 2 inches. The standard split spoon sampler used had an outside diameter of 2 inches
and an inside diameter of 1%-inches. Brass tube liners were used with the modified California
barrel sampler. Brass tube liners are not used with the standard split spoon sampler.

Penetration Tests were performed at selected intervals using an automatic hammer lift system.
The standard split spoon sampling method is the Standard Penetration Test (SPT) described by
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ASTM Method D-1586. Penetration Tests were performed using the modified California barrel
sampler with a standard hammer weighing 140 pounds falling 30 inches per ASTM D3550. The
modified California Barrel sampling method is similar to the SPT test with the difference being the
sampler dimensions and the number of 6-inch intervals driven with the hammer. It is RockSol's
experience that blow counts obtained with the modified California sampler tend to be slightly
greater than a standard split spoon sampler. Penetration resistance values (blow counts) were
recorded for each sampling event. Blow counts, when properly evaluated, indicate the relative
density or consistency of the soils. The borehole were logged in general accordance of ASTM
D2488.

Depths at which the samples were taken, the type of sampler used, and the blow counts that were
obtained are shown on the Boring Logs for each borehole. Individual Borehole Logs are included
in Appendix A.

Following borehole drilling and sampling operations, a piezometer pipe consisting of 1-inch-
diameter Schedule 40 PVC slotted casing was installed in Borehole B-2 to the maximum depth
drilled. Sand filter material for the piezometer was placed from the bottom of the borehole to
approximately 1 foot below the ground surface on the outside of the pipe. Native clay soil was
placed around the piezometer within the upper 1 foot of the ground surface to reduce the
infiltration potential of precipitation. After subsequent groundwater depths were measured, the
piezometer pipe was removed, and the borehole backfilled.

4.0 LABORATORY TESTING

Soil samples retrieved from the boreholes were reviewed by the project geotechnical engineer
and selected samples were tested and classified according to the Unified Soil Classification
System (USCS) and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) classification systems . The following laboratory tests were performed in accordance
with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM), AASHTO, and current local
practices:

e Natural Moisture Content (ASTM D-2216)
Percent Passing No. 200 Sieve (ASTM D-1140)
Liguid and Plastic Limits (ASTM D-4318)
Dry Density (ASTM D-2937)
Gradation (ASTM D 6913)
Water-Soluble Sulfates (CDOT CP-L 2103)
Soil Resistivity (ASTM G187 - Soil Box)
Soil Classification (ASTM D-2487 and AASHTO M145)
Swell Test (Denver Swell Test, modified from ASTM D-4546)
Resistance Value (R-Value, AASHTO T190)

Laboratory test results were used to characterize the engineering properties of the subsurface
material. For soil classification, RockSol conducted sieve analyses and Atterberg Limits tests.
Lab testing was also performed on selected samples to determine the water-soluble sulfate
content of subsurface materials to assist with cement type recommendations. All laboratory tests
were performed by RockSol. Laboratory test results are presented in Appendix B and are also
summarized on the Borehole Logs presented in Appendix A.
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5.0 SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE CHARACTERIZATION

Surface conditions generally consist of 3 inches of sandy clay topsoil (Borehole B-1) and 3 inches
of playground wood chip bedding (Boreholes B-2 and B-3) overlying native sails.

At Borehole B-1, stiff to very stiff and moist to very moist clay was encountered below the topsoil
and extended to the maximum depth explored of 10 feet. At Borehole B-2, stiff clay that was moist
to wet was encountered below the playground chips to a depth of 12 feet where wet, medium stiff,
sandy to silty clay was encountered to the maximum depth explored, 15 feet. At Borehole B-3,
stiff to medium stiff clay that was moist to very moist was encountered below the playground chips
to a depth of 12 feet where wet, soft, sandy to silty clay was encountered to the maximum depth
explored, 15.5 feet.

RockSol did not encounter cobble or boulder size material to the maximum depths explored,
approximately 10 feet to 15.5 feet below existing grades. Bedrock was not encountered to the
maximum depths drilled, approximately 10 feet to 15 feet below existing grades. Based on the
materials encountered and the geologic setting described in Section 6.0, cobble or boulder-sized
material is not anticipated to be encountered within 15 feet of the ground surface at this site.

Groundwater was noted at approximate depths of 9.3 to 9.5 feet below existing grades at
Boreholes B-2 and B-3 during drilling operations. When checked one day after completion of the
borehole, groundwater was observed at a depth of 10.5 feet in Borehole B-3. A temporary
piezometer pipe was placed at Borehole B-2 to obtain subsequent groundwater measurements
at that location. The piezometer was removed/abandoned on June 26, 2023. A summary of short-
term groundwater levels can be found in Table 1.

Table 1. Approximate Ground Surface and Groundwater Elevations

Borehole g&?figg Depth To Groundwater Maximum
Elevation (ft) Groundwater (ft) Elevation (ft) Depth Drilled
B-1 4586.7 Not Observed 10.0
B-2 4584.8 10.9 (Note 1) 4573.9 15.0
B-3 4584.5 10.5 (Note 2) 4574.0 155

Note 1: Measured on June 26, 2023
Note 2: Measured on May 31, 2023

Descriptions of the surface and subsurface conditions encountered in the boreholes are
summarized on the Borehole Logs presented in Appendix A. A summary of laboratory test results,
with solil classifications, is presented in Appendix B.

Swell/Consolidation Potential of Subgrade Soils

Based on swell test results, subgrade soils with low to moderate expansive potential have been
identified within the project limits. Swell tests were performed on selected samples obtained from
the boreholes at approximate depths of 2 feet to 9 feet below existing grades. The
swell/consolidation tests indicated a swell/collapse potential ranging from -0.1 percent
(consolidation) to 4.8 percent (swell), when tested with 200 pound per square foot (psf) and 500-
psf surcharge pressures. Swell mitigation is not deemed necessary provided subgrade
preparation recommendations presented Section 9.2 of this report are properly followed during
construction.

Sulfate Resistance Discussion

Cementitious material requirements for concrete in contact with site soils or groundwater are
based on the percentage of water-soluble sulfate in either soil or groundwater that will be in
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contact with concrete constructed for this project. Mix design requirements for concrete exposed
to water soluble sulfates in soils or water is shown in Table 2: Concrete Sulfate, and in the
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, dated 2022 (from CDOT Table 601-
2).

Table 2: Concrete Sulfate Exposure Class

Water-Soluble Sulfate (SO,) Sulfate (SO,) Cementitious Material
in Dry Soil, (%) In Water, ppm Requirements
0.00t0 0.10 0to 150 Class 0
0.11t0 0.20 151to 1,500 Class 1
0.21t0 2.0 1,500 to 10,000 Class 2
2.01 or greater 10,001 or greater Class 3

The concentration of water-soluble sulfates (percent by weight) measured in soil samples
obtained in the upper 4 to 15 feet from RockSol’s exploratory boreholes ranged from 0.27 to 1.53
percent. Based on the results of the water-soluble sulfate testing, Class 2 cementitious material
mix design requirements for concrete exposed to water soluble sulfates in soils is recommended.
Refer to CDOT'’s current Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction Section 601
for concrete mixtures that satisfy appropriate sulfate exposure Class requirements.

6.0 GEOLOGICAL SETTING

Based on information presented in the Geologic map of the Grand Junction quadrangle, Mesa
County, Colorado by Scott, R.B., Carrara, P.E., Hood, W.C., and Murray, K.E., U.S. Geological
Survey, Miscellaneous Field Studies Map MF-2363, Publication Date: 2002, (See Figure 3 — Site
Geology Map), the project site is underlain by Alluvium and colluvium (Qac), undivided (Holocene
and late Pleistocene) which is generally made up of a mix of alluvium, sheetwash, and debris flow
deposits consisting of sandy silt and clayey silt with shale and sandstone pebbles derived from
the Mancos Shale (Km). Mancos Shale is identified at or near the surface approximately 1 mile
south of the project site on the southern bank of the Colorado River. Mancos Shale was not
encountered to the depths explored for this investigation.

Figure 3 — Site Geology Map (USGS, 2002)
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7.0 PAVEMENT DESIGN RECOMMENDATIONS

Park improvements will include the construction of a new paved parking lot on the east side of
the Park. CDOT Mechanistic- Empirical (M-E) Pavement Design Methodology is not applicable
to parking lot pavement design, so RockSol has prepared pavement design recommendations
using the Colorado Asphalt Pavement Association’s manual entitled “A Guideline for the Design
and Construction of Asphalt Parking Lots in Colorado” dated January 2006, which recommends
the use of PAVEXpress software that uses AASHTO 1993 methodology, and the output result
can be found in Appendix C.

7.1 Traffic Loading (Parking Lot)

Primary vehicle usage of the proposed parking lot will be passenger cars with infrequent light-
duty trucks. For pavement design purposes, RockSol recommends the use of 18,000-pound
Equivalent Axle Loads (18-kip ESALSs) of 20,000 for a 30-year design life in accordance with
Subsection 29.32.030 of the City of Grand Junction Transportation Engineering Design Standards
(TEDS) for the approximate 10 space parking facility.

7.2 Pavement Subgrade Characterization

To assist with pavement design recommendations, RockSol obtained bulk samples of on-site soils
within 8-feet of the existing ground surface at the borehole locations. Classification testing indicates
that the subgrade soils generally consist of a plastic, CLAY soil with an AASHTO soil classification
of A-6 with Group Indices ranging from 14 to 21.

To test the subgrade support characteristics, one R-Value laboratory test was performed on in
accordance with American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (AASHTO) T-190
on a combined sample of material obtained within the top 4 feet of the surface from Borehole B-1.
An R-Value of 8 was obtained from the sample and is attached to this report in Appendix B. Based
on R-Value testing, a conservative R-Value of 5 will be used for new pavement constructed on the
existing site soils. In accordance with the Guideline for Design and Use of Asphalt Pavements for
Colorado Roadways, published by the Colorado Asphalt Pavement Association dated January 2006,
the R-Value of 5 converts to a resilient modulus of 3,035 psi and will be used for the HMA design
procedures mentioned in Subsections 29.32.040 (a) of the City of Grand Junction Transportation
Engineering Design Standards (TEDS).

7.3 Pavement Design Parameter Summary

A summary of the pavement design input parameters used to evaluate the pavement thickness
requirements for the proposed parking lot are presented below.

Table 3: Pavement Desigh Parameters

Pavement Design Parameter Value
30-Year Design Life ESAL'’s 20,000
Subgrade Resilient Modulus, Mg 3,035 psi
Serviceability Loss, (APSI) 2.5
Overall Standard Deviation, So 0.44
Reliability, (R) 80%
Structural Coefficient of HMA 0.44
Structural Coefficient of ABC 0.12
RockSol Project No. 599.77 6 July 14, 2023
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7.4 Flexible Pavement Section Thickness Evaluation

A summary of the pavement section thickness obtained from PAVEXxpress and recommended by
RockSol is presented in Table 4. A pavement design calculation sheet is presented in Appendix
C for the parking lot area and entrance drive.

Table 4: Pavement Section Thickness Evaluation

Using On-Site Soils (R-Value of 5 used as Design Basis)

Design ESALs
(30 year)

Roadway Recommended Section (inches)

4.0 (Asphalt Section) over 6.0 (Aggregate
Base Course)

4.0 (Asphalt Section) over 6.0 (Aggregate
Base Course)

The recommended pavement section is two two-inch thick lifts of CDOT’s Grading SX mix with

75 design gyrations using a PG 64-22 performance graded binder. The aggregate base course

(ABC) layer should be a minimum of six inches of CDOT Class 6 material.

Parking Lot (Stall Area)

20,000

Parking Lot (Entrance Drive)

7.5 Other Park Hard Surfacing Recommendations

Interior Park hard surfacing improvements will be included for pedestrian walkways, maintenance
vehicles and small trucks associated with Park events. The number of maintenance vehicles and
event trucks is anticipated to be very low when considered on a daily average basis.

All pavement (rigid and flexible pavement/flat-work materials) subgrade shall be properly
compacted prior to placement of pavement sections. See Section 9.0 for compaction
requirements.

Concrete paving for pedestrian-only use should be a minimum of 6-inches thick and should be
constructed with a CDOT Class B concrete mix as modified by Section 601 of the current City
Grand Junction Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction.

Concrete unit pavers are suitable for this site provided they are set on bedding sand with
underlying aggregate base course and a geotextile separator fabric for the interface between the
aggregate base course and the subgrade soils.

8.0 SKATE PARK EARTHWORK DISCUSSION

The City will be working with a specialty consultant for design of the Skate Park components such
as the ramps, bowls, concrete surfacing.

Construction and materials for the proposed skate park amenities shall follow the designer
guidelines and recommendations. At a minimum, the compaction and subgrade preparation
recommendations presented in Sections 9.1 and 9.2 of this report should be considered.

Groundwater was encountered at an approximate depth of 10.9 feet at this site. The subsurface
soils encountered in our boreholes are primarily CLAY and based on the in-situ moisture contents
the CLAY appears to be moist to very moist due to capillary rise of the underlying groundwater.
The moisture contents measured suggest that the in-situ moisture content is at, or slightly above
optimum moisture content compared to the standard proctor performed for this project. Percent
saturation values of 90% to 98% were measured in the existing soils.
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The in-situ density of the samples suggests that the “state of compaction” is generally at or above
95 percent of maximum dry density compared to the standard proctor value obtained and
performed for this investigation.

The CLAY encountered at this site will deflect under the wheels/tires of heavy equipment or
vehicles and repeated loading will result in significant deformation of the working surface of the
soil. Lightweight equipment and methods are recommended for excavating and reworking the
CLAY soils at this site.

9.0 GENERAL EARTHWORK

All earthwork shall be performed in accordance with Section 203 of the current City of Grand
Junction Standard Specification for Road and Bridge Construction.

9.1 Compaction Specifications

A representative of the geotechnical engineer should observe and test fill placement operations. The
minimum compaction recommendations are presented in Table 5 and are based on AASHTO saoll
classifications. The majority of the existing site soil falls into the A-6 group shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Compaction Specifications

AASHTO T 99 AASHTO T180
Clz’:\s’zﬁz_(i:-gﬁon (Standard Proctor) (Modified Proctor)
(AASHTO M 145) Relative Compaction Relative Compaction
(Minimum Percent) (Minimum Percent)
A-1 100 95
A-3 100 95
A-2-4 100 95
A-2-5 100 95
AK?; §n§:7A66 95 Not Applicable

9.2 Subgrade Preparation

Prior to embankment-related and parking lot construction, the underlying subgrade should be
properly prepared by removal of all organic matter (topsoil), debris, loose material, and any
deleterious material identified by the Project Engineer followed by scarification, moisture
conditioning and recompaction. Unless otherwise required, the minimum depth of scarification,
moisture conditioning and re-compaction shall be 6 inches and compacting to a minimum of 95
percent of maximum dry density (MDD) as determined by AASHTO T99 (standard proctor) and
moisture conditioned to a range from 2 percent below optimum moisture content to 2 percent
above optimum moisture content (OMC).

RockSol Project No. 599.77 8 July 14, 2023
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10.0 OTHER DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

Proper construction practices, in accordance with City of Grand Junction Transportation
Engineering Design Standards, should be followed during site preparation, structure and
earthwork excavations for the suitable long-term performance of the proposed improvements.
Excavation support should be provided to maintain onsite safety and the stability of excavations
and slopes. Excavations shall be constructed in accordance with local, state and federal
regulations including OSHA guidelines. The contractor must provide a competent person to
determine compliance with OSHA excavation requirements. For preliminary planning, existing fill
material and native soils may be considered as OSHA Type C soils.

Surface drainage patterns may be altered during construction and local landscape irrigation (if
any) must be controlled to prevent excessive moisture infiltration into the subgrade soils during
and after construction.

Environmentally contaminated material, if encountered, should be characterized and removed under
the direction of the project environmental consultant. Design and construction plans should be
reviewed, and onsite construction should be observed by the professional engineers.

11.0 LIMITATIONS

This geotechnical investigation was conducted in general accordance with the scope of work.
RockSol's geotechnical practices are similar to those used in Colorado with similar soil conditions
and based on our understanding of the proposed work. This report has been prepared for use by
the City of Grand Junction for the project described in this report. The report is based on our
exploratory boreholes and does not consider variations in the subsurface conditions that may
exist between boreholes. Additional investigation is required to address such variation. If during
construction activities, materials or water conditions appear to be different from those described
herein, RockSol should be advised at once so that a re-evaluation of the recommendations
presented in this report can be made. RockSol is not responsible for liability associated with
interpretation of subsurface data by others.
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APPENDIX A

LEGEND AND INDIVIDUAL SOIL BOREHOLE LOGS
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Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

LEGEND

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation
PROJECT NUMBER 599.77 PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado
] TOPSOIL Native - CLAY
Native - CLAY, sandy to .
’ y {{ Playground Chips

silty

SAMPLE TYPE
MODIFIED CALIFORNIA SAMPLER

Auger Cuttings P4 25 0D.AND2"ID.
WITH BRASS LINERS INCLUDED

SPLIT SPOON SAMPLER
2" O.D. AND 1 3/8" I.D.
NO LINERS

Fines Content indicates amount of material, by weight, passing the US No 200 Sieve (%)

15/12 Indicates 15 blows of a 140 pound hammer falling 30 inches was required to drive the
sampler 12 inches.

5,5,5 Indicates 5 blows, 5 blows, 5 blows of a 140 pound hammer falling 30 inches was required
to drive the sampler 18 inches.

GROUND WATER LEVEL 1ST DEPTH

A 4
¥ GROUND WATER LEVEL 2ND DEPTH
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Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

BORING : B-1

PAGE 1 OF 1

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

DATE STARTED _5/30/23
DRILLING CONTRACTOR

COMPLETED 5/30/23
Colorado Drilling and Sampling

DRILLING METHOD _Solid Stem Auger
LOGGED BY R. Lepro

HOLE SIZE _4.25"
HAMMER TYPE

Automatic

EXISTING ELEVATION _4586.7 ft STATION NO.

NORTH EAST

BORING LOCATION: East/middle area of park

GROUND WATER LEVELS:

1ST DEPTH _None Encountered on 5/30/23

NOTES 2ND DEPTH _N. E. on 5/31/23 3RD DEPTH N.E. on 6/1/23
W — ATTERBERG E
R S|k e LIMITS
o —~ < X
% T 9 > o w a4 é’ ; ‘d:J ~ > Lll—J
EF_|F-|To P 2B Y (Ec Dk o |[E_|8=
<= |oae |20 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION w 05z |UE| £ |28 |5E|2-|Fr|5X%|8R
> w < = par =z L |58 |w ElIEEICL|OT
L |o |z 12> | @mQZ |pu| Y MFEEEEERE
o o =2 °z || 5 | |Z6 % S3(353|2z|w
%) l @ | o @) el Z
4586.7| 0.0 w
SIS (Topsoil) CLAY, sandy, moist, brown, grass cover,
\ approximately 3 inches thick /
B T T (Native) CLAY, moist, brown, stiff to very stiff, slightly
calcareous
B (BULK
Approximate Bulk Depth 0.25-4
B T 7] Liquid Limit= 39
Plastic Limit= 19 0.70 39 | 19 | 20 |97.8
45845 2.5 piastielty Index= 20, MC| 812 | 0.1 104.2| 20.2
Sulfate= 0.70
- - — MC | 1112 106.5| 19.3
4581.7| 5.0
4579.2) 7.5
- - — MC | 1812 | 4.8 104.6|19.9
4576.7| 10.0
Bottom of hole at 10.0 feet.
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Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

BORING : B-2

PAGE 1 OF 1

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

DATE STARTED _5/30/23
DRILLING CONTRACTOR
DRILLING METHOD

Solid Stem Auger

COMPLETED 5/30/23
Colorado Drilling and Sampling

HOLE SIZE _4.25"

LOGGED BY R. Lepro

HAMMER TYPE _Automatic

NOTES _Temporary piezometer installed

EXISTING ELEVATION _4584.8 ft STATION NO.

NORTH EAST

BORING LOCATION: SE corner of playground area

GROUND WATER LEVELS: Y 1STDEPTH 9.5 ft on 5/30/23

Y 2ND DEPTH 10.8 ft on 5/31/23

Y 3RD DEPTH _10.9 ft on 6/26/23

W — . ATTERBERG E
| & zlE s LIMITS
% 9 & x o w a4 é’ ; ‘d:J ~ > Lll—J
E_|F_|To e | 223 |22 ¥ | Eg|RE o |E |8z
<E|0E|Z0 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION w 032 |UE| £ |28 |Ed|on|P|ox|9x
> L <3 0_2 30> =z E S8 |2 (5= 5— =wlo<
L o |x =2 | 932 |puW| I |~ |[0z|g2|22|H9|»
o © < = 50 2 |x =Q|3- a2 | <cZ |y
%) al ? | a (&) (S I <
4584.8) 0.0 o ju
X 4 Playground Chips, approximately 3 inches thick
- T N (Native) CLAY, moist to wet, brown, stiff, slightly
| | | calcareous
4582.3 2.5 Mc| o2 |26 100.1|23.4
Approximate Bulk Depth 0.25-8
- T Liquid Limit= 30 B [BULK]
| 1 i Plastic Limit= 15
Plasticity Index= 15 0.27 30 | 15 | 15 [98.6
| € | Fines Content= 98.6 MC 9/12 1.3 979 | 252
45798 5.0 Sulfate= 0.27
4577.3] 7.5
T —/'! MC | 1312 | 1.4 |0.94|102.7|22.3
4574.8] 10.0
-+ &
45723 125 (Native) CLAY, sandy to silty, wet, brown, medium stiff BULK 0.88 29| 14115 1934
B € i Approximate Bulk Depth 9-15
Liquid Limit= 29
= - B Plastic Limit= 14
Plasticity Index= 15
- T T Fines Content= 93.1
| 1 | Sulfate= 0.88 MC 6/12
4569.8| 15.0
Bottom of hole at 15.0 feet.
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Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

BORING : B-3

PAGE 1 OF 1

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

DATE STARTED 5/30/23 COMPLETED 5/30/23
DRILLING CONTRACTOR _Colorado Drilling and Sampling

DRILLING METHOD _Solid Stem Auger  HOLE SIZE _4.25"

EXISTING ELEVATION _4584.6 ft STATION NO.

NORTH EAST

BORING LOCATION: _NW corner of playground area

LOGGED BY R. Lepro HAMMER TYPE _Automatic  GROUND WATER LEVELS: ¥ 1STDEPTH 9.3 ft on 5/30/23
NOTES Y 2ND DEPTH _10.5 ft on 5/31/23
W — ATTERBERG =
R S|k e LIMITS
8 0 e | _om |5 (3 |BE =
= I T ~w ZED |O<| w |F~|3E - z
kelke|z8 wd | 322 |OE| £ [Z8|FE|e|8-|5x|08
<= |ae|%0 MATERIAL DESCRIPTION o0s 5< El < |28 | phil|Be|EE|OX|o
oo |82~ LS | @82 (38| & |2°|8E|35|25|E8 0
I KO =z oz (P¥| 3 |x |258|235|s3|22|4
. 5 Tl el@ |8 [Fo|7T a3z
4584.6 0.0 i L
XX X+ Playground Chips, approximately 3 inches thick
- T T (Native) CLAY, slightly silty, moist to very moist, brown,
B 1 | stiff to medium stiff, slightly calcareous
4582.1| 2.5 Approximate Bulk Depth 0.25-6 MC | 12112 |13 108.7|18.8
Liquid Limit= 38
B T 7 Plastic Limit= 19 38 19 19 197.3
| | | Plasticity Index= 19 B BULK '
Fines Content= 97.3
- - - MC 8/12 -0.1 102.8| 22.0
4579.6| 5.0 % t
4577.1] 7.5
-+ —/! MC | 1212 |09 |1.53]|106.3|20.6
4574.6| 10.0
. 14
B T - - B BULK 1.04 28 | 16 | 12 [75.8
15721 125 (Native) CLAY, sandy to silty, wet, brown, soft
Approximate Bulk Depth 9-15
B T 7] Liquid Limit= 28
| 1 i Plastic Limit= 16
Plasticity Index= 12
B 4 ] Fines Content= 75.8
4569.6| 15.0 SS 11/2 18| 14| 4 |615
i T Bottom of hole at 15.5 feet.
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APPENDIX B

LABORATORY TEST RESULT SUMMARY
AND

TEST RESULT SHEETS

RockSol Project No. 599.77 July 14, 2023

Packet Page 28



SUMMARY-STANDARD LANDSCAPE CDOT SPACING 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ  6/20/23

Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.,

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

SUMMARY OF PHYSICAL & CHEMICAL TEST RESULTS
PAGE 1 OF 1

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation
PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

Borehole | Depth | Liquid | Plastic |Plasticity| ,Sael | %<#200| Classification Contont | Doty Gompressive| Sufate| Resistvty oH | Chlorides SeStonars b
(ft) Limit Limit Index (%) Sieve UsCcs AASHTO (%) (pcf) St(rggi?th (%) | (ohm-cm) (%) MDD | oMmc [smMm
B-1 0254| 39 | 19 | 20 98 | cL | A6(21) 0.70
B-1 2 0.1 20.2 | 104.2
B-1 4 19.3 | 106.5
B-1 9 4.8 19.9 | 104.6
B-2 025-8| 30 15 15 99 CL A-6 (14) 0.27 106.2 19.0 | S
B-2 2 2.6 234 | 1001
B-2 4 1.3 252 97.9
B2 o5 | 29 | 14 | 15 93 | CL | A6(12) 0.88
B-2 9.01 1.4 223 | 102.7 0.94
B-3 025-6 | 38 19 19 97 CL A-6 (19)
B-3 2 1.3 18.8 | 108.7
B-3 4 -0.1 22.0 | 102.8
B-3 9-15 28 16 12 76 CL A-6 (7) 1.04
B-3 9.01 0.9 206 | 106.3 1.53
B-3 14 18 14 4 62 CL-ML A-4 (0)
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ATTERBERG LIMITS - STANDARD 599.77 EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/20/23

Q RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

CLIENT

City of Grand Junction

ATTERBERG LIMITS RESULTS
AASHTO T89 Method A/T90

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

60 @ @ //
50 %
] 7
é 40 /
T /
o /
T30 -
Y
N 20 . /
D
X x S
o v
CL-ML n ) @ @
0O 20 40 60 80 100
LIQUID LIMIT
Specimen Ildentification LL| PL Pl [Fines | Classification
® B-1 0.3-40( 39| 19| 20| 97.8|LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6)
x| B-2 0.3-80( 30| 15| 15| 98.6 | LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6)
A B-2 9.015.0| 29| 14| 15| 93.1|LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6)
*| B-3 0.3-60 38| 19| 19| 97.3|LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6)
®©|/B-3 9.015.0| 28| 16| 12| 75.8|LEAN CLAY with SAND (CL) (A-6)
o B-3 14.0| 18| 14 4| 61.5 | SANDY SILTY CLAY (CL-ML) (A-4)
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GRADATION - STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/20/23

R\ RockSo] RockSol

CLIENT
PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

U.S. SIEVE OPENING IN INCHES | U.S. SIEVE NUMBERS | HYDROMETER
6 4 3 215 13/4 w 3 6 1416 20 30 40 50 60 100 140 200
o5 ' % : : s
A
) :
85
80
75 :
70
— 65
5
5 60
=
> 55
[a0]
x
w 50
z
[T
= 45
Z
w
g 40
w
o
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0 N N
100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS
COBBLES GRAVEL, ,SAND - SILT OR CLAY
coarse | fine coarse| medium | fine
Specimen Identification Classification LL PL Pl Cc | Cu
® B-1 0.34.0 LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6) 39 19 20
X| B-2 0.3-8.0 LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6) 30 15 15
A| B-2 9.0-15.0 LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6) 29 14 15
*| B-3 0.3-6.0 LEAN CLAY (CL) (A-6) 38 19 19
©®| B-3 9.0-15.0 LEAN CLAY with SAND (CL) (A-6) 28 16 12
Specimen Identification | D100 | D60 | D30 | D10 | %Gravel | %Coarse Sand|%Fine Sand | %Silt %Clay
® | B-1 0.34.0 475 0.1 0.5 1.6 97.8
X | B-2 0.3-8.0 125 0.7 0.1 0.5 98.6
A | B-2 9.0-15.0 125 0.3 0.1 6.6 93.1
* | B-3 0.3-6.0 9.5 0.5 0.5 1.8 97.3
©1 B-3 9.0-15.0 12.5 0.5 0.2 23.6 75.8
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R\ RockSo] RockSol

Consulting Group, Inc.

CLIENT _City of Grand Junction
PROJECT NUMBER 599.77

GRAIN SIZE DISTRIBUTION

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

PROJECT LOCATION _Grand Junction, Colorado

PERCENT FINER BY WEIGHT

U.S. SIEVE OPENING IN INCHES

3

U.S. SIEVE NUMBERS

HYDROMETER

6 4 3
100 T :

95

215 134 12
T

|
6 810 1416 20 30 40 50 60 100 140200
| .

90

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

100

10

1 0.1
GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS

0.01

0.001

COBBLES

GRAVEL

SAND

coarse | fine

coarse| medium | fine

SILT OR CLAY

Specimen Identification

Classification LL

PL

PI

Cc

Cu

B-3 14.0

SANDY SILTY CLAY (CL-ML) (A-4) 18

14

pecimen Identification

D100 | D60

D30 D10 | %Gravel | %Coarse Sand|%Fine Sand

%Silt

%Clay

B-3 14.0

9.5

0.4 0.6 37.5

61.5

GRADATION - STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/20/23
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B+ 2

CLAY

0.1

104.2

20.2
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

\o\

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B-1 9

CLAY

4.8

104.6

19.9
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B-2 2

CLAY

2.6

100.1

23.4
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B-2 4

CLAY

1.3

97.9

25.2
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B-2 9

CLAY

14

102.7

22.3
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

10

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell/Consol.
(%)

Ya(pcf)

MC%

® B-3 2

CLAY

1.3

108.7

18.8
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell(/g/.‘;c))nsol. 'Yd(pcf) MC%

® B-3 4

CLAY

-0.1 102.8 | 22.0
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SWELL - CLIENT STANDARD 599.77_EMERSON PARK GJ.GPJ ROCKSOL TEMPLATE.GDT 6/29/23

Q RockSol

CLIENT

Consulting Group, Inc.

City of Grand Junction

SWELL - CONSOLIDATION TEST

PROJECT NAME _Emerson Park Geotechnical Investigation

ROCKSOL PROJECT NUMBER _599.77

CLIENT PROJECT NUMBER _Grand Junction, Colorado

STRAIN, %

-5.0
-4.5

4.0
35
-3.0
25
2.0
15
1.0
0.5
0
0.5
1.0
15
2.0
2.5
3.0
35
4.0

4.5
5.0

0.01

0.1

STRESS, ksf

Specimen Identification

Classification

Swell(/g/.‘;c))nsol. 'Yd(pcf) MC%

® B-3 9

CLAY

0.9 106.3 | 20.6
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cCrmrT

TECHNICAL

S ERVICES

R-VALUE TEST GRAPH (AASHTO T190)

Project Number:

23.022, RockSol Consulting

Project Name:

City of GJ Emerson Park (RockSol Project No. 599.77)

Date: 06/08/23
Technician: J. De Los Santos
Reviewer:

Lab ID Number: 232491 G. Hoyos
Sample Location: East Middle Park / Roadway and Parking Area (BH-1 at 3 inches to 4 feet)
Visual Description: CLAY, sandy, brown
100
80
60
[}
=
©
>
40 &
20
.\ I
Py sp——. "iﬁ'
0
800 700 600 500 400 300 200 100
Exudation Pressure (psi)
R-Value @ Exudation Pressure 300 psi: 8
Specification:
CDOT Pavement Design Manual, 2011.
Eq. 2.1 & 2.2, page 2-3.
Test Specimen: 1 2 3
S; =[(R-5)/11.29]+3 S;= 3.27 Moisture Content, %: 17.0 19.6 21.4
Mg =101, #1872)/6.24] Mg= 3,337 Expansion Pressure, psi: 0.85 0.49 0.12
Mg = Resilient Modulus, psi Dry Density, pcf: 114.5 108.1 104.7
S, = the Soil Support Value R-Value: 12 8 7
R = the R-Value obtained Exudation Pressure, psi: 378 305 191

Note: The R-Value is measured; the My is an approximation from correlation formulas.

Colorado Regional Office: 7108 South Alton Way, Building B e Centennial, Colorado 80112

R-Value 232491

Phone 303-220-0300 e www.cesareinc.com
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Geotechnical Investigation Report
&‘ RO CkS 01 Emerson Skate Park Project

Consulting Group, Inc. Grand Junction, Colorado

APPENDIX C

PAVEXPRESS PAVEMENT DESIGN OUTPUT SHEET

RockSol Project No. 599.77 July 14, 2023
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Project: Emerson Park
p New Asphalt Pavement Design
*

AASHTO '93/'98: Flexible Pavement Design
Pavement Diagram Required minimum design SN: 2.40

Recommended Surface Layer Thicknesses (in)
(4.0 in) Recommended Surface: 4.0 in
Aggregate Base: 6.0 in

Total SN: 2.41

Aggregate Base

(6.0 in)
Print
Details Layers
Scenario: New Asphalt Pavement Design Recommended Surface - Asphalt
Created By: Jay Goldbaum, Goldbaum@RockSol.com Thickness: 4in
Last Modified: June 28, 2023 5:57:19 pm Aggregate Base - Base

Thickness: 6in

. Structural Coefficient: 0.12
DeSIQn Parameters Drainage Coefficient: 0.9
Design Period: 30 years
Reliability Level (R): 80%
Combined Standard Error (Sg): 0.44
Initial Servicability Index (p;): 4.5
Terminal Servicability Index (py): 2

Delta Servicability Index (APSI): 2.5
Total Design ESALs (W4g): 20000
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Thanks for the brief call this morning and for sending me you Conceptual Layouts for the Emerson Skate
Park.

Specifically to your question “does the subgrade all under the site concrete and skate bowls all follow
the same recommendation of Section 9.2 for recompacting of the top 6” of Subgrade and 95%
Compaction of T99 Proctor”.

- Il confirmed with our Geotechnical Engineer Don Hunt, and yes our intent is that all
disturbed subgrade will require recompacting of the top 6” to 95% of T99.

- Note we did identify in the report that the for existing “undisturbed” soils at this location
they actually do show relatively good densification. However, we assume as a contractor
excavates this area they will disturb the soils and thus the need for reconditioning and
compaction.

Don and | did discuss a couple of other related issues.

- We also note that these subgrade materials are at 90%-98% Saturated in their existing
state. For this reason, a contractor that excavates this area will need to do so with relatively
light weight equipment. If a contractor comes in with large heavy equipment there will
likely be pumping and instability with the subgrade.

- So this really becomes a question of constructability. | could see a situation that the
contractor excavates then tries to recompact, and they say “this material is unstable and
needs over-excavation and backfill with a select material”.

- Foryour design of reinforced concrete, we expect that once the concrete is in place it will
support all of the loadings that you have calculated, but the challenge may be getting the
concrete in place.

For the above stated reasons it may be something you want to consider addressing in your plans. As
example you may want to include some sort of language such as “the contractor must take account for
excavation and compaction with lightweight equipment, or they will need to allow the material to
properly dry prior to compaction” — as example.

We did not provide recommendations for over-excavation and select fill for soft spots, but we can
include that if you all feel warranted. Typically our recommendation for that type of situation would be
a Hi Tensile Separator fabric on the subgrade, and select material such as 12” of ABC Class 3 to provide
that working platform. Again, | want to clarify this would be more of a recommendation to assist with
construction vs. the actual need for structural support. However, this might be something the City of GJ
would like to see to avoid conflicts with the contractor during construction. Our position is that we feel
it can be constructed without this, but from our experience there is risk a contractor will feel differently.

Lastly Don and | did again discuss drainage. I’'m not sure how these bowls actually drain when they get
surface water, but with these A6 Soils, and relatively shallow ground water please recognize the
permeability is very low. So if these bowls just rely on natural drainage into the ground, this particular
location will likely not drain well. Maybe it is already part of your design consideration, but there likely
needs to be some sort of drainage system that takes this water away from the bottom of the hole.

Don and | would be glad to set up a conference call if you would like to discuss any of these items
further.
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Thanks again for reaching out and we look forward to assisting you with any other questions or
recommendations.

Dave

David A. Eller, P.E.
Senior Transportation Manager

RockSol Consulting Group, Inc.

566 West Crete Circle, Suite 2, Grand Junction, CO 81505
Direct Line 970.822.4350 Cell 970.210.8098

Main Office 303.962.9300 Fax 303.962.9350

Web www.rocksol.com  Email eller@rocksol.com
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EMERSON PARK

ADDRESS:

GRAND JUNCTION, CO

PARCEL #

DATE:
05.09.2023

ISSUE:

FOR PLANNING

- PURPOSES ONLY
TRAFFIC ACCIDENT ZONE NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
EXISTING RESTROOM STRUCTURE "

EXISTING SIDEWALKS

~ EXISTING PLAYGROUND
TRAFFIC ACCIDENT ZONE

DRAWN BY: BAJ CHECKED BY: PSR

HISTORY:

DATE ISSUE

00.00.2022

DRAFT

- PITKINAVENUE |

M ',.E

SHEET TITLE:
EXISTING
CONDITIONS
1. ALL TREE LOCATIONS AND PROPER REA WTE
BASED OFF OF PDF INFORMATION PR BY THE CITY.OF

GRAND JUNCTION e

. | 4 . L ] O O
NORTH SCALE: 1"= 30-0" L

©CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES, INC 2023
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resort design

EXISTING TREE LAWNS TO REMAIN
EXISTING SIDEWALKS TO REMAIN

il

14' RELOCATED BIKE PATH
20" PLANTER SEATWALL
PERENNIAL PLANTER BEDS, TYP.

N\

CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES INC

landscape architecture . planning .

TRASH AND RECYCLE RECEPTACLES
PAVER PATTERN BETWEEN LANDSCAPE WALLS

TN

32" SERPENTINE LANDSCAPE WALL EMERSON PAR
6' CONCRETE SIDEWALKS

20" SERPENTINE SEATWALL ADDRESS:
TRASH RECEPTACLE, TYP. GRAND JUNCTION, CO

PARCEL #

= N — 4 EVENT PLAZA SPACE

=
e —

\
\‘ | 05.09.2023
) . (14) PROPOSED ANGLED PARKING STALLS ISSUE:

SKATE BOWL FOR PLANNING

PURPOSES ONLY
SKATE BOWL NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
STREET COURSE -

DRAWN BY: BAJ CHECKED BY: PSR

6" CONCRETE CURB HISTORY:
TRASH RECEPTACLE DATE

00.00.2022

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN, TYP.
(3) LOOP BIKE RACKS

6' SIDEWALK
PORTO STRUCTURE
TRASH AND RECYCLE RECEPTACLES

DRAFT

EXISTING SIDEWALK TO REMAIN STAMP PER DSCIIE
EXISTING TREE LAWN TO REMAIN

PARK BENCH, TYP.

PITKIN COUNTY STAMPS

PROPOSED SHARED BIKE/PED CROSSING SHEET TITLE:

! e

SCHEMATIC
LANDSCAPE

s Sl ” h.t'
ol B LI Er fas” ) REARY W b =m—— XXX

NORTH SCALE: 1"=20-0"

@ CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES, INC 2023
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EMERSON PARK

ADDRESS:
GRAND JUNCTION, CO

PARCEL #

DATE:
05.09.2023

ISSUE:

FOR PLANNING
PURPOSES ONLY

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

DRAWN BY: BAJ CHECKED BY: PSR

HISTORY:

DATE ISSUE
00.00.2022

DRAFT

STAMP PER DISCIPLINE

PITKIN COUNTY STAMPS

SHEET TITLE:

XXXX

@CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES, INC 2023
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EMERSON PARK- GRAND JUNCTION, CO
SITE ANALYSIS
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SITE ANALYSIS
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Grand Junction

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
INPUT MEETING
FOR
EMERSON PARK
SKATEPARK

MAY 9TH, 2023
6 PM Mountain Time
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IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS DURING THE
PRESENTATION, PLEASE TYPE THEM INTO THE
CHAT BAR ON THE RIGHT SIDE OF YOUR SCREEN.
TEAM PAIN WILL BE ADDRESSING QUESTIONS, IN
ORDER, AFTER THE PRESENTATION IS COMPLETED.

I N SESSION ONCE WE GET TO THE Q&A SECTION, WE WILL

PROVIDE EVERYONE WITH A URL THAT WILL
THIS MEETING IS BEING CONNECT YOU TO A QUESTIONNAIRE. WE WANT
RECORDED. WE WILL HAVE THE YOUR FEEDBACK, SO PLEASE FILL THIS OUT.
MEETING AVAILABLE ON YOUTUBE
STARTING TOMORROW FOR ONE

WEEK FOR ANYONE THAT WAS |
UNABLE TO ATTEND. THIS |
RECORDING MAY HELP YOU WITH | ou u e

FILLING OUT THE QUESTIONNAIRE.
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Grand Junction Skate Park
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Come give your input on
the conceptual design for
the Emerson Park Skate
Park!

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
6 PM Mountain time | INPUT MEETING

from your computer, tablet or smartphone. R E M E RS O N PA R K

https://meet.goto.com/TeamPain/grandjunc ’L6nskateparkpubhcmputmeetmg
SKATEPARK

You can also dial in using your
phone. Access Code:
796-567-965

Gnived Sttgst. - bR MAY 9TH, 2023
G : 6 PM Mountain Time

CCCCCC

Grand Junction

COLORADO
PARKS & RECREATION

Get the app now and be ready |

TEA!}H PAJNJ when the first meeting starts:

ARKS https://meet.goto.com/install
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30+ YEARS SKATE PARK EXPERIENCE
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CONCRETE SKATE PARKS SINCE 1997

RECOGNIZED FOR FIRST EVER STRUCTURES

PROJECTS WORLD-WIDE

EXTENSIVE GOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE

EXTENSIVE INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE
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something like the
wille, N.J. Undul
bowls flow toward one
another like bumping wombs.
Ribboning “snake runs” slither
steel-pipe rails and abrupt concre
s. If it all seems like a drea
that's because it is. This is the kind of
that skateboarders dream about. Ste
Lenardo, 32, a physical-education teacher
who also co-owns the local skate shop,
comes down here a lot with his be D
ceps my blood flowing” he
thing new to try

Skateboard Companies. “Today there 2
over 2,400, with many more under
struction” During those same
skate-park design reached a plateau
sophistication that you might not have
pected from guys who wear really ba
shorts, As skaters have moved into the role
of designers, establishing firms like SITE
Design Group, Dreamland, 1 and
Grindline—a grind is what you do when
you skate down one of thase steel-pipe
handrails—the skate park has evolved into
an entirely new subdepartment of land-

LANDSCAPE ARTCHITECT COVER: SHOTCRETE MAGAZINE TIME MAGAZINE
MARCH 2019 FALL 2009 AUGUST 7, 2006
RECREATIONAL PROJECTS “IT’S ALL IN THE SWOOP”



THE WALL STREET JOURNAL.

HELL OF A PARADISE
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MAY 2012 JULY 2018
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 UNIQUE FEATURES
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BOWL EXAMPLES Team Pas
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WAR MEMORIAL INSPIRED
STREET FEATURE

PYRAMID HIP WITH LEDGE
AT THE BOTTOM AND TOP

CURVED. BRICK STAMPED.
CHINA BANK FEATURE

FAMU “RATTLER” SNAKE
RUN FEATURE

TRANSITIONAL =
CAPSULE FEA'I’UREP

SNAKE GAP WITH HUBBAS
AND FLAT LEDGE FEATURES

STREET FEATURES INCLUDING
RAILS. LEDGES. AND STAIRS

/
>

WALL FOR SEPARATION OF X
E SKATEPARK AND PAVED TRAIL

S WAR MEMORIAL INSPIRED
3 STREET FEATURE




FREDERICK, CO

30,000 SF

TEAM PAIN

SKATE PARKS







sl

N L«
T
>







ll"'* '

= ‘_‘\-:.







https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffgqk9nc

HOICHOJ\\
FROM YOUR
COMPUTER

OR

SMART

PHONE

Please visit the survey to help Team Pain understand what specific features you would like to see within the design of
the new skatepark.



- “.‘J\ﬂ' o

T%Eé; Pﬁ;zm
GENERAL DESIGN QUESTIONS

What elements of the current park need to stay?

On ascale from 1-10, please rate the importance(to you) of the following items within
o 2 skate park’s design. 1 being not important, 10 being very

mini ramp pyramid

Locals trusted to be consulted for design voted by locals

Choice Score Average

Strest course 2170 6.62
Snake run 1517 4.63
Flow bowl 1749 5.33
Medium bowl 1773 542
Beginner area 1359 L.67
®  Transitional features 2138 6.52

shane flattery trevor biggs jackson davis Seamus McKeon robbie taylor  jesse peveler




TZEAM PAIN

SKATE PARKS

Are you from How are you using the local skateparks?

What is your favorite local park?

skate
bic YC le

quads




Stan Clauson, FAICP, ASLA Angela Kemp Britni Johnson, ASLA, QWEL EPA

Planner Planner Landscape Designer
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https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffgqk9nc

https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park

(11| Tube
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https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park

Grand Junction

INPUT
COMMENTS & QUESTIONS CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
INPUT MEETING
FOR
EMERSON PARK
SKATEPARK

LINK TO SURVEY

MAY 9TH, 2023
6 PM Mountain Time
LINK TO ENGAGE GRAND JUNCTION
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Team Pain Enterprises Inc
890 Northern Way suite D-1
Winter Springs Florida 32708
407-366-9221 office
www.teampain.com

GRAND JUNCTION EMERSON PARK PUBLIC INPUT MEETING 5/9/23

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:00 PM
Hello! Welcome to the Grand Junction Public Meeting

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:01 PM
Please send your questions and comments during the meeting here.

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:03 PM
We will be sending a survey for everyone to fill out. Tomorrow we will have the meeting and a link to the
survey on EngageGlJ.org

mary to Everyone 08:05 PM
Thank you.

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:09 PM
Please send your questions and comments during the meeting here :)

mary to Everyone 08:10 PM

I would like to know if there will be a separate area for beginners and those who are more experienced. |
have brought my young children to try out the skate park in Long Park and we don't quite feel safe
sharing the space.

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:13 PM
Love the art!

Team Pain Admin to Everyone 08:14 PM
Hey Mary thanks for joining that is definitely a possibility. We want everyone’s input to be included into
the design.

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:15 PM
Yeah, just moved over from Arvada last year

Gunner to Everyone  08:16 PM
Team pain does it well

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:16 PM
Thank you!

Jon Casson to Everyone 08:17 PM
| worked with Team Pain on the Steamboat Springs park. They did great work then and their parks have
only gotten better and more creative since.

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:17 PM
Loving the snake run

Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 08:20 PM
What is the proposed size of the Emerson Skate park so we can compare to the square footage of the
examples being shown?
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Team Pain Admin to Everyone 08:21 PM
Thank you Jon!

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:21 PM
Hi Ryan. This is a concept development process to determine the size and type of park.

Jaclyn@Team Painto Everyone 08:23 PM
LINK TO SURVEY
https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffggk9nc

Jaclyn@Team Painto Everyone 08:23 PM
LINK TO ENGAGE GRAND JUNCTION
https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park

Jaclyn@Team Painto Everyone 08:26 PM
Tomorrow the City will post a link to the survey and YouTube video of this meeting. Please share with
your friends who could not make it.

Josh Castaneda to Everyone  08:27 PM
Thanks Jaclyn

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:28 PM
You're welcome Josh!

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:28 PM
Can't fully express how happy | am that this is happening. Team Pain is the absolute best

Jon Casson to Everyone 08:29 PM
GlJ gets hot in the summer...any thoughts on lights for the summer months?

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:29 PM
HiJon! Make sure you include lighting in your survey response

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:30 PM
LINK TO ENGAGE GRAND JUNCTION
https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park

Gunner to Everyone  08:31 PM
Lights

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:32 PM
Let's build triple story. Parking garage on top. Snake run to the bottom. Full pipe. All iconic objects. Lost
of lights. The whole nine yards. Haha! 4

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:33 PM
Grand Junction has been missing TEAM PAIN. You guys being involved is an answer to over 20 years of
prayer. | trust that no matter what y'all do in my hometown will be amazing!

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:33 PM
Aww thank you Chani !

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:35 PM
That's a great idea, Jesse! It would solve the parking challenges and provide protection from the weather
and squelching sun!
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Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:35 PM

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:35 PM
Love those transfers and gaps!

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:35 PM
| love those transfers and gaps!

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:36 PM
Arvada is sick!!!

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:39 PM
Amen Jon!! Great comments!

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:39 PM
No matter what they put in will be rad

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:40 PM

><

Flow master Sale! Haha &

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:41 PM
There is NO smooth vert at all!

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:42 PM
LINK TO SURVEY
https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffggk9nc

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:43 PM
Maybe a couple bowls, one deep and one shallower, or a shallow end would work, too. Just don't forget
to have soJaclyn@Team Painsmaller shallow end stuff please! Mini ramper for life!!l

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:44 PM
Vert wall. Like ninja warrior. 30" tall &2

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:44 PM
| know St. Augustine, FL is an older park. It has those deep and shallow bowls and the roll into the street
hips are super flow! That was your park, right Tim?

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:45 PM
Yes! That is one our oldest parks!

Team Pain Admin to Everyone 08:46 PM
Yes we did the St. Augustine Skate Park Chani !

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:46 PM
Emerson Park's not too far from the train tracks, so Jaclyn@Team Pains ort of a railroad track feature

would be rad. Maybe a gap in a transition with a railroad track going across

Josh Niernberg to Everyone 08:46 PM
ANA great idea™ M

Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 08:46 PM
Ya
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Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:47 PM
Ryan did you still have a question?

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:47 PM
Please feel free to jump in

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:47 PM
Definitely a covered pavillion area would be great for that

Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 08:48 PM
| think my mic isn't working - | just wanted to first of all say how stoked and excited we are to have Team
Pain in Grand Junction! Thanks to Ken and Parks and Rec to colaborate with you guys!

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:48 PM
A monument or a mesa feature would be awesome

Chani Smith to Everyone 08:48 PM

| do want to say that excellent spectator accommodations is a must for a healthy park ecosystem. It also
helps keep the riff ruff down which is probably going to be essential with that site.

Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 08:49 PM

| think what's truly important is to consider that we may not please everyone with this skatepark but the

more unique we can make it the more it will draw travelling skaters and park riders into Grand Junction

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:49 PM
Yeah. The grand valley... Snake run..

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:49 PM
Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 08:49 PM
But a practical question - what is the timeline - when are you trying to have the final design done?

Team Pain Admin to Everyone 08:49 PM
Please take a moment to fill out the survey if you haven’t yet

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:50 PM
LINK TO SURVEY

https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffggk9nc
Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:50 PM
The video and link to the survey will be posted tomorrow on engagegj.org

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 08:51 PM
please share with everyone who may have missed the meeting

TeamPain to Everyone 08:53 PM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YKG9XOKFAV4

Jon Casson to Everyone 08:53 PM
Chin Ramp replica! :)
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Emily Krause to Everyone 08:56 PM
Could we please ask all in attendance to please leave their email in the chat so we can add them to our
future communication emails - Thanks!

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 08:56 PM
lorengriffethl @gmail.com

Jon Casson to Everyone 08:56 PM
jon.boardcoach@gmail.com

Laurel to Organizer(s) only 08:56 PM
laureljtiffany@gmail.com

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 08:57 PM
Thanks Team Pain and GJ City! Huge smile on my face &2 | Special shout out to Chani Smith. WASA team!
Jonny Sale... Great commentary!

Popper to Everyone 08:59 PM

For Ken. GJ would be a great tourist hub for skaters and families all the way out from Moab to Telluride
to Denver. Even beyond. Easy. Team Pain parks are a huge tourist attraction. The economic impact will be
significant.

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 09:01 PM
Add some positive messages to the art obstacles.

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 09:02 PM

Popper, that's a great point. Team Pain parks are a destination. This park would absolutely bring revenue
into town. Grand Junction has such an opportunity to be a place for people to stop in on their way to
wherever

Team Pain Admin to Everyone 09:03 PM
LINK TO SURVEY

https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffgak9nc

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 09:03 PM
& 1@ Love those kiddos )¢ =/ @ & us

Jon Casson to Everyone 09:04 PM
Gotta leave, but so stoked on this project!!

Popper to Everyone 09:08 PM
From 8 to 80, skaters are all Mutual Friends!

Chani Smith to Everyone 09:10 PM
Great comment!

JesseBoyden88 to Everyone 09:12 PM
Friday SK8 sesh. OM 5pm...??

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 09:13 PM
Absolutely!

Loren Griffeth to Everyone 09:13 PM
Such a good point, Britni
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Loren Griffeth to Everyone 09:16 PM
My brother in law owns an electrical business here in town. I'm gonna try to talk him into doing a system
for cheap

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 09:17 PM
If anyone fills out the survey and remembers they forgot to add something, shoot us an email at
info@teampain.com

Popper to Everyone 09:20 PM
Spalling typically occurs when the rebar starts to rust and expand.

Jaclyn@Team Pain to Everyone 09:21 PM
It happens when over finishing with a machine trowel. We mostly hand finish our concrete.

Chani Smith to Everyone 09:23 PM
Thanks for having this open forum! Great meeting. Super exciting.

Ryan Sylvester to Everyone 09:24 PM
Thanks so much Team Pain and GJ Parks&Rec! We look forward to the next meeting. Have a good night

Team Pain Admin to Everyone 09:26 PM
Don't forget to take the survey thanks everyone !
https://s.surveyplanet.com/ffggk9nc

Isaac to Everyone 09:26 PM
intheimagemusic@me.com

Josh Niernberg to Everyone 09:26 PM
Thank you all. Thanks Team Pain, Ken, Emily and Parks and the CRA crews. We have been trying to see
this day come fruiting for a looong time. Its very exciting.

Isaac to Everyone 09:28 PM
Joe and Josh Reed are gonna be psyched!

Isaac to Everyone 09:28 PM
Thanks guys!
Chani Smith to Everyone 09:28 PM

Buck is famous... again! Haha

Laurel to Organizer(s) only 09:29 PM
Thank you so much!! Super excited!!

Josh Castaneda to Everyone  09:29 PM
Thanks for all the time and effort from all party’s. We are so excited and can’t wait to be a part of this

epic park. Thanks to Tim, Jaclyn, the team pain team, city of Gj and CRA. You rule

Popper to Everyone 09:29 PM
Josh and Jonny, you guys rock. Props
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Grand Junction

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
PRESENTATION
FOR
EMERSON PARK
SKATEPARK

JULY 27TH, 2023
6 PM Mountain Time
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TEA# PAIN

SKATE PARKS-




30+ YEARS SKATE PARK DESIGN &
CONSTRUCTION EXPERIENCE

CUSTOM, POURED IN PLACE CONCRETE
SKATE PARKS

RECOGNIZED FOR FIRST EVER STRUCTURES

PROJECTS WORLD-WIDE

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT EXPERIENCE

EXTENSIVE INDUSTRY EXPERIENCE

PRESTIGIOUS PUBLICATIONS & AWARDS

TEAM PAIN

SKATE PARKS




COLORADO EXPERIENCE

TEAM PAIN

26 SUCCESSFUL CONCRETE SKATEPARKS IN
COLORADO

CLAUS[IN RAWLEY ASSUCIATESINB

] la sign

lIFlFFlllFlllr’lll=llEII_=E|!;EI!=I!E'!=F;F=F=I” 3
| HiS| MEE mww - JOINED TEAM PAIN FOR THE
ASPEN SKATEPARK - FUTURE PHASE 2 EXPANSION

WORKED WITH TEAM PAIN ON 10 CONCRETE SKATE
PARKS IN COLORADO
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COMMUNITY MEETING #1

OUR TEAM HOSTED A VIRTUAL PUBLIC MEETING WITH
OVERWHELMLY POSTIVE AND ROBUST FEED BACKI

WITH A 2 MONTH TURN AROUND, WE WERE ABLE TO
PROVIDE MORE FEEDBACK IN AN ACCELERATED
TIMELINE.

WE PROVIDED A URL LINKWITH SURVEY
QUESTIONNAIRE.

WE UPLOADED THE MEETING TO YOUTUBE AND
PUSHED THE SURVEY ON SOCIAL MEADIA AND
THROUGH ENGAGEG).COM TO GAIN MORE PUTREACH
AND FEEDBACK

WE HOSTED REVIEW SESSIONS WITH THE SKATE AND
BMX COMMUNITY IN GRAND JUNCTION




MATURE TREE
INTEGRATION

EXAMPLE PROJECT — CASSELBERRY, FL
39,520 SQ. FT.
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Urban Forester

UTE AVENUE

3 @w
CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES inc
lzndscape architecturs . plan =2 . resart cesizn

EMERSON FARK

9TH STREET
10TH STREET

DRAFT

SHEET TITLE:

CONCEPTUAL
DESIGN
COMPONENTS

L1.10

. The Tree survey was conducted by City of Grand Junction Urban Forester wher
each tree's species and size were inventoried The survey included - Species,
caliper size, root zone, canopy overhang, health/condition/viability.
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SURVEY RESULTS

Sessions A azyng

surveyplanet

: |

|| Bay County |

- Skatepark public |

. InPut meeting #1 |

| |
bz M settings Bay County

o i o @ surveyplanet \

| e e |

:'l @ Preview “

TEAM P

SKATE PARKS




Grand Junction Survey

147

Responses Since
[ ~
Apr 1%

Responses Today

i-l
1
i

G Inactive




Q1 Do you live in Mesa County?

. Yes 139
. No 8




Q3 How would you get to Emerson Park?
(car, bike, walk, scooter or board)

Car 112
Bike 14
Walk 7
Scooter 0
Skateboard 14




Q9 Do you prefer street elements or transition type elements?

*  Mostly Street (stairs,ledges,rails) 13

Mostly Transition (Quarter Pipers, Banks, Bowls/Pools) 41

Mix of both 93




Q10 Do you prefer square rails or round rails?

Both 63% wants Both




Q14 Do you like stairs?

. Yes 87




Q16 Do you feel that contests and events at public parks are important?

86.4 percent said yes! Contests are important




Want bowls with pool coping and tile 10 ft deep




Q27 Is flat ground skating important to you?
70% like plaza style street areas with

Stairs

Euro Gaps
Handrails
Ledges

Unique features

Brick Stamping
Colored Concrete
Skatable walkways with slappy curbs




4330140 MALUR
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- Silhouette Bench — Wood Grain Naturals

Cassidy-Plus 45 Gallon Receptacles

=

S 1

-
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Restroom Enclosure

o

et Pa

ge 1

38

Dog Waste Station

DOG WASTE
STATION

please clean up
after your dog




10145 SM OR SMSS W/ OPTIONAL PET FOUNTAIN

LU LR DT

e |
i
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R > AN . f 3 Pole Location
'R — y ‘: / g .

Z > ﬁ D - 4 Pole Location
| gy .- | - Possible Tree
.r}‘ !;“x‘ O Removal
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https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park

Grand Junction YoulI!lif


https://engagegj.org/emerson-skate-park




Grand Junction

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
PRESENTATION
FOR
EMERSON PARK
SKATEPARK
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

JULY 31TH, 2023
6 PM Mountain Time
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COLORADO EXPERIENCE

TEAM PAIN

26 SUCCESSFUL CONCRETE SKATEPARKS IN
COLORADO

it I
I
|

CLAUS[IN RAWLEY ASSUCIATESINB

] la sign

-FIEFEEFIFEFHFEFIFI"EFIEFEEFEFEFIFEFIFE%
L ' B8 REm mERC NN JOINED TEAM PAIN FOR THE

ASPEN SKATEPARK - FUTURE PHASE 2 EXPANSION

WORKED WITH TEAM PAIN ON 10 CONCRETE SKATE
PARKS IN COLORADO

*TiEAﬂlI PAZJN
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Urban Forester

CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES inc
landscape avchitecture . planr ~ . resort desizn

L
o

Y]

EMERSON FARK

9TH STREET
10TH STREET

DRAFT

SHEET TITLE:

CONCEPTUAL
DESIGN
COMPONENTS

L1.10

The Tree survey was conducted by City of Grand Junction Urban Forester wher
each tree's species and size were inventoried The survey included - Species,
caliper size, root zone, canopy overhang, health/condition/viability.
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COMMUNITY MEETING #1 May 9th

COMMUNITY MEEETING #2
HELD JULY 27™ 2023



Grand Junction Survey

What elements of the
current park need to

147

: ledges pyra...
mini...  boxes

=

e — |

-

Locals trusted to be
4 At ] consulted for design
oice ‘ H lvAvelage H VOted by IOCaIS

Street course
Snake run

Flow bowl

Medium bowl

Beginner area

Transitional features




;
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N ) . ¥ 3 Pole Location
D - 4 Pole Location

- Possible Tree
O Removal

e

=
/ (\ /
29, 3%\

AR
i

s

MUSCO DESIGN
DARK SKY COMPLIANT
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City of Grand Junction Emerson Park
Probable Costs for Wheel Park

Design, Planning, & Construction Documents

Site Prep

Skate Park Construction

Amenitites

Subtotal

Contengency

Anticipated Total

174,000

202,000

1,287,000

600,000

2,263,000

226,300

2,489,300

TEAM PAIN

SKATE PARKS

CLAUSON RAWLEY ASSOCIATES Inc

\ \‘slandscape architecture,planning.resort design







Emerson Skate Park

Grand Junction,CO
Lighting System From Hometown to Professional
Pole / Fixture Summary
Pole ID Pole Height Mtg Height Fixture Qty Luminaire Type Load Circuit
P1, P4 50" 50" 4 TLC-LED-900 3.52 kW A
P2-P3 50' 50' 3 TLC-LED-900 2.64 kW A
W1-w8 4 4' 1 CREE PWY 0.03 kW B
12 22 12.59 kW

Circuit Summary

Circuit Description Load Fixture Qty
A Skate Park 12.32 kW 14
B Pathway 0.27 kW 8

Fixture Type Summary

Type Source Wattage Lumens L90 L8o L70 Quantity
CREE PWY LED 5700K - 70 CRI 34W 2,094 -- -- -- 8
TLC-LED-900 LED 5700K - 75 CRI 880W 104,000 >120,000 >120,000 >120,000 14
Single Luminaire Amperage Draw Chart
Driver (.90 min power factor) Max Line Amperage Per Luminaire

208 | 220 | 240 | 277 | 347 | 380 | 480
(60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60)

Cree PWY - - - - - - -
TLC-LED-900 5249|4539 |31(29 |23

Single Phase Voltage

Light Level Summary
Calculation Grid Summa

Grid Name Calculation Metric e — '"“"‘;I'I‘:;w" i e Circuits Fixture Qty
150" Off-Set Spill Horizontal llluminance 0 0 0 0.00 A 14
150" Off-Set Spill Max Candela Metric 36.3 0 389 0.00 A 14
150" Off-Set Spill Max Vertical llluminance Metric 0 0 0.01 0.00 A 14

Pathway Horizontal llluminance 0.13 0 24 0.00 B 8

Skate Park Horizontal llluminance 32.6 21 47 2.20 1.55 A 14

We Make It Happen.

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

PROJECT SUMMARY




EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN Emerson Skate Park

Pole Luminaires Grand Junction,CO
ary LOCATION SiZE GRADE MOUNTING LUMINAIRE QY7 | THIS | OTHER rand Junction,

ELEVATION HEIGHT TYPE POLE GRID GRIDS
P1, P4 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 4 4 0 GRID SUMMARY

P2-P3 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 3 3 0
TOTALS 14 14 0 Name: Skate Park
Size: 220'x 215’

Spacing: 20.0'x 20.0'
Height: 3.0'above grade

\t\ ] ) / ILLUMINATION SUMMARY

\ MAINTAINED HORIZONTAL FOOTCANDLES
Entire Grid
Guaranteed Average: 30
Scan Average: 32.62
Maximum: 47
Minimum: 21
Avg / Min: 1.53
Guaranteed Max / Min: 3
Max / Min: 2.20
UG (adjacent pts): 1.66
CU: 0.77
No. of Points: 81
LUMINAIRE INFORMATION
Applied Circuits: A
No. of Luminaires: 14
Total Load: 12.32 kW

ENINEIN]

~

-~
//
—
—
~—|
~—
-
~

Guaranteed Performance: The ILLUMINATION described above
is guaranteed per your Musco Warranty document and
includes a 0.95 dirt depreciation factor.

Field Measurements: Individual field measurements may vary
from computer-calculated predictions and should be taken

in accordance with IESNA RP-6-15.

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage

Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"

for electrical sizing.

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%

nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

to 0,0 reference point(s) & we Make It Happen

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY

@ SCALE IN FEET 1:40 Pole location(s) < dimensions are relative

o' 40' 80’




EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN Emerson Skate Pa rk
Pole Luminaires — Grand Junction,CO
o [ oo | e | g, | Ve | o g o '
8 W1-W8 35 - 3.5' CREE PWY 1 1 0 GRID SUMMARY
8 TOTALS B B 0

Name: Pathway
Size: 400'x 273’
Spacing: 10.0'x 10.0'
Height: 0.0' above grade

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY
MAINTAINED HORIZONTAL FOOTCANDLES
Entire Grid

/ \ \ / / \ Scan Average: 0.13

Maximum: 24
Minimum: 0
Avg / Min: -
Max / Min: -
UG (adjacent pts):  1150.07
Cu: 0.75
No. of Points: 1080
LUMINAIRE INFORMATION
Applied Circuits: B
No. of Luminaires: 8
Total Load: 0.27 kW

o

o/ ©o o
o
o

\
\
/‘

o o©o o \o
o

o
o

ojo o©o o o

o
o

o o]J]o o o [o

Guaranteed Performance: The ILLUMINATION described
above is guaranteed per your Musco

Warranty document and includes a 0.95

dirt depreciation factor.

o o oOo|]o

o o
o o \o
oi/

o

Field Measurements: Individual field measurements may vary from
computer-calculated predictions and should be taken

in accordance with IESNA RP-6-15.

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage

Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"

for electrical sizing.

o o o o o|Jl\o o o
o o o o ojJo o o o

:

o o o v o o o o
o ©o o o o o o
o ©o o o o o o
=)
o ©o o olo o o o ojJjjo o o o
o ©o o o ojJ]o o

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%
nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

o\o©o ©o o ol o o o o o

o o©o o o

o o o o o o o OK\O o o o o o o o
o

/ SR TRVAN

e | ) S~~~ ]
NOTES: Contour lines shown at 1.0 horizontal Fc.
@ SCALE IN FEET 1 40 Pole location(s) 4 dimensions are relative

to 0,0 reference point(s) & we Make It Happen,

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY
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EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN
Pole Luminaires
GRADE MOUNTING TUMINAIRE QTY/ | THIS | OTHER
ary LOCATION Size ELEVATION HEIGHT TYPE POLE | GRID | GRIDS
2 P1, P4 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 4 4 0
2 P2-P3 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 3 3 0
4 TOTALS 14 14 0

£.00 0.00.0.00 0.00 ,0.00 0.00 ,0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 g 0o

0.00
0.00 £.00
p.00 0.00
100
h /’\ 0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00 )
10.00
0.00 )
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
*0'00 [ / \ vV \ 71 / N\ [ X A A \A /\/S® 00
000 L) AAN A NN A RN ) R
0 SN L NATKI AT ho
.00
9 0.00
0.00 b0
.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0-00 o @00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0-00

SCALE IN FEET 1: 80
@ o' 80’

160"

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23

Pole location(s) 4 dimensions are relative
to 0,0 reference point(s) &

Emerson Skate Park
Grand Junction,CO

GRID SUMMARY

Name: 150' Off-Set Spill
Spacing: 30.0'
Height: 3.0'above grade

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY

HORIZONTAL FOOTCANDLES

Entire Grid
Scan Average: 0.0001
Maximum: 0.00
Minimum: 0.00
No. of Points: 61

LUMINAIRE INFORMATION
Applied Circuits: A
No. of Luminaires: 14
Total Load: 12.32 kW

Guaranteed Performance: The ILLUMINATION described
above is guaranteed per your Musco Warranty

document.

Field Measurements: Individual field measurements may vary
from computer-calculated predictions and should be taken
in accordance with IESNA RP-6-15.

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage

Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"
for electrical sizing.

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%

nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

We Make It Happen.

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco
Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.
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EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN Emerson Skate Park
Pole Luminaires Grand ion.CO
o | owmon | s | e | Ve | wwue [T e Ton rand Junction,
2 P1, P4 50I - 50I TLC-LED-900 4 4 0 GRID SUMMARY
2 P2-P3 50! - 50 TLC-LED-900 3 3 0 " .
4 TOTALS 14 14 0 Name: 150’ Off-Set Spill
Spacing: 30.0'
Height: 3.0'above grade
ILLUMINATION SUMMARY
MAX VERTICAL FOOTCANDLES
Entire Grid
Scan Average: 0.0004
Maximum: 0.01
Minimum: 0.00
No. of Points: 61
.00 0.00 0.00 ,0.00 0.00 ,0.00 0.00 ,0.00 0.00 0.00 LUMINAIRE INFORMATION
-IO-OO 4000 Applied Circuits: A
_|OOO No. of Luminaires: 14
0.00 .00 Total Load: 12.32 kW
"0'00 Guaranteed Performance: The ILLUMINATION described
4000 = above is guaranteed per your Musco Warranty
~¢0.00 document.
_,0.00 Field Measurements: Individual field measurements may vary
1000 from computer-calculated predictions and should be taken
in accordance with IESNA RP-6-15.
-IO'OO Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage
4000 Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"
-|O 00 \ for electrical sizing.
! +0 00 Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%
) nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
0.00 located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
$.00 [ VAR VA 71 / VN N [ X A A \A / \/S® 0.00
A~ [ ) JNIAN_ ) /) N | ) '
P00 AN L NSNS
.00
0.00
.00
0.00
.00 0.00
: 0.00 000
.0.00 00 #%°
-2V 0.@000 ,0.00 0.00 .01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O
@ SCALE INFEET 1: 80 Pole location(s) 4 dimensions are relative w M k It H
to 0,0 reference point(s) & 2 aKe appen
0 80' 160"
) Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco
ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY




EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN Emerson Skate Park

Pole Luminaires .
ary LOCATION SIZE GRADE MOUNTING LUMINAIRE QTY/ | THIS | OTHER Grand Junction,CO
ELEVATION HEIGHT TYPE POLE | GRID | GRIDS

P1, P4 50' -

50" TLC-LED-900 4 4 0 GRID SUMMARY
P2-P3 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 3 3 0
TOTALS 14 14 0 Name: 150’ Off-Set Spill
Spacing: 30.0'
Height: 3.0'above grade

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY

CANDELA (PER FIXTURE)

ENINEIN]

Entire Grid

Scan Average:  36.3383

Maximum: 388.85

Minimum: 0.00
No. of Points: 61

A A ] 29 3 2627 9 2 5 LUMINAIRE INFORMATION

2 4 Applied Circuits: A
No. of Luminaires: 14
3 Total Load: 12.32 kW

i)

Guaranteed Performance: The ILLUMINATION described
above is guaranteed per your Musco Warranty

document.

Field Measurements: Individual field measurements may vary
from computer-calculated predictions and should be taken

in accordance with IESNA RP-6-15.

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage

Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"

for electrical sizing.

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%
nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

38 ]
82 /?x?\/'

) /1 / \ A A \ )/
£0 S N NN TS 4
81

A7

o/ a3
O o5as0 A74 243 332 95 91 43 48 B

@ SCALE IN FEET 1:80 Pole location(s) < dimensions are relative

to 0,0 reference point(s) & we Make It Happen

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

ILLUMINATION SUMMARY
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Emerson Skate Park
Grand Junction,CO

EQUIPMENT LAYOUT

INCLUDES:
- Pathway
- Skate Park

Electrical System Requirements: Refer to Amperage
Draw Chart and/or the "Musco Control System Summary"
for electrical sizing.

Installation Requirements: Results assume + 3%
nominal voltage at line side of the driver and structures
located within 3 feet (1m) of design locations.

EQUIPMENT LIST FOR AREAS SHOWN

Pole Luminaires

T GRADE | MOUNTING CUMINATRE Qry’
) QTY | LOCATION SZE | ELEVATION | HEIGHT TYPE POLE

2 P1,P4 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 4

2 P2-P3 50' - 50' TLC-LED-900 3

L 8 W1-W8 3.5' - 3.5' CREE PWY 1

. Id / \ 12 TOTALS 22

N ¢
- SINGLE LUMINAIRE AMPERAGE DRAW CHART
—W3 . = —
N Driver Line Amperage Per Luminaire
% (.90 min power factor) (max draw)

AN Single Phase Voltage 208 | 220 | 240 | 277 | 347 | 380 | 480

(60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60) | (60)

2 O S ] Cree PWY e - - -

Q )« TLC-LED-900 52 |49 | 45| 39| 31| 29| 23
)

, / W |~
Skla\te Fl‘ark %
220 % 215 WO\

NI AR |
A \A (N / ) Pathway
N U ) seoors

to 0,0 reference point(s) & we Make It Happen

Not to be reproduced in whole or part without the written consent of Musco

ENGINEERED DESIGN By: C.Hensley - File #228138A - 28-Jul-23 Sports Lighting, LLC. ©1981, 2023 Musco Sports Lighting, LLC.

@ SCALE IN FEET 1:80 Pole location(s) < dimensions are relative

o' 80’ 160"




F.Y Y | B N ™
- Cree Edge
- s ummam V6 LED Bollard
IMPOR.TANT S.AFEGUARDS . . INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS
When using electrical equipment, basic safety precautions should always be followed
including the following:
READ AND FOLLOW ALL SAFETY INSTRUCTIONS
1. To avoid the possibility of electrical shock, turn off power supply before installation
or servicing. Installation and servicing should be performed by qualified personnel.
2. Product must be installed in accordance with NEC or your local electrical code.
If you are not familiar with these codes and requirements, consult a qualified
electrician.
3. This carton contains light fixture only. Anchor bolts and mounting template shipped
separately
SAVE THESE INSTRUCTIONS FOR FUTURE REFERENCE
TO INSTALL:
" )
- 100" ( Base Plate Template- )
) i @ TEETE.
7 N
7.0" \
(177 mm) 2.70" (69 mm) Bolt Circle .
2.34" (59 mm) Bolt Pattern {For Three \
‘\ 3/4" Conduij
e
0.391" (10 mm)
Anchor Bolts Location
NOT TO SCALE
J
)
Base Plate Template- R
96" Units ™~
5.75"(150mm) h
L BOLT CIRCLE
_\ 120.0
—140"—
(102 mm) CLEARANCE
OPENING FOR
(3) 3/4" CONDUIT
\_ J
. /
_NOTTO scALE \120 0</
: J
FOUNDATION STEP 2:
Depending in the height of the luminaire, there are two
different base plates that are used. See Figure 1 and the Table
MODEL il BASE PLATE on the left to determine the base type. Review Figure 2 and 3
Landscape - 12 13" verify base type.
Landscape - 18 18" IMPORTANT: Verify the base plate type before preparing the
SEE FIGURE 2 foundation.
Pathway 36"
Pathway 42" STEP 3:
- - Provided are (3) 3/8 - 6" anchor bolts and mounting template
Pedestrian % SEEFIGURE 3 (shipped separately). Use template to set anchor bolts at

proper location (Note conduit entry allowance). Anchor bolts
should project 2 inches above concrete.

NOTE: Bolt slots in fixture base allow for anchor bolt circle
range of 2.84" (72 mm) maximum diameter to 2.45" (62 mm)
minimum diameter. HOWEVER, conduit must always be directly
centered within anchor bolts.

STEP 1:

Foundation should be a minimum of 12 inches in diameter,
finished, level and smooth, with a depth below grade of 24
inches.

NOTE: In areas where frost is imminent, consult a civil engineer
for a recommended foundation detail.

tofs Packet Page 180

ClI347X01R3



Ve
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Bollard Pole —_—

o _JJ* 0

(3) 1/4"-20 Flat
Head Screw

Base Plate

3/8"-16 Pan Head
Screw

Optic Assembly

| — Bollard Pole
L

20f3

Packet Page 181

INSTALLATION FOR 13", 18", 36" OR 42"
UNITS

STEP 1:

Remove base plate from the bottom of bollard
pole by removing the (3) 1/4"-20 flat head screws
at base of pole. See Figure 4.

STEP 2:

Remove all washers and nuts supplied on the
anchor bolts and then place base plate over
anchor bolts.

STEP 3:
Secure by placing a washer and nut on anchor
bolts and tighten.

STEP 4:

Loosen 3/8"-16 pan head screw located at the arm
base of optic assembly using a T-45 torx socket
and ratchet. See Figure 5.

STEP 5:
Lift optic assembly from pole.

STEP 6:

Pull wires up through pole and then reattach pole
to base with the (3) 1/4" -20 flat head screws
removed in Step 1.

STEP 7:
Make wiring connections per Electrical Connection
section.

STEP 8:

Reposition optical assembly onto pole and secure
by torquing the 3/8"-16 pan head screw to

240 in-lb. See Figure 6.

INSTALLATION FOR 96” UNITS

STEP 1:

Remove all washers and nuts supplied on the
anchor bolts and then place base plate and pole
assembly over the anchor bolts.

STEP 2:
Secure by placing a washer and nut on anchor
bolts and tighten.

STEP 3:

Loosen 3/8 -16" pan head screw located at the arm
base of optic assembly using a T-45 torx socket
and ratchet. See Figure 5.

STEP 4:
Lift optic assembly from pole and pull wires
through.

CI347X01R3



e N STEP 5:
o — Slide the Welded Base Cover over the
pole cover the Welded Base Plate. See

Figure 7.

STEP 6:
Make wiring connections per Electrical
Connection section.

STEP 7:

Reposition optical assembly onto pole
Welded Base and secure by torquing the 3/8-16 pan
I Cover head screw to 240 in-lb. See Figure 6.

Welded Base Plate

4 )

ELECTRICAL CONNECTIONS
STEP 1:
Make the following Electrical Connections to the terminal TE:,_MO'EQ" LUMINAIRE
block:
L . LINE LINE-BLACK
a. Connect the black luminaire lead to the line supply .
lead. 9
b. Connect the white luminaire lead to the neutral [ | |_GROUND GROUND |
supply lead. 2 'y o {1
c. Connect the green/yellow luminaire lead to the E
supply ground lead. g
® NEUTRAL ‘ NEUTRAL-WHITE
© 2013 Cree, Inc. All rights reserved. For informational purposes only. Content is subject to change.
See www.cree.com/lighting for warranty and specifications. Cree® and the Cree logo are registered
trademarks, and Edge™ is a trademark of Cree, Inc. www.cree.com/lighting
30of3 CI347X01R3
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Musco Sports Lighting: Budget Estimate

July 2023

Emerson Skate Park
Grand Junction, Colorado

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss Musco’s Light-Structure System with TLC for LED™ Total
Light Control and the benefits it will bring to the Emerson Skate Park. We are excited to offer this
innovative system, and are confident you will see the value for many years to come.

This estimate includes Musco’s Light-Structure System with TLC for LED™ along with
estimated installation costs. This system includes pre-cast concrete bases, galvanized steel poles,
remote electrical component enclosures, pole length wire harnesses and factory-aimed and assembled
luminaries.

Benefits of Musco’s Light-Structure System with TLC for LED™

e Guaranteed light levels

e Control-Linkg System for remote on/off control and performance monitoring with 24 /7
customer support
Reduction of spill light and glare by 50% or more

e Reduction of energy and maintenance costs by 50% to 85% over typical 1500w HID
equipment

e Productassurance and warranty program that includes materials and onsite labor,
eliminating 100% of your maintenance costs for 25 years.

Estimated Project Cost: Materials and Installation

SKALE PaTK..iive e seeereer s crsrs e e snn e sre s e sas snsses sas snnssssessessssses ssnmnsses senesnesne e nmn e 9 2 70,000-$295,000

Pricing is based on July 2023 pricing and is subject to change.

This estimate includes anticipated equipment and installation costs. This estimate assumes 480v/3
phase power being located within 100’ of the site. It does not include the cost of a new electrical
transformer. It also assumes standard soil conditions. Rock, bottomless, wet or unsuitable soil may
require additional engineering, special installation methods and additional cost. Assuming use of existing
electrical service.

Stephen Baker

Sales Representative

Musco Sports Lighting, LLC

Phone: 720-614-1115

E-mail: Stephen.baker@musco.com

Musco Sports Lighting, LLC 2012

OO00
musco www.musco.com * lighting@musco.com
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TEAM PAIN

SKATE PARKS

Project Name: Grand Junction Skate Park @ Emerson Park
Project Number:
Date: 8.11.23REV7
No. Item Description Quantity  Unit Size Notes Unit Cost Total Cost
Phase 2 Design and Construction Docs
1 |Survey 1 LS - For planning and construction including final asbuilts S - S 20,000.00
2 |Geotech 1 LS - Completed S - S -
3 |Design Development 1 LS - S - S 25,000.00
4 |Construction Documents Development & Specs 1 LS - S - S 61,875.00
5 |Parking Lot Expansion 1 LS - S - S 12,500.00
6 |Landscape Design 1 LS - S - S 12,500.00
7 |lrrigation Plan 1 LS - S - S 12,500.00
8 [Conceptual Lighting Plan 1 LS - Musco will provide NC S - S 3,125.00
9 | Traffic Study 1 LS - S - S 18,750.00
10 [Public Input Meetings 1 LS - Is the city requesting more contact with the community? S 5,000.00 | $ 7,812.00
Site Prep Total| $ 5,000.00 | $ 174,062.00
Sitework
11 |Permitting (City & CDEP Contruction) 1 EA - City permitting cost & CDEP Construction Permit S 650.00 | $ 650.00
12 [Mobilization 1 LS - S 40,000.00 | $ 40,000.00
13 [Construction Safety Fencing 1 LS - Quote 7/17 entire site S 7,239.29 | $ 7,239.29
14 |[Locate Utilites 1 LS - S 500.00 | $ 500.00
15 |[Tree Triming 1 EA - S 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
16 |Tree protection & Site Erosion Control 1 EA - S 8,000.00 | $ 8,000.00
17 [Clearing & Grubbing 1 EA - S 10,500.00 | $ 10,500.00
18 |Prepare subgrade for sidewalks 15,146 | SF - S 030 ($ 4,543.80
19 |Export of spoils EA - unknown at this time S - S -
20 |Import Soil EA - unknown at this time S - S -
21 |Compaction Testing 1 EA - S 3,000.00 | $ 3,000.00
22 |Demo & Removal of Bathrooms 1 EA - S 22,000.00 | $ 22,000.00
23 |Demo & Removal of Playground 1 EA - S 15,000.00 | $ 15,000.00
24 |Demo & Removal of Curb & Gutter 300 LF - S 18.00 | $ 5,400.00
25 |Demo & Removal of Asphalt Pavement 4,565 SF - S 2.00 | $ 9,130.00
26 |Parking lot - Paving 4,565 SF - S 6.50 | $ 29,672.50
27 |Parking lot - Add Curb & Gutter 945 LF - S 37.00 | $ 34,965.00
28 |[Parking lot - Striping 1 EA - S 1,500.00 | $ 1,500.00
Site work Total | $ 118,453.09 | $ 202,100.59
Skate Park Construction
29 |Insurance & Bonds 1 LS - Calculated at 2% S 25,710.00 | $ 25,710.00
30 |Fine Grading 21,425 SF - S 11.13 [ $ 238,358.00
31 |Forming Materials 21,425 SF - S 16.69 [ S 357,537.00
32 |Rebar 21,425 SF - S 6.68 [ $ 143,014.80
33 |Concrete 21,425 SF - S 16.13 | $ 345,619.10
31 |Metal / Welding work 21,425 SF - S 5.01($ 107,261.10
32 |Concrete Testing 1 LS - S 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00
33 |Travel & Housing 1 LS - S 60,000.00 | $ 60,000.00
34 |As Builts 1 LS - $ 3,000.00 | $ 3,000.00
Skate Park Construction Total | § 90,765.63 | $ 1,285,500.00
Site Amenities
35 |6'Sidewalks 15,146 SF - S 11.00 | $ 166,606.00
36 |Benches & Seating areas 6 EA - S 1,370.59 | $ 8,223.54
37 |Trash Enclosures 4 EA - S 1,677.44 | S 6,709.76
38 |Recycle Enclosures 2 EA - S 1,677.44 | S 3,354.88
39 [ Shade Structures EA - $ - IS -
40 |Planters and Decorative Walls 988 SF - S 105.00 | $ 103,740.00
41 |Irrigation - Permanent & Temporary 1 LS - S 12,000.00 | $ 12,000.00
43 |Plantings / restoration of disturbed areas during construction 4,000 SF - S 10.00 | $ 40,000.00
44 |Portable Bathroom Enclosure 1 EA - S 3,000.00 | $ 3,000.00
45 |Dog Waste Station 2 EA - $ 279.99 | $ 559.98
46 |Water Fountain / Bottle Filler 1 EA - S 1,500.00 | $ 1,500.00
47 |Lighting 1 LS - Estimated from Musco S 275,000.00 | $ 275,000.00
48 |Bike Loop Rack 6 EA - S 673.73 | $ 4,042.38
Hardscape Total $ 297,305.19 | $ 624,736.54
Subtotal| $ 511,523.91 | $ 2,286,399.13
10% Contingency| $ 51,152.39 | $ 228,639.91
Grand Total| §  562,676.30 | $  2,515,039.04
Page 1 of 1
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CITY O

Grand Junction

C<C__ coromavo
Grand Junction City Council
Workshop Session
Item #1.b.
Meeting Date: February 5, 2024
Presented By: Ashley Chambers, Housing Manager
Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Ashley Chambers, Housing Manager
Information
SUBJECT:

Housing Goals and Implementation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Grand Junction Housing Strategy 2 focuses on implementing a local housing goal
and explores strategic options to meet the housing production goal set by the City of
Grand Junction. Beginning with the adoption of Resolution 48-22 in June 2022, the city
has aligned with Strategy 2: Adopt a Local Affordable Housing Goal and committed to
Proposition 123 (Prop 123) by revising affordable housing definitions. Discussion will
include four strategic approaches to meeting the goal and increasing unit production
with the City.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

This information is related to the implementation of Grand Junction Housing Strategy 2:
Adopt a Local Housing Goal and explores various strategic options for meeting the
housing production goal established by the City of Grand Junction. The options
presented encompass a range of approaches, including independent development,
collaboration with non-profit and for-profit partners, managing units directly, leasing
opportunities, and adopting a flexible project-based strategy.

Background. On June 1, 2022, the City Council adopted Resolution 48-22,
establishing a Housing Goal ("Goal") based on findings from the Housing Needs
Assessment and the City's desire to align with Strategy 2: Adopt a Local Affordable
Housing Goal(s) in the 2021 Grand Junction Housing Strategy. In August 2023, City
Council adopted Resolutions 64-23 and 65-23, authorizing the City Manager to commit
to Proposition 123 (Prop 123) and revising the City's definition of affordable and
attainable housing to align with Prop123 definitions.

City staff have tracked housing development since 2022. The Housing Needs
Assessment indicated an annual average of 35 units of affordable housing production
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until 2022. In 2022, the City achieved the production of 5 homeownership units and 45
rental units, totaling 50 newly constructed units. Additionally, 51 units were preserved
as affordable, totaling 101 affordable units.

Table 1. Affordable Housing Unit Production and Preservation shows the total number
of affordable units produced or preserved in 2023 and the current status for 2024, all
eligible to be counted towards the City’s Prop. 123 commitment. The inclusion of the
2022 count provides a basis for comparison. In 2023, 5 additional for-sale units by
Habitat for Humanity were created prior to the Prop 123 commitment, thus ineligible for
the production goal and are not reflected in the table.

Table 1. Prop. 123 Affordable Housing Unit Production/Preservation

2022 After 2024 to | Notes
August date
2023
Potential Units - 5 2 ADUs — to be represented
not counted in future totals
New For Sale 5 1 0 (2023) Housing Resources
Units
New Rental 45 44 0 (2023) Mother Theresa’s
Units Place & Hilltop Domestic
Violence Housing
Preserved Units | 51 0 0
(Rental & For
Sale)
Existing N/A e i ****Market Rate Naturally
Housing Occurring Housing (NOAH)
(NOAH) Units may be included, but
administrative guidance
has not yet been provided.
Total Units 101 45 0

For detailed information Prop. 123 and related unit tracking, please see the Proposition
123 Overview attached.

Staff are actively monitoring the production of alternative housing (shared housing,
congregate shelter, sober living houses, transitional housing programs, etc) that might
not be officially counted as units towards our housing goals but plays a crucial role in
addressing the persistent housing challenges faced by individuals experiencing
homelessness. In 2023, 61 additional beds will be made available through shelter and
shared housing models. In 2024, various organizations plan to incorporate
approximately 88 more beds into sober living and shared housing models.
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Since establishing a city goal, staff, with input from partner organizations, are tracking
projected unit production as well as potential projects in a collective three-year pipeline
report. The attached Projected Housing Pipeline shows the projections of estimated unit
production over the next 3 years and how the anticipated unit production aligns with the
City’s Prop. 123 commitment. While many entities within the city are looking to develop
affordable units within the next three years, it is likely that only a fraction of the projects
may come to fruition, since all projects are funding dependent. Many also hinge upon
receiving state or federal grants, approval of housing incentives, land acquisition, and
development of key partnerships, of which many are competitive requests.

Meeting unit production goals is a multifaceted challenge, requiring thoughtful
consideration of available approaches. The approach and role that the City plays in
development depends on factors such as, but not limited to, available resources, risk
tolerance, desired level of control, and the broader goals of the City Council. Each
approach comes with its own set of advantages and challenges. Due to recent
discussion about the City’s role in developing a project independently (with operational
support) (eg. Hotel Conversation), Staff believes it is timely to discuss various
approaches the city can take to assist in the production of affordable housing

units. Staff has outlined various approaches for consideration, as follows:

Approach A. Develop and Fund Units Independently. One approach is for the City
to take charge of the entire development process, from funding to construction. This
option provides full control over the project, allowing for a tailored approach to meet
specific city housing goals. However, it requires significant financial resources and
development/property expertise albeit some expertise can already be found on staff as
well as be contracted out, as may be needed. The city could also take on operations,
but operations could also be outsourced. Resort communities throughout Colorado
have a history of this type of approach, such as Breckenridge, Boulder and
Carbondale.

Approach 2: Partner with Non-profit and For-profit Entities. Collaboration with
external organizations, both non-profit and for-profit, may offer a viable means of
producing new units. Pooling resources and expertise can enhance efficiency and
address diverse aspects of unit production. However, effective partnership
management including the alignment of goals, shared risk responsibilities, defining
clear roles and responsibilities, maintaining clear transparency and accountability,
ensuring long term financial sustainability, offering flexibility in contractual
arrangements, and including strong stakeholder engagement are crucial for success.
Organizations such as Habitat for Humanity and the Housing Authority have long been
supporting unit production in the City, and there may be an opportunity to increase their
production to meet the commitment with increased resources from the City.

Approach 3: Purchase Property and Lease/Convey to Others. An alternative

approach is to focus city resources on the purchase of land and/or purchase of existing
units (preservation) and subsequently lease or convey them to a third-party partner
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organization or developer with a long-term or permanent deed restriction for
affordability. This approach supports production while shifting the responsibility of
actual development and management to others. However, it requires careful selection
of partners to ensure that units are ultimately constructed — and a land use covenant
that assures the land/property will be utilized for affordable housing. The City most
recently utilized this approach with Hilltop for four units and the GJHA for the acquisition
of 15 acres for future development.

Approach 4.: Opportunistic. This approach would combine all of the above
approaches as viable and of interest to the City to pursue. This may allow the city to
remain most agile and to evaluate and explore opportunities as they are presented.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no fiscal impact from the item.

SUGGESTED ACTION:

This item is for discussion only.

Attachments

1. Proposition 123 Overview
2. 3 yr Projected Housing Pipeline
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Proposition 123

In November 2022, Colorado voters approved Prop.123, earmarking a portion of annual income tax revenue
from the State’s General Fund—up to 0.1 percent of taxable income each year—for the State Affordable
Housing Fund. The allocated funds were $160 million in State Budget Year 2022-23 and $318 million in State
Budget Year 2023-2024 and beyond. Governor Polis signed the Proposition into law on December 27, 2022,
via Executive Order D-2022 050.

Requirements and Fund Distribution. Utilizing these funds requires jurisdictions to commit to an expedited
review process, increase affordable housing production by 3 percent annually (9 percent within 3 years), and
ensure that dedicated revenues for housing do not supplant appropriations for affordable housing. The State
Affordable Housing Fund is divided 60/40 between the Office of Economic Development and International
Trade (OEDIT) and the Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), managed by its Division of Housing (DOH).

Fund Management and Initiatives. OEDIT, in partnership with the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority
(CHFA), administers the Affordable Housing Financing Fund, supporting land banking, equity investment,
and concessionary debt programs. DOH manages the Affordable Housing Support Fund, which backs the
Local Planning Capacity Grant Program. DOH plans to release additional programmatic grant opportunities
for homeownership, down payment assistance, and initiatives addressing homelessness in the coming
months.

Baseline Calculations. Baselines are determined using the 2017-2021 American Community Survey (ACS)
by the U.S. Census Bureau and the most recent Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategies (CHAS)
estimates by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. Flexibility is allowed in baseline
calculations, including the use of past AMI figures, adjacent counties' AMI, various household sizes, and
factoring in inflation.

The City of Grand Junction's baseline for affordable housing, estimated at 4,158 units, is based on the State
of Colorado’s Baseline Assistance Tool. To meet Prop. 123 commitments, the city filed its commitment on
August 4, 2023, accepted by DOLA on August 10, 2023. The City committed to 125new affordable units per
year totaling 374 units over the 3-year period.

Compliance. Failure to file a commitment by November 1, 2023, renders a local government and its
development projects ineligible for Prop. 123 funding in 2023 or 2024. Local governments that are unable to
achieve the units per their commitments by December 31, 2026, result in ineligibility for funding in 2027, with
the option to reapply for the 2028-2029 calendar years.

Unit Production Tracking. Municipalities must track affordable housing production. All units completed in
2023 contribute to the goals for 2024.

Municipalities can take credit for affordable housing units that meet the following conditions:

1. Are funded by the Prop 123 Affordable Housing Equity Program, or
2. Are funded by the Prop 123 Concessionary Debt Program, or
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3. Can be rented with a rental payment that is 30%, or less, of the monthly household income at 60% of
the income limit that a locality selected in its commitment filing, or

4. Could be purchased with a mortgage payment that is 30%, or less, of the monthly household income
at 100% of the income limit that a locality selected in its commitment filing.

Units that are newly constructed are counted at the time the construction is permitted, and existing housing
can be counted when the development is permitted and fully funded.

For purposes of tracking the city’s new units that will count toward the city’s commitment, Staff are currently
counting only units that align with the city’s definition of a dwelling unit that provides: “one or more rooms
designed, occupied, or intended for occupancy as separate living quarters, with cooking, sleeping and
sanitary facilities.” New units such as Accessory Dwelling Units are current tracked as “potential” units and
staff will seek information about household occupancy and rental rates to determine if they meet the State’s
definition of an affordable unit. The state has excluded facilities that offer overnight accommodations such as
shelter beds and pallet shelters as eligible units.

Information about Prop 123 continues to evolve as the administration, funding types, compliance and
associated procedures become clearer. Staff will continue to track the evolution of the details and continue to
provide updates.
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Projected Housing Pipeline

3yr.
2024 2025 2026 projection
S
Phase of Development New New New
New New New
Home Preserved Home Preserved Home Preserved
Rental . Total Rental . Total Rental g Total 973
Owners . Units Owners . Units Owners . Units
hip Units hip Units hip Units

Implementing - Intends to be permitted
and potentlallylbegln con_structlon: anc_i/or 28 54 82 8 8 8 8 98
has some funding actualized. Project is
highly likely to be completed.

Planning -Expected to seek entitlements
or begin pre-development process. 27 27 18 18 61 61 106
Project is somewhat likely to be
completed.

Conceptual/Defined -Plan is in concept
stage, aligns with organization vision and
strategy. Expected to identify location 130 152 282 10 292 232 25 230 255 769
and/or explore project feasibility. Project
is in it's infancy. Currently, too premature
to determine likelihood.
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Grand Junction City Council

Workshop Session

Item #1.c.

Meeting Date: February 5, 2024

Presented By: Tamra Allen, Community Development Director, Trenton Prall,
Engineering & Transportation Director

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Tamra Allen, Community Development Director

Information
SUBJECT:
Undergrounding Overhead Utilities
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Zoning and Development Code requires that all new utility lines are undergrounded
and that any existing overhead utilities be installed underground except when the
development has less than 700 feet of frontage, in which case the Director can accept a
payment of cash in lieu. The burden to underground an overhead utility line is borne
fully by the property owner on which the power poles have been installed upon and it is
generally perceived by the development industry that the requirement to underground
along frontages less than 700 feet puts an unfair burden on development that happens
to have overhead utilities along the property frontage. For development that has
frontage less than 700 feet, with the option to pay the in lieu fee, the rate was
established in 2005 and is set at $25.65 per lineal foot. The actual estimated average
cost for undergrounding utilities is approximately $300 per lineal foot.

In 2018, participants in the City’s ad hoc Development Roundtable identified the issue
of existing overhead utility undergrounding requirements as a development challenge to
staff. Subsequently, also in 2018, staff discussed with City Council several options for
addressing the issue and received direction to continue work with industry
representatives. Over the course of the past 5 years staff has worked intermittently with
the roundtable to identify an approach that would address the community’s needs.
Discussion had continued on this topic until as recently as June 2022, whereby the
Code Committee took up this issue as a part of the Zoning and Development Code
update. As expected, the Code Committee recommended the requirement be removed
from the Code. This recommendation was supported during the review and
recommendation process by the Planning Commission. At that time, Community
Development staff also supported the removal of the code requirement while the
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consultant team (Clarion Associates) recommended “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.” Ultimately, the City Council’s
adopted code update maintained the requirement to underground existing overhead
utility lines. Staff was directed to bring the topic of utility undergrounding to a City
Council workshop for additional policy discussion and direction in early 2024; a
workshop has been scheduled with City Council for February 5, 2024.

Staff is seeking direction on potential modifications to the code that requires existing
utility undergrounding and the related in lieu fee.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

EXISTING OVERHEAD UTILITY UNDERGROUND REQUIREMENT.

The Zoning and Development Code requires that all new utility lines are undergrounded
and that any existing overhead ultilities be installed underground except when the
development has less than 700 feet of frontage, in which case the Director can accept a
payment of cash in lieu. The requirement to underground as currently written applies
only to streets and does not include alleys. More specifically the code provides,

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.

UNDERGROUNDING OR PAYMENT IN LIEU FEE.

The burden to underground an overhead utility line is borne fully by the property owner
in which the power poles have been installed in easement or right of way adjacent to a
property. It is generally perceived that the requirement to underground overhead utility
lines along frontages of 700 feet or more puts a disproportionate burden on
development that happens to have overhead utilities along their property frontage. For
example, if a property has a large frontage with a significant voltage line overhead, they
are required to cover the full cost of the undergrounding. Meanwhile, the property
across the street or down the road is not required to participate in this oftentimes
significant expense of which the adjacent properties be beneficiaries of due to the
improved aesthetic.

Meanwhile, if a property has overhead utility lines but has frontage less than 700 feet,
the property owner may pay a fee in lieu of the actual undergrounding. The current fee
in lieu of undergrounding is set at $25.65. This fee was established at least 20 years
ago (~1997) and was intended to pay for the cost for the City to underground utility lines
in conjunction with major street projects. The current fee is inadequate to cover the
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cost of undergrounding. Xcel Energy estimates the cost for undergrounding lines at an
approximate average of $300 per lineal foot. The cost can be variable dependent upon
the size of the line and related voltage the lines carry.

Engineering revisited the 700-foot threshold with both Xcel and Grand Valley Power
(GVP) in 2022. The input received from both entities advised that 700 feet, or roughly
one city block, is an appropriate threshold as the intent is to avoid unsightly piecemeal
segments of underground and overhead lines that increases costs for converting short
segments of overhead to underground later. Termination points from the overhead to
the new underground (called terminal poles) are costly and unsightly due to all the
termination equipment, switching and guy wiring. The companies noted that it can be
very difficult to find suitable locations for these poles that allow enough room for guy
wiring while providing accessibility for crews and do not adversely impact the property
owner due to pole placement. In general, longer distances also allow for increased cost
savings on a per lineal foot basis.

RELATIONSHIP TO FRANCHISE AGREEMENTS.

Franchises for service providers are voter approved. The current franchise agreements
for both Xcel and GVP were passed by voters in April 2011 as People’s Ordinance 37
and there are in effect until May 31, 2031. It is possible, with an affirmative vote by the
People, the agreements could be amended in the next municipal election. The current
franchise requires that all newly constructed electrical distribution lines in newly
developed areas of the City underground their utilities. The agreement does not speak
to existing overhead utility lines.

Article 11 of the franchise agreements (GVP and Xcel) include a provision for an
underground fund ("Fund") in which Xcel and GVP are required to budget and allocate
an annual amount equal to 1% of the preceding year’s electric gross revenues for the
purpose of burying overhead utility lines as requested by the City. The Fund can only
be used for facilities that are located in the public right of-way and are public

projects. The franchise agreements also allow for the City to require Xcel or Grand
Valley Power to underground above ground facilities at the City’s expense. The 1%
Fund has historically been used in conjunction with the City’s capital projects. The 1%
allocation is customary across Colorado.

GVP, who’s service area covers about 10% of the City area, collects approximately
$90,000 per year while Xcel, who's service area covers the remainder of the City,
collects approximately $560,000 per year. Both Xcel and GVP draw on these funds for
eligible projects, upon request from the City.

In the case where the City is interested in completing underground for a significant
project, the City through the Franchise agreements can draw on future revenues up to 3
years in advance to complete a project. Recent projects that the City has drawn on
these funds include Orchard Avenue between Cannell and 12th Street, 1st Street from
North Ave to Ouray, 7th Street from Center Ave to Tope Elementary and 24 Road from
Mojo south to F 72 Rd. Older projects that utilized these funds include I-70B from 24
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Road to Rimrock and the Riverside Parkway.

RELATIONSHIP TO TRANSPORTATION CAPACITY PAYMENT PROGRAM.

The undergrounding policy was developed prior to the most recent revisions of the
City’s Development Standards, at a time when developers were responsible for
construction of all half street improvements adjacent to the property being

developed. The development standards now only require the developer to pay those
improvements necessary for access and the safe ingress and/or egress of traffic to the
development and does not require the developer to construct all adjacent half of the
street improvements (including curb, gutter and sidewalk). Staff has reached out to
several communities in Colorado and found a handful of communities have a similar
program that requires undergrounding of existing overhead utility lines, including
Pueblo and Fort Collins. Both Pueblo and Fort Collins exempt higher voltages lines (30
kV and 40 kV and Fort Collins exempts short-runs of less than 400 feet). All
communities contacted require undergrounding of new utilities. Most cities require new
development to improve/construct the street and at the same time underground all
overhead utilities. Below are a couple key concepts from other undergrounding
programs to consider:

WHY UNDERGROUND UTILITIES?

There are many drawbacks to having overhead distribution lines. Most importantly, they
are susceptible to outages from falling trees and limbs, especially during storms. The
poles are a roadway safety concern as they are a non-forgiving obstacle for drivers to
avoid. Aesthetics of overhead lines are also often a concern with the public.

Underground distribution lines offer some notable benefits. While underground outages
do occur, they are rare. In addition, lines provide better public safety since there are no
exposed lines or falling poles. Underground systems are also hidden from view and
according to an American Planning Association publication, property values tend to be
higher in neighborhoods with underground lines in comparable neighborhoods with
overhead lines. There are however, inherent issues with lines that are undergrounded
mainly being they may be less visible and more susceptible to being hit while
digging/boring and in some cases are more difficult to maintain.

Xcel staff concur with the issues identified above.

RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN.
The 2020 Comprehensive Plan provides the following:

Plan Principle 3: Responsible and Managed Growth (pg. 20). Strategy 3.e.
ELECTRICAL SERVICE. Evaluate current policy for undergrounding overhead utility
lines and in lieu of payments. Continue to require new and existing electrical lines to be
buried.

Principle 5: Strong Neighborhoods and Housing Choice, Goal 4(d)(pg. 29)
INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS. Perioritize infrastructure improvements, such as
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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.

POLICY OPTIONS FOR DISCUSSION.

Staff believes it would be prudent for the City to consider changes to the
undergrounding code requirements that, at a minimum, address the following issues: 1)
The cost carried by a developer to bury high voltage lines (Primary/Feeder Lines) and
2) the long outdated and undervalued fee in lieu. It may also be beneficial to reconsider
community goals as it relates to the franchise agreement with GVP and XCEL when
they come up for renewal in 2031.

For Frontages Less than 700 Feet that are allowed to pay a “fee in lieu” of
undergrounding.

Option 1: Maintain current in lieu fee.

Option 2: In lieu fee increase. Maintain the option for a fee in lieu payment for
frontages less than 700 feet, however, increase the in-lieu fee to cover the average
estimated cost per lineal foot. Review the fee annually and adjust to be consistent with
actual cost for undergrounding the utility lines. The current fee was established in 1997
and has not been adjusted since; it is set at a rate of $25.65 per lineal foot, The
estimated average cost to underground utility lines is estimated by Xcel is $300 per
lineal foot — an approximate $100 per lineal foot increase post-COVID. Members of the
ad hoc development roundtable previously suggested a phased-in approach if the in
lieu fee was increased. Staff recommends any fee, at a minimum, be annually adjusted
by the Construction Cost Index.

For Frontages Greater than 700 Feet that are required, currently without
exception, to underground existing overhead utility lines. For the following options,
staff has defined a Primary Line as “Electric Utility Lines either (GVP) of Overhead D4
Line Size, or (Xcel) a three-phase mainline (“feeder”) 600-amp or greater construction
and with conductors greater than #4/0 ACSR.” Secondary lines are defined as “Electric
Utility Lines that are not Primary Lines.”

Due to the estimated expenses to underground Primary "Feeder" Lines, all options
consider allowing Primary Lines to remain overhead and the option provides ways to
approach to the Secondary Lines. However, the same approach could be used for
Primary Lines should these lines be considered necessary to continue undergrounding.
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Option 1: Secondary Line Underground. Developer continues to be required to
underground secondary lines at full expense.

Option 2: In-Lieu Fund Participation. Developer continues to underground secondary
lines, however, the developer may request a contribution of available Utility
Undergrounding in lieu funds (if available) from the City to offset the cost of relocating
the existing Secondary Lines underground. The in-lieu fund contribution would result in
the developer paying less than or equal to the amount that would be otherwise required
by payment of the in lieu fee.

Option 3: Reimbursement Agreement. For Secondary Lines, execute a
reimbursement agreement to help the developer recoup some of their cost from the
adjacent properties that will benefit from the undergrounding. A reimbursement model
would only work if adjacent properties developed within an established timeframe (eg.
10 years). .

Option 4: City and Developer Cost Share. The developer is required to underground
Secondary Lines while the city pay for half of the cost.

Option 5: Eliminated Requirement. The code requirement is eliminated and the
developer is relieved of the requirement to underground Secondary Lines.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The fiscal impact to developers varies significantly. For example, A 70-acre
development at 23 and H Road has over 3600 feet of line frontage. Current policy
would require the developer to underground the power lines at an approximate cost of
$1.17 million. An adjacent property with only 320 feet of line frontage would be allowed
to pay the in-lieu rate of $25.65 per foot for a total of $8,200 while the actual cost to
eventually underground the line would is estimated at $96,000. The in-lieu fee in this
case would only cover approximately 8.5% of the actual cost.

Larger capacity power lines are even more expensive. Recent 2017 undergrounding of
1,680 feet of higher voltage lines on Orchard between Cannell and 12th Street cost
over $559,000 or $333 per linear foot; today this is estimated to cost over $1 million or
approx. $600 per lineal foot. If adjacent properties had been allowed at the time to pay
just the in-lieu fee of $25.65 per foot only $43,100 (or roughly 8%) of the cost would
have been collected.

For the period of 2019 - 2023, the City has averaged $87,650 per year for "in-lieu" fees.

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
$102,820 593,703 $115,790 $104,843 521,132
SUGGESTED ACTION:

Discussion and Direction Only.

Packet Page 197



Attachments

None
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Information
SUBJECT:
Unhoused Strategy Report
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

JG Research completed the Unhoused Needs Assessment (UHNA) in November 2023.
The Assessment was presented to both City Council and the Mesa County Board of
County Commissioners. The UHNA serves as a valuable resource for recognizing
systemic issues within the community and identifying areas of strength. The creation of
the Assessment included a community-led survey, focus groups, and data collection
from state and local service agencies, as well as interviews. The primary goal was to
systematically gather and aggregate data, with a focus on evaluating the needs,
identifying gaps, and assessing the capacity of services and facilities that are needed to
support the unhoused population and facilitate their transition into housing.

JG Research was also tasked with developing community-led strategies to support the
unhoused population and facilitate their transition into housing. The strategies are
informed by effective policy and program models designed to yield significant impact on
Grand Junction and Mesa County. On January 22, the Unhoused Needs Strategic
Report was presented, and City Council and County Commissioners provided feedback
to the researchers. JG Research will present an adjusted draft of strategies that
incorporates feedback and fosters further discussion.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

In December 2022, the City's Housing Division took proactive steps by developing a
survey aimed at directly engaging with People Experiencing Houselessness (PEH). The
survey's objective was to identify entry gateways into houselessness and barriers
hindering the transition out of houselessness in Grand Junction. Informed by a
"systems-thinking" approach, which perceives houselessness as a solvable problem,
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the survey report provided a snapshot of PEH characteristics and experiences.

Recognizing the need for a more comprehensive evaluation and collaborative strategy,
the City collaborated closely with the Mesa County Behavioral Health Team and the
Grand Junction Housing Authority to develop a comprehensive, data-based needs
assessment. Funding for the Unhoused Needs Assessment (UHNA) came from various
sources, including City funding, a partnership with Mesa County Multi-Agency
Collaboration (MAC) Behavioral Health Team, Grand Junction Housing Authority,
Rocky Mountain Health Foundation, the Western Colorado Community Foundation, and
a grant from the Department of Local Affairs.

In June 2023, JG Research and Evaluation, LLC (JG) and project parther OMNI
Institute were selected as project consultants. Phase One (Needs Assessment - UNHA)
involved aggregating demographic data, identifying special populations and their needs,
and evaluating economic conditions using various data sources. Qualitative data
collection included in-person interviews with PEH, service providers, businesses, and
community leaders, as well as a guided conversation with 40 service providers. An
online community survey, completed by 677 individuals, provided additional insights.

Phase 2 (Strategy) commenced in November 2023, with JG and The OMNI Institute
hosting focus groups to discuss UHNA findings and initiate strategic planning.
Feedback sessions involved concerned community members, first responders, service
providers, business leaders, the faith community, and individuals with lived experience.
The Unhoused Strategic Plan incorporates researched best practices, tools, and
strategies to address assessed needs, offers recommendations for additional services,
scaleable strategies, and potential opportunities for future funding sources.

On January 22, the Unhoused Needs Strategic Report was presented, and City Council
and County Commissioners provided feedback to the researchers. The City Council
requested additional discussion on issues, strategies, and next steps. JG Research will
present an adjusted draft of strategies that incorporates feedback and fosters further
discussion.

The attached draft of the Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy provides the findings
and strategies developed through this collaborative effort.

FISCAL IMPACT:

This item is for discussion purposes only

SUGGESTED ACTION:

This item is intended for discussion purposes.

Attachments

1. GJ Unhoused Strategy draft
2. Unhoused Needs Assessment Draft
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3. RTPO Response to Unhoused Needs Study Recommendations
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PURPOSE

This Unhoused Strategy expands on the Unhoused Needs Assessment (UHNA) by identifying strategies
to fill key gaps and address significant needs of people experiencing houselessness (PEH) in the Grand
Junction area in support of reaching the community goal of functional zero. Recommended actions and
timelines are provided for each strategy as guidance on how the city and partners can implement each
strategy given context-specific barriers that may hinder implementation as well as opportunities that can
facilitate implementation. The strategies align with and support the community vision for Grand Junction
and Mesa County outlined in existing strategic plans. Additional information on the strategic development
process and strategic alighment can be found in the Appendix sections C and D.

Key performance measures! of the Unhoused Strategy that can be used to track and monitor progress
toward key goals include:

Reduce the overall number of PEH
Reduce the length of time individuals remain unhoused

Reduce the number of people who enter first-time houselessness

o PR E

Reduce the number of people who return to houselessness after exiting to permanent
housing

o

Increase the number of people exiting houselessness into permanent housing

Increase successful placements of unsheltered PEH into both transitional and permanent
housing from street outreach

7. Increase successful referrals of PEH to behavioral health treatment and supportive services

" Adapted from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development System Performance Measures for Continuum
of Care

4 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy
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Key UNHOUSED NEEDS

The Grand Junction Unhoused Needs Assessment (UHNA) report provides a comprehensive overview of
the characteristics of PEH, economic conditions related to the unhoused population, demand and capacity
of existing housing and supportive services, estimated cost impacts from prevention and support services,
and key gaps and needs within the care continuum. It is estimated that 2,300 individuals are experiencing
houselessness in the Grand Junction area, the majority of whom are unsheltered.

Key needs are summarized below to provide context for the strategic recommendations.

Shortage of affordable housing units for households earning less than $52,200 or 60% AMI. In 2019, the
City of Grand Junction completed a Housing Assessment and estimated approximately 3,300 housing units
were needed. Rental prices have increased approximately 55-60% in Grand Junction since 2019. Wage
growth has not kept pace with the increased housing costs, causing the average rent-to-income ratio
among Mesa County residents to approach the cost-burdened threshold of 30%.

Financial resources to prevent at-risk populations from entering houselessness, such as one-time rental
assistance, could have substantial cost-savings to the community while successfully keeping residents
stably housed.

Access to supportive resources and basic needs. Looking at existing supportive services available to PEH
in the area, there is a notable need to improve the availability and accessibility of mental health and
substance use treatment services, particularly for chronically unhoused individuals. Additionally, PEH
noted considerable challenges to meeting their everyday basic needs, such as reliable access to food,
water, bathrooms, and transportation.

Housing options to meet current and future demands among PEH. Currently, there are notable gaps and
shortages along the housing continuum (Appendix A), particularly in interim, transitional, and permanent
supportive housing, to meet the immediate need for housing while more long-term housing units are
being constructed.

Coordination and collaboration of service providers and improvement of system of care for PEH. Service
providers noted challenges resulting from a lack of a shared vision, strategic plan, and collaboration
between service providers which leads to inefficiencies in data collection, coordination, and funding and
capacity within agencies. The coordinated entry system is not being utilized as efficiently and effectively
as it could be to support PEH in accessing housing and support services. Communication and coordination
between first responders/law enforcement and service providers could also be improved to better connect
the PEH they engage with appropriate services and care.

Key needs to address:

B Shortage of affordable housing

B Shelter and housing options for acute need

B Housing instability and displacement

B Access to supportive services and basic needs

B System improvement, coordination, and collaboration

Draft for Review
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BARRIERS ANALYSIS

Throughout the strategy development and prioritization process, stakeholders consistently identified four
key barriers to implementation across the seven strategies. The city and its partners will need to make
dedicated and ongoing efforts to overcome these barriers, which can generate significant opportunities to
make progress on all the recommended strategies.

Limited funding

Implementation of the unhoused strategies will require significant financial resources. Securing adequate
funding is already a challenge among service providers, and the city and county are limited in the types and
amounts of funding that they can leverage for unhoused initiatives. The relative cost of the recommended
strategies vary considerably, likely impacting the timeline and priority for implementation of each.

Gaps in service provider capacity

The unhoused strategies represent a community-wide effort to prevent and respond to houselessness,
relying on the engagement, buy-in, and commitment of service providers. Currently, service providers
struggle with adequate staff capacity to effectively operate existing services, which presents considerable
challenges in considering the expansion of services for PEH and individuals at risk of houselessness. The
capacity of service providers will likely present an ongoing and significant challenge to successful long-term
implementation of the strategies.

Variable community support

Implementation actions that require public resources will likely receive pushback from members of the
community who may not see addressing houselessness as a priority and/or as a responsibility of local
government. Strategies involving the development or expansion of facilities and housing units for PEH may
struggle to receive buy-in from neighboring residents with a “not in my backyard (NIMBY)” attitude toward
development of this kind.

Lack of integration and collaboration across services

While there are several services available for PEH and individuals at risk of houselessness in Grand Junction
and Mesa County, they are not well integrated across types of services, resulting in inefficiencies in service
provision and challenges in developing collaborative working relationships among service providers.
Successful implementation of the unhoused strategies relies upon improving integration and collaboration
across services, as an integrated system is the foundation for effective service delivery and access and
optimal use of the community’s available resources.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy
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RECOMMENDED STRATEGIES

Through the Unhoused Needs Assessment and subsequent strategy planning sessions with key stakeholders,
seven recommended strategies emerged. This section includes a detailed description of each strategy,
with a summary of all strategies presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Recommended strategies

Key

subpopulation(s)
served*

Timeline

Strategy

Need(s) addressed

1. Establish a community-wide | Coordination and collaboration
framework for enhancing of service providers and 6 months—1
Coordinated Entry and System | improvement of support year
of Care Processes. system for PEH
Financial resources to prevent
2. Establish a flexible at-r|sl'< el el
. . entering houselessness
city-county housing fund to At risk of
support housing security and
) N houselessness, 1-2 years
increase coordination between o .
i . Coordination and collaboration | doubled-up
services and collaboration . .
) ) of service providers and
among service providers. .
improvement of support
system for PEH
Financial resources to prevent | at risk of
3. Increase access to at—risl.< populations from houselessness,
prevention, diversion, and entering houselessness doubled-up, 1-2 years
housing navigation services. Access to supportive resources | chronically
and basic needs unhoused
- . . Chronically
4. Expand accessibility to basic | Access to supportive resources unhoused 6 months—1
needs and hygiene. and basic needs ! ear
Ve unsheltered ¥
5. Expand mental health care . . .
) Access to supportive resources | Individuals with
services and substance use . N 1-2 years
. and basic needs disability, SUD
treatment options for PEH.
6. Increase accessibility and .
. . Access to supportive resources
expand transportation services . All 2—4 years
and basic needs
for PEH.
7. Increase non-market . .
housing options includin Housing options to meet
. . g op . 8 current and future demands All 2—-4 years
interim housing and shelter
. among PEH
units.
*Key subpopulations are defined in Appendix B
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Strategy 1. Establish a community-wide framework for enhancing
Coordinated Entry and System of Care Processes

The Grand Junction area currently has a coordinated entry system (CES)—a national best practice that
aims to quickly and equitably coordinate access, assessment, prioritization, and referrals to housing and
services for people experiencing or at imminent-risk of houselessness. Further investment in the system
is needed to realize system-wide, community-driven goals. A commitment to strengthening key elements
of CES requires that elements of the system are evaluated and improved based on increased stakeholder
engagement including the perspectives of individuals with lived experience of houselessness, service
providers, faith leaders, first responders, etc.

Benefits. Streamlines efforts, avoids duplication of services, and ensures a more efficient and effective
use of funds. Dedicated inclusion of PEH perspectives can inform decisions and identify actions with a
greater likelihood of success. Keeps stakeholders well-informed and brings diverse stakeholder perspectives
together to generate a unified, supported approach to implementation of system improvements and
communication to policymakers. Expands the reach of the CES by more closely involving county partners
and other municipalities (e.g. — Clifton, Fruita, Palisade).

Barriers. Limited staff capacity and collaboration between providers and insufficient understanding of
the CES processes. Differing priorities and commitment among stakeholders. Under-resourced and limited
access points of entry.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Builds community support for strategy implemen-
tation and increases awareness and understanding about houselessness and community efforts to address
it. Improves access to services and responsiveness to the needs of community. Works best to utilize a
centralized access point like the new Resource Center and explore “hub and spoke” models of coordinated
entry access.

Recommended actions.

B Establish a Coordinated Entry Leadership Team representing various key stakeholders to guide
the refinement and ongoing decision-making process. This team should include individuals with
expertise in houselessness, data analysis, service provision, and community engagement, with
a particular emphasis on individuals with lived experience of houselessness.

B Establish clear and measurable performance metrics to track the effectiveness of the CES. Metrics
may include housing placement rates, time to housing, and improvements in participants’ well-
being.

B Implement a systematic process for continuous improvement: regularly review data, seek

feedback from stakeholders, and conduct after-action reviews to identify areas for enhancement.
Use this information to adjust policies and practices accordingly.

B Strengthen data collection and analysis capabilities to inform decision-making by developing
protocols for consistent data entry; integration of data systems; and frequent evaluation of
trends, gaps, and areas for improvement.

B Provide training and education for all stakeholders involved in the CES, including frontline staff,
case managers, outreach workers, community partners, and community members more broadly,
to ensure a shared understanding of best practices and the system’s function and purpose.

B Create a formalized PEH Advisory Group to identify needs, give feedback on metrics and system
issues, and inform practices of CES and ongoing efforts.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy
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Strategy 2. Establish a flexible city-county housing fund to support
housing security and increase coordination between services and
collaboration among service providers

The City of Grand Junction and Mesa County have distinct responsibilities for addressing houselessness
within the same geographic area. An expanded city-county partnership focused on houselessness will help
both entities serve in their leadership capacity to advance their housing goals by leveraging their distinct
resources, expertise, and policy tools in support of on-the-ground service provision and cost-effective
financial assistance. A flexible pool of funds that can be applied to a variety of housing-related needs
could support individuals and households in maintaining stable housing, and it could support providers
to operate services effectively and collaboratively. This type of adaptable fund can serve as a unique
opportunity to meet a variety of financial needs related to preventing and minimizing the impacts of
houselessness.

Benefits. Bridges the gap in houselessness service operations and incentivizes collaboration among
service providers to minimize the impacts of houselessness and maximize the capacity of service providers.
Increasing housing stability reduces the need for utilization of interim housing and other services including
emergency services and law enforcement involvement.

Barriers. Lack of available funds and competition among providers for existing funding sources.
Complicated and varied administrative processes, policy, and regulations can impede efficiency of
implementation. Lack of community support and NIMBYism.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Enhances city-county collaboration. Leverages
and pools diverse funding sources in one broadly accessible fund to implement prevention and early
intervention measures and expand into new service areas needed to mitigate houselessness. Works best
if the funding framework is flexible and as unrestricted as possible while data collection and accountability
remain high priorities to incentivize collaboration among service providers. A transparent, collaborative
process will need to be developed for review and selection of funding requests. One priority will be to
ensure there are mechanisms of accountability that promote independence among individuals who
receive financial supports. Efficiency should be tied to supportive services addressing underlying issues,
such as mental health, addiction, or employment, to maintain stable housing. Requires staff capacity to
manage and allocate resources.

Recommended actions.

B Align with Grand Junction Housing Strategies 7 and 8 to direct financial resources toward
preventing houselessness and encourage collaborative efforts among service providers.

B Explore public-private partnerships with government agencies, non-profit organizations,
philanthropic groups, and private businesses to pool resources and create a more robust and
sustainable flexible housing fund.

B Develop innovative long-term assistance models that can allow individuals to pay back assistance
based on their financial capacity to improve sustainability (i.e. “recycle” funds for future use).

Draft for Review
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Strategy 3. Increase access to prevention, diversion, and housing
navigation services

A high proportion of Grand Junction and Mesa County residents are at risk of losing stable housing
and entering houselessness. Efforts to prevent and divert at-risk individuals and families from entering
houselessness can be highly cost-effective, as the costs required to exit houselessness typically far
outweigh the costs associated with maintaining stable housing. Additionally, for those already experiencing
houselessness, the resources, time, and eligibility requirements associated with accessing housing can be
prohibitive, underscoring a need for assistance in accessing supportive housing programs and housing
itself. Several providers in the Grand Junction area offer financial training and education, legal services,
case management, etc. to PEH and individuals at risk of houselessness, but access to, engagement in, and
coordination across these services could be improved to maximize the benefit to both PEH and individuals
at risk of losing housing.

Benefits. Improved coordination and outreach in these existing services could have a significant impact
on individuals and families to maintain housing stability, effectively prevent individuals from entering
houselessness, and better support PEH in effectively accessing housing.

Barriers. Lack of financial resources limits the effectiveness of eviction prevention and/or diversion efforts.
Agencies are siloed and/or lack the capacity to expand education and outreach. Limited access in key under-
resourced areas

Expected Outcomes and keys to success. Presents the greatest opportunity to reduce inflow
into houselessness and minimize costs in crisis services and barriers to exiting houselessness. Minimizes
trauma caused by loss of housing or the experience of houselessness and increases the ability to find and
more readily access available housing. Works best if resources grow over time in coordination with other
system components for maximum effectiveness.

Recommended actions.

B Provide comprehensive and aligned outreach (e.g. — increase the number of staff dedicated to
improving and coordinating access of prevention and housing navigation services).

B As part of the CES evaluation process and next steps, integrate diversion into the policies and
procedures for CES administration in line with national best practices. Increase availability of
housing problem-solving and diversion services for all people engaged with the CES.

B Coordinate the development and implementation of the diversion strategy with other strategies,
including the CES evaluation and flexible housing fund.

B Coordinate and leverage existing prevention resources across city-county to connect households
at imminent risk of houselessness with stabilization resources.

B Expand programs to provide workforce and vocational training and education for PEH.
B Integrate housing navigation with existing case management services.

B Expand outreach efforts through the City of Grand Junction’s Neighbor-2-Neighbor program,
Resource Center, and other service providers to include prevention and diversion services.

B Utilize existing housing-related screening processes implemented by health care or emergency
service providers to identify individuals at risk of losing housing.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy
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Strategy 4. Expand accessibility to basic needs and hygiene

Given the high proportion of PEH in the Grand Junction area who are unsheltered, there is an immediate
and critical need to expand facilities that provide for basic needs and hygiene such as bathrooms, drinking
water, food, laundry, showers, and climate-controlled environments. PEH need to have consistent, reliable
(24/7) access to facilities to care for their basic needs and be able to survive unsheltered conditions.
Further, these types of facilities should be appropriately distributed geographically across areas where
unsheltered individuals typically spend the night and access supportive services while balancing placement
with community member support or resistance.

Benefits. Service providers and community members already provide basic need and hygiene services.
Coordination can improve distribution and accessibility. Utilization of the Resource Center can provide a
safe space.

Barriers. Lack of support from community to support basic needs is likely due to misinformation and not
understanding the needs, safety concerns, and lack of availability of resources. Financial resources and
capacity of providers.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. PEH, especially those who are unsheltered, in the
Grand Junction area have consistent access to facilities to meet their basic needs and maintain hygiene,
supporting better health and safety outcomes, reducing unnecessary interactions with law enforcement/
first responders, and spreading out the demand on services.

Recommended actions.

B Identify and expand location(s) throughout county for high-risk geographic areas, areas
accessible by public transportation, and proximity to other services/agencies.

M Identify potential sources of funding.

B Improve coordination across providers, organizations, and community groups that are already
providing some basic needs and hygiene.

B Leverage existing service providers and faith communities that are actively offering these
services.

B Incorporate needs of PEH in ongoing efforts to redevelop city park and other public facilities.

Draft for Review

Packet Page 212

11



12

Strategy 5. Expand mental health care services and substance use
treatment options for PEH

Mental health conditions and substance use disorder (SUD) among PEH are often compounded, or even
catalyzed, by the experience of being unhoused and can serve as a significant barrier to accessing supportive
services and housing. While there are a variety of mental and health and substance use treatment
providers in the Grand Junction area, accessibility of these services among PEH can be challenging for
a variety of reasons and the effectiveness of treatment is limited by individuals’ lack of stable housing.
A comprehensive and coordinated approach is needed to create a more accessible, coordinated, and
effective system of mental health services and substance use treatment for PEH, especially for individuals
who are chronically unhoused and/or unsheltered. Leveraging existing program models (i.e, MAC) can
ensure efficient use of existing resources while increasing awccess.

Benefits. Builds upon the success of ongoing programs such as the Multi-agency Collaboration (MAC)
and leverages new and existing resources/partners such as Veteran’s Affairs and Colorado Mesa University.
Fosters coordination between service providers. Builds capacity for better integration of referrals and
coordinated entry.

Barriers. Stigma and discrimination preventing PEH from accessing services. Location of services and
requirements of programs. Lack of housing for individuals to participate in recovery and limited integration
between services and medical providers.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. Reduction in substance abuse and addiction
leading to more stabilized housing situations. Addresses underlying issues and improves quality of life.
Decreases involvement with the criminal justice system. Reduces emergency room and crisis response.
Positive impacts on long-term health and costs. Works best when implemented in tandem with housing
options.

Recommended actions.

B Integrate mental health, SUD treatment, and other recovery-oriented services with interim
housing options, recognizing and prioritizing that stable housing is a foundation for addressing
mental health and substance use concerns.

B Cross-train behavioral health case managers to provide housing navigation support, and housing
providers to provide behavioral health service referral.

W Assist PEH in enrollment for health insurance, Medicaid, SSI/SSDI, and other public assistance
benefits.

B Explore mobile clinics and outreach teams that can reach PEH in various settings, such as
shelters, streets, and community centers.

B Ensure treatment services are flexible and culturally competent, considering the diverse
backgrounds of unhoused populations.

B Develop integrated data systems that allow for seamless information sharing among service
providers, ensuring that healthcare professionals have access to relevant housing information
and can make informed decisions about an individual’s care.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy
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Strategy é. Increase accessibility and expand transportation services
for PEH

Thelack of sufficient public transportation infrastructure and alternative transportation options significantly
hinders access to a wide variety of supportive services for PEH in the Grand Junction area. Limited routes,
stops, and coverage areas make it difficult for them to reach essential services and resources. The cost
of transportation, whether public or private, is also prohibitive for PEH who often struggle with financial
constraints.

Benefits. Aligns with City of Grand Junction’s Sustainability and Adaptation Plan and mobility efforts.
Improves accessibility and equity to transportation. Improves collaboration between government agencies,
non-profits, businesses, and the community.

Barriers. Services are sparsely distributed throughout the county. Limited funding and capacity of existing
system. Lack of support and stigmatization by alternative transportation services.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. PEH would have better access to essential services
such as shelters, healthcare facilities, employment opportunities, and human service agencies leading to
improved quality of life, independence, and self-reliance.

Recommended actions.

B Develop a reduced fare program for public transit (i.e. discounted or free transit passes for PEH)
or flexible payment options (i.e. contactless payments, mobile apps, and pre-loaded cards, to
eliminate the need for cash, which is particularly important for individuals without access to
traditional banking services). Include examination of payment models from public and private
insurance.

B Extend operating hours of public transit.

Evaluate and improve accessibility features.

B Provide clear and easily accessible information regarding transit routes, schedules, and service
changes through multiple channels, including mobile apps, websites, and printed materials.

B Introduce shuttle services connecting shelters, service providers, and key transit hubs.

B Develop a transportation voucher program in coordination with case management services to
cover cost of private transportation services (e.g. taxis, rideshare services) in instances where
public transit is not appropriate (e.g. transport to medical appointments, destinations outside
of service area, etc.).

M Invest in public restrooms and hygiene facilities at transit hubs.

B Engage PEH in planning and decision-making processes related to transportation development
and changes to public transit.
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Strategy 7. Increase non-market housing options including interim
housing and shelter units

Currently, key elements of the housing continuum intended to serve PEH and individuals at risk of
houselessness are either missing or have insufficient capacity in the Grand Junction area. Expanding the
existing housing options and developing new shelter and interim housing options provide stability and
needed support to individuals seeking to exit houselessness. Interim housing can include emergency
shelter, transitional shelter, and transitional housing.

Benefits. Utilizes existing infrastructure and links with current services. Employs PEH in development of
program and service delivery. Increases collaboration and creates alternative models for meeting acute
needs. Increases capacity and is lower cost than permanent housing models.

Barriers. Funding, operational capacity, and limited interest in expansion of current providers. NIMBYism
and location restrictions. Adequate security and operational procedures. Law enforcement support.

Expected outcomes and keys to success. PEH would have a diversity of housing options
to meet unique needs. Effective and efficient shelter and interim housing models can lead to stable and
permanent housing solutions, leading to a reduction in houselessness, exposure, health conditions,
and involvement with law enforcement and emergency services. Works best when there are adequate
permanent housing options for individuals to move into after their stay in interim housing and when
paired with a well-integrated system of care.

Recommended actions

B Expand and diversify emergency shelter and interim housing models to better serve key
subpopulations, such as including non-congregate temporary shelter, low-barrier harm
reduction options, and safe parking.

B Conduct inventory of existing vacant buildings, unused parking areas, and city- and county-
owned properties that are currently underutilized in suitable geographic locations with
consideration for proximity to service and higher risk areas.

B Increase community education opportunities regarding the benefits of diverse shelter options,
and NIMBYism.

B Identify and/or develop potential sources of funding for both infrastructure and operational
costs.

B Consider the acquisition of properties for redevelopment for the purpose of single occupancy
housing (e.g. hotel, motel acquisition).
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RELATIVE CoOST AND IMPACT OF STRATEGIES

There are practical considerations related to cost and staffing capacity that may impact the timing and
ease/difficulty of advancing the strategies outlined in this report. To inform the practical considerations
in decision-making, the cost/impact matrix illustrates the seven suggested strategies according to their

relative cost and impact. The term “cost” is broadly interpreted and encompasses estimated financial
expenses and staffing resources.

Strategies located in the lower-left quadrant are typically characterized by low cost and low impact.
Moving to the right on the x-axis indicates an increase in cost, while moving upward on the y-axis signifies
an increase in impact. Strategies positioned in the upper-right quadrant are generally associated with
high cost and high impact. The strategies are color- coded based on their implementation timeline. While
this matrix is not the sole criterion for strategy evaluation, it does offer guidance in considering the most
effective options within the constraints of available resources. Final policy and/or designs may alter the
cost and impact depicted in the matrix.

Figurel. Relative cost and impact
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ConNclLusioN AND NEXT STEPS

Through the Unhoused Needs Assessment and broad engagement with key stakeholders, the community
has supported the identification and prioritization of seven strategies that seek to enhance the system
of care for PEH or those at risk of entering houselessness. These strategies seek to reduce the number
of people entering houselessness, support those experiencing houselessness, and increase the number
exiting houselessness.

Each strategy serves to solve a key need identified in this process. Careful consideration and dedicated
resources are needed to implement the strategies. Strategy implementation should be regularly evaluated
to track progress and adapt as needed. Continued collaboration among community groups, government
agencies, and service providers is needed to successfully address houselessness. Ongoing coordination
will facilitate a more seamless integration of strategies and associated initiatives, allowing for a more
comprehensive and cohesive approach. Sustained collaboration will foster a shared sense of responsibility
among residents and key stakeholders and empower the community to actively participate in and support
solutions addressing the multifaceted challenges around houselessness in the Grand Junction area.
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APPENDIX A. HousiNg CONTINUUM

@ Time for Installation 6 Resident Length of Stay O Cost Transitional/Support Services e Household AMI

J
i ®

AN

SANCTIONED CAMPING

Sanctioned or legal spaces where PEH can stay in tents for a set period of time. Usually managed by a
service provider and/or organization which may have services which range from minimal to robust wrap-
around. Operations, length of time, location, and function of sites are typically determined by a
communities zoning and development or building code. Low to Medium Barrier

@ 2-4 weeks 6 depends on code $-555 depends on code & organization o up to 30% AMI

SAFE PARKING

Sanctioned or legal parking spaces where PEH can stay in vehicles for a set period of time. Usually managed
by a service provider and/organization. Services may range from minimal to a robust wrap-around.
Operations, length of guest stay, location, and function of sites are typically determined by zoning or building
codes. Low to Medium Barrier

INTERIM SHELTER

Temporary or semi-permanent structures or buildings not designed or permitted for long term housing
solutions often in a communal setting where residents may have some of their own private facility or sleeping
areas. Usually managed by a service provider and/or organization with some rules and regulations. Tiny
homes, pallet shelters, emergency crisis or weather shelters may fall in this category. Low to Medium Barrier

@ 2-4 weeks 6 depends on code o $-555 | is on code & organizati o up to 36% AMI

Draft for Review

Packet Page 218

17



CONGREGATE/NON-CONGREGATE SHELTER

Congregate Shelter is a type of housing that provides communal shelter and amenities. PEH separated by
gender and age with Usually managed by a service provider and/or organization. Most often these programs
provide some level of supportive services and/or housing. Congregate shelters may include a wall or partition,
but typically do not provide a significant amount of privacy. Due to covid, some shelters have moved to non-
congregate shelter models that are single night stays; however, many argue that the cost of investing in a
non-congregate shelter is just as expensive as Permanent Supportive Housing and has proven to be less
successful in providing permanent housing solutions. Medium to High Barrier

@ 9 mo- 4 yrs 6 one night at S5 0 depends on organization e up to 38% AMI

a time; 6-24 mos.

TRANSITIONAL HOUSING PROGRAMS

A broad term in Housing to mean the programmatic elements of wraparound supportive services. and length of time in the residence more than the
actual housing type. Most housing types could be labeled as “transitional” in nature if a person in a specific targeted demographic agrees to the
terms of that specific program, if they include some component of supportive services, housing navigation, and do not include a lease and
residency is limited to to 24 months. Many shelters, drug/alcohol treatment programs, sober living, or domestic violence programs fall within this
category. Because it is a programmatic element, federal and state funding for these types of models can be a challenge and likely will come through
programs like medicaid, drug and alcohol resource funding, and counseling services.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

PERMANENT SUPPORTIVE HOUSING (PSH)

Permanent housing which is long-term leasing, rental assistance, WITH supportive services to vulnerable
populations and people experiencing chronic homelessness. These are service-oriented programs designed
' to support individuals or families who may not be successful without services. Low Barrier

@ 2-4 years 6 permanent $5% e Robust: Wrap-around o up to 38% AMI

SUBSIDIZED AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Affordable Housing is typically defined as housing that is only affordable with some subsidies for income-
qualified residents. Traditionally, no services are provided, but some programs may offer some type of
support. Medium Barrier

@ 2-4 years 6 permanent $55 e None to Light Services 0 38-68% AMI Rental
58-186% AMI Ownership
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APPENDIX B. KEY SUBPOPULATIONS

Based on findings from the Unhoused Needs Assessment, the following are key subpopulations of PEH in the
Grand Junction area whose unique needs are considered in the development of strategy recommendations.
While one strategy can effectively serve multiple subpopulations, it is valuable to consider the needs of
each subpopulation to successfully make progress toward functional zero. Individuals may also fall into
multiple subpopulation categories.

B Atrisk 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. Poverty
rates are one metric that can indicate risk of houselessness. In Mesa County, 18,407 individuals
are living at or below the poverty line.

B Doubled-up or couch surfing: The practice of temporarily staying with friends, family members, or
acquaintances due to lack of stable housing, often leading to unstable living conditions. Currently,
the doubled-up population in Mesa County is estimated at 940 individuals.

B Unsheltered: Unhoused individuals living on the streets, in cars, parks, abandoned buildings,
or other public spaces without access to regular shelter accommodations. Approximately 358
individuals are known to be experiencing houselessness and are unsheltered in Mesa County.

B Chronically unhoused: 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. In 2022, 250 individuals were considered chronically
unhoused in Mesa County.

B Seniors and individuals with disability: Over half (766) of unhoused individuals connected to
services on the By-Names-List self-report a disability and 224 people were elderly.

B Youth and families: Currently, there are 907 youth classified as unhoused in Mesa County schools.

B Individuals with substance use disorder: higher prevalence of substance use disorders among
individuals who are unhoused compared to the general population (SAMSHA). In 2021, the
prevalence of self-reported substance used disorders amongindividuals served at HomewardBound
North Ave shelter? was 9.17% alcohol use disorder, 5.56% other substance use disorder, and 5.83%
reported co-occurring alcohol and other substance use disorder.

2The HomewardBound North Ave shelter provided aggregated data and total individuals could not be reported.
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APPENDIX C. STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Community feedback on the prioritization of needs and subsequent strategies was gathered with three
strategies: 1) an online community survey for Mesa County residents conducted during the Unhoused
Needs Assessment, 2) multi-stakeholder strategy feedback sessions, 3) an online survey for key stakeholders
to provide additional feedback on strategies.

Unhoused Needs Assessment community survey

The online community survey generated responses from 677 Mesa County residents. Survey questions
focused on understanding residents’ experience of houselessness and housing-related services as well as
their perspectives on the severity of houselessness in the Grand Junction area and the top needs within
the community as they relate to houselessness. In addition to informing the Unhoused Needs Assessment,
results from the community survey indicate which needs are of the highest priority among a broad sample
of community members. The top needs indicated in the survey were mapped onto the preliminary
strategies and, in conjunction with the strategy feedback sessions, were used to develop a prioritization
framework.

Strategy feedback sessions

Strategy feedback sessions aimed to gather responses from a variety of stakeholders regarding 9
strategy categories and 28 strategies therein that emerged from the UHNA. The strategy categories and
corresponding strategies are in Table 2.

Sessions included: community members (three meetings; two virtual and one in person), business owners,
faith leaders, law enforcement and first responders, people with lived experience being unhoused, and
service providers.

Participants were recruited in conjunction with key partners (i.e., the GJ City Housing Division and GJHA).
A total of 159 individuals attended the strategy sessions.

Table 2. Strategy feedback session attendance

Stakeholder category Persons in attendance

Business Leaders 26

Community Members 5 (in-person); 23 (virtual)

Faith Leaders 15

Service Leaders 24

First Responders 18

Lived Experts * 48

Note: 48 lived experts signed in, but there was a subset of individuals who declined to sign in and are thus
not represented in participant totals

Each feedback session was 90 minutes. The one exception was an extended conversation with apart
service providers as it took place during a separate, but parallel, set of stakeholder conversations which
took place during the needs assessment and were planned in advance of the project timeline. All sessions
started with introductions, a brief overview of needs assessment findings, and then an introduction of
each strategy category and the strategies therein, defining each so participants had a full understanding of
what they would be ranking and discussing for the remainder of the session. Participants were then given
instructions for ranking the strategy categories. Each session varied slightly, as described in the remainder
of this section.

Strategy survey
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In an effort to gain the perspectives of individuals who may not have been able to attend the in-person
sessions, a survey was e-mailed to all invitees and registrants as a follow-up. To avoid duplication of the
in-person session results, the survey asked if individuals had attended an in-person session, and if so, they
were disqualified from the survey. The exception was if they had attended the business owner session, in
which case they were able to progress through the survey and submit feedback.

Determining strategies

The ranking of each strategy category by session participants was aggregated across all strategy feedback
groups, the strategy survey, and the community survey disseminated during the needs assessment. The
community survey asked participants what they believe were the major and supplemental needs regarding
houselessness in Grand Junction. Responses were categorized based on the same strategy categories
presented in strategy feedback sessions and in the strategy survey. Table 3 shows how each strategy
category was ranked (1 being most important and 10 being least important) by each feedback session.

With the combined feedback from strategy sessions, the needs assessment community survey, and the
strategy feedback survey, the original 28 strategies were pared down and language was fine-tuned by
the research team. Tables 3 and 4 show the level of agreement among the groups for each strategy
category, as well as the converging priority level that groups determined for each category. Overall, levels
of agreement correspond with levels of priority.

Table 3. Ranking of strategy category by feedback session type

Service First responders/ Lived Community Community Faith Business
Strategy category providers Emergency/ LE experts members1 members 2 community owners
Prev‘entlo.n and 4 1 4 7 4 8 6
diversion
Emergency 3 3 3 4 7 2 1
shelter
Transitional 5 9 1 NA NA 7 7
shelter
Transntl.onal ) 4 4 3 1 3 8
Housing
Permanent 6 10 2 6 5 4 2
housing
Basic needs :imd 3 5 5 NA NA 1 9
harm reduction
Supportive 1 2 6 2 2 9 4
services
Emergency, first
responder, law 10 6 9 5 3 10 3
enforcement
engagement
System
improvements 4 8 8 1 3 6 10
and coordination
Community
support and 9 7 10 8 7 5 5
engagement
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Table 4. Levels of agreement and converging prioritization among strategy feedback
Strategy Category Level of agreement Converging priority level

moderate priority

high agreement high priority

moderate priority

Prevention and diversion

Emergency shelter

Transitional shelter

Transitional Housing high agreement high priority
Permanent housing moderate priority

Basic needs and harm reduction moderate priority

Supportive services high agreement high priority

Emergency, first responder, law enforcement

low priorit
engagement P y

System improvements and coordination high priority

Community support and engagement high agreement low priority
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APPENDIX D. STRATEGY PoLicy CROSSWALK

The Unhoused Strategies are intended to address needs identified during the needs assessment phase
of the project. During the compiling of the strategies, the research team reviewed existing City of Grand
Junction and Mesa County planning documents that inform efforts to strengthen the Grand Valley
community as they relate to housing. Based on this review, there are notable areas of alignment between
the Unhoused Strategy and the City of Grand Junction’s Comprehensive Plan and Housing Strategy and
Mesa County’s Master Plan.

Looking across these planning documents and policies, there is considerable alignment with the Unhoused
Strategy. Each plan is briefly described below, with the key elements of each plan that align well with the
Unhoused Strategy noted. Table 5 also provides an overview of the specific areas of alignment relative to
each of the seven Unhoused Strategies.

One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan

The One Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2020 and outlines a vision and principles to
guide the next 10 to 20 years of growth, development, and decision-making for the City of Grand Junction
and broader community. The Unhoused Strategy aligns with multiple aspects of Principles 5, 6 10, and 11
of the comprehensive plan, providing an efficient and effective pathway for implementation as the City
continues to move forward with its vision for the future.

Plan principle 5: Strong neighborhoods and housing choices
2. Partner in developing housing strategies for the community.
a. Housing strategy.
b. Housing incentives.
c. Regional housing initiatives.
Plan principle é: Efficient and connected transportation

1. Continue to develop a safe, balanced, and well-connected transportation system that enhances
mobility for all modes.

Balanced modes.

T o

Regional transportation plan.
Circulation plan.
Bicycle and pedestrian plan.

Public transportation.

S o o o

Complete streets.
Plan principle 10: Safe, healthy, and inclusive environment.
2. Promote health and wellness through access to services.

a. Coordinated approach.

b. Access.

o

Monitoring.
d. Homelessness.

3. Foster a culture of inclusivity, embracing and respecting the diversity of grand junction’s
residents.

a. Cultural competency.
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b. Community events and activities.
c. Connectedness.
d. Culture of acceptance.
Plan principle 11: Effective and transparent government

2. Provide opportunities for meaningful and inclusive community involvement.
a. Transparency.
b. Meaningful participation.
c. Range of engagement approaches.
d. Translation and interpretation.

3. Collaborate with local, regional, and state partners on issues of mutual significance.

Regional collaboration.

T o

Service providers.

Public-private partnerships.

o o

State legislation.
e. City as a convener.

f. City as a leader.
Grand Junction Housing Strategy

The Grand Junction Housing Strategy was adopted in 2021 by the City of Grand Junction and outlines 13
strategies for addressing needs that were identified in the 2021 Grand Valley Housing Needs Assessment.
The Unhoused Needs Assessment and Unhoused Strategy were directly informed by the Housing
Assessment and Housing Strategy, and the seven unhoused strategies were intentionally developed to
align with the existing Housing Strategy while homing in on the unique needs of unhoused populations.
Each unhoused strategy aligns with one or more of the housing strategies.

Housing Strategy 1. Participate in regional collaboration regarding housing/homelessness needs and
services.

Housing Strategy 7. Create a dedicated revenue source to address housing challenges.

Housing Strategy 8. Provide financial support to existing housing and homelessness services and promote
resident access to services.

Housing Strategy 9. Support acquisition/ rehabilitation that creates or preserves affordable housing.
Housing Strategy 10. Consider implementation of an inclusionary housing/linkage fee ordinance.

Housing Strategy 11. Explore designation of an Urban Renewal Areas (URA) and utilization of Tax Increment
Financing for affordable housing.

Housing Strategy 12. Consider adoption of a voluntary rental registry program in conjunction with landlord
incentives.

Housing Strategy 13. Provide community engagement and education opportunities to address housing
challenges and promote community participation

Mesa Together: Mesa County Master Plan

The Mesa County Master Plan was adopted by the county in 2023. The plan creates a shared vision for
the county’s future and establishes nine strategic goals to achieve the vision. The Unhoused Strategy
aligns well with multiple key actions outlined under goals 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the plan and creates several
opportunities to address houselessness in such a way that builds upon the county’s strategic vision.
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Goal 1:

Goal 2:

Goal 3:

Goal 4.

Promote a sense of community.

1c. Support complete neighborhoods to provide local access to services in communities.
le. Recognize the need for decision-making to be transparent and accountable
Strategically address growth.

2a. Increase access to attainable and workforce affordable housing options.

2b. Encourage conservation and creation of a diversity of housing types and sizes including smaller,
denser and more attainable housing types.

Encourage transportation options

3a. Foster active transportation by providing a regionally connected network of safe and accessible
facilities that are safe for people walking and people biking.

3b. Provide reliable, viable and efficient transit options for local and regional travel throughout
Mesa County.

Provide essential and adequate levels of services and facilities
4b. Maintain a five-to-10-year capital facilities/improvements program.
4c. Ensure fair and equitable access to schools and libraries in all areas of Mesa County.

4d. Provide safe and secure physical and community infrastructure throughout the County.
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Table 5. Alignment with existing plans

Need(s)
addressed

Coordination and
collaboration of
service providers
and improvement
of support system
for PEH

Unhoused

Strategy

Unhoused Strategy
1 (Establish a
community-

wide framework
for enhancing
Coordinated Entry
and System of Care
Processes.)

Housing
Strategy

Housing Strategy

1 (Participate

in regional
collaboration
regarding housing/
houselessness
needs and services.)

Grand Junction
Comprehensive Plan

Comp Plan Principle #10, 2a -d
(Promote health and wellness
through access to services.)

Comp Plan Principle #10, 3a-d
(Foster a culture of inclusivity,
embracing and respecting the
diversity of Grand Junction’s
Residents.)

Comp Plan Principle #11,
2a-d (Provide opportunities
for meaningful and inclusive
community involvement.)

Comp Plan Principle #11, 4a-f
(Collaborate with local, regional,
and state partners on issues of
mutual significance.)

Mesa County
Master Plan
Goal 1e
(transparent
and accountable
decision-making)

Financial
resources to
prevent at-risk
populations
from entering
houselessness

Unhoused Strategy

2 (Establish a

flexible city-county
housing fund to
support housing
security and increase
collaboration
between services.)

Housing Strategy 7
(Create a dedicated
revenue source to
address housing
challenges.)

Comp Plan Principle #10, 2d
(Continue to collaborate with
partner organizations on the
implementation of efforts to make
homelessness rare, short-lived, and
nonrecurring.)

Goal 2b. (creation
of diverse
affordable housing
options)

Coordination and
collaboration of
service providers
and improvement
of support system
for PEH

Unhoused Strategy
3 (Increase access
to prevention,
diversion, and
housing navigation
services.)

Housing Strategy 8
(Provide financial
support to existing
housing and
houselessness
services and
promote resident
access to services)

Comp Plan Principle #5, 2a-c
(Partner in developing housing
strategies for the community.)

Comp Plan Principle #10, 2d
(Continue to collaborate with
partner organizations on the
implementation of efforts to make
homelessness rare, short-lived, and
nonrecurring.)

Goal 4 (Provide
essential and
adequate levels
of services and
facilities)

Financial
resources to
prevent at-risk
populations
from entering
houselessness

Unhoused Strategy 4
(Expand accessibility
to basic needs and
hygiene)

Housing Strategy 8
(Provide financial
support to existing
housing and
houselessness
services and
promote resident
access to services)

Comp Plan Principle #10, 2b
(Facilitate access to health and
human services)

Goal 2a (complete
neighborhoods
with access to
services)

Goal 4b-d (fair,
equitable access
to facilities, safe
infrastructure
throughout
county)
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Need(s)

Unhoused

Housing

Grand Junction

Mesa County

addressed

Strategy

Strategy

Comprehensive Plan

Master Plan

interim housing and
shelter units.)

creates or preserves
affordable housing.)

Housing Strategy
10 (Consider
implementation

of an inclusionary
housing/linkage fee
ordinance.)

Housing Strategy
11 (Explore
designation of an
Urban Renewal
Areas (URA) and
utilization of

Tax Increment
Financing for
affordable housing.)

Housing Strategy 12
(Consider adoption
of a voluntary rental
registry program

in conjunction

with landlord
incentives.)

and incomes.)

Comp Plan Principle #5, 5a-c
(Foster the development of
neighborhoods where people of all
ages, incomes, and backgrounds
live together and share a feeling of
community.)

Access to Unhoused Strategy | Housing Strategy 8 | Comp Plan Principle #10, 2b Goal 4 (Provide
supportive 5 (Expand mental (Provide financial (Facilitate access to health and essential and
resources and health care services | support to existing | human services) adequate levels
basic needs and substance use housing and of services and
treatment options houselessness facilities)
for PEH) services and
promote resident
access to services)
Access to Unhoused Strategy Housing Strategy 8 | Comp Plan Principle #6, 1a-f Goal 3a-b (safe,
supportive 6 (Increase (Provide financial (Continue to develop a safe, reliable, regionally
resources and accessibility support to existing | balanced, and well-connected connected
basic needs and expand housing and transportation system that transportation)
transportation houselessness enhances mobility for all modes.)
services for PEH) ;i;\::\cc?tsearr::ident Comp Plan Principle #10, 2bii
. (working with GVT and the RTPO
access to services) .
to ensure affordable and accessible
transportation options are
available to seniors, people with
disabilities and other residents
with specialized transportation
needs with a particular focus on
those that live within a reasonable
distance to services and facilities)
Access to Unhoused Strategy | Housing Strategy Comp Plan Principle #5, 1a-e| Goal2a-b
supportive 7 (Increase 9 (Support (Promote more opportunities for | (affordable and
resources and non-market housing | acquisition/ housing choices that meet the | diverse housing
basic needs options including rehabilitation that needs of people of all ages, abilities, | options)
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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
B The population of individuals estimated to be unhoused in Grand Junction is 2300.

B Available data suggests that the majority of PEH in the area are unsheltered and chronically
unhoused.

H Between 2016 and 2021, the median rent to income ratio for Mesa County residents increased
by 24% and is approaching the cost-burdened threshold of 30%.

B 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
W There is a high need for transitional and permanent supportive housing.

B PEH and service providers expressed interest in designated areas for legal camping and safe
parking.

W There is a significant shortage of subsidized affordable housing, especially in Clifton.

B Participants identified behavioral health services (e.g. mental health and substance use) as
the highest priority need under supportive services.

B Challenges meeting their basic needs (e.g. food, water) and accessing transportation were
commonly noted by PEH.

B 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
H Service providers face barriers related to funding, staff capacity, and community support.

M Consistency of data collection and coordination across services is currently limited, resulting
in inefficiencies in service delivery and resource utilization.

H PEH experience barriers accessing housing and supportive services as a result of the cost of
housing, service requirements and restrictions, and stigma.
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Engagement with law enforcement and first responders

B 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

H 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.

B 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.

B 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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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-
ed to provide a comprehensive overview of housing and supportive [RARCIRPAPIVRYICIHHCICL T
service needs specific to residents experiencing houselessness or at  [JRASECREURISY gL EYdelyy
risk of losing housing. The primary goal of the assessment is to in- [RASSCUERUTICICYIAENSY
form and tailor policy and programmatic strategies to support the USSR S
community in reaching functional zero' houselessness, ensuring that LSS UEEIEIS RSy
the experience of houselessness is rare and brief and the number of [JRUEUAVEREERlsISECRRFIYTE
individuals entering houselessness is fewer than the number exiting [RAZAR

houselessness. Key findings from the Grand

Figure 1. Timeline of City of Grand Junction housing and [IRERCRCIEI-ANCLEERE ety
unhoused activities ment included:

1. Arate of population
growth of 1,500 residents
annually since 2015

SUMMER 2021 WINTER 2022

WINTER 2023

Grand Valley Housing Needs Housing Divsion
Assessment completed by conducts Unhoused
Root Policy Needs Survey

City & partners develop
Unhoused Strategy A growing poverty rate
(Phase 2) g gp y

across the area since 2010

. A decreasing rate of home
T & ownership

A housing shortage of

FALL 2021 SUMMER 2023 over 3,000 housing units

for low-income residents

City of Grand Junction City & partners launch
across the area

adopts Grand Junction Unhoused Needs
Housing Strategy Assessment (Phase 1)

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.

City creates Housing
Division

T Community Solutions, “Functional Zero,” 2°2, https://community.solutions/built-for-zero/functional-zero/.
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Data collection methods
(study methodology detailed in Appendix 1).

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

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

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

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

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.

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
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND SocioecoNomiC CHARACTERISTICS
ofF UNHOUSED PopPuLATION 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, orabandoned
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.> 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 Survey* 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.

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

Economic
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

Social

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

Health

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

‘ ‘ | went through a divorce and my husband parents and stuff like that. A lot of my family

was the main person that worked. And with
me not being able to work, | didn’t have the
resources to be able to pay the rent and |
didn’t get any help. And so that’s kind of
what has led us here. — Lived expert

struggles with mental issues and communi-
cation skills, so | just left and was all on my
own. | lived with my older sister for a while...|
was recently diagnosed with MS last year...It
did become disabling to work after a while,

so | recently quit working at the beginning
of the year because | 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.

4 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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Table 2. Point-in-Time Count: 2019-2023

PIT Count Unsheltered Regional PIT Count
Eeey Mesa County S AU s PIT Count (Balagnce 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%)>.

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.

Figure 2. Individuals added to the BNL by year Table 3. Unique individuals on BNL:
2018-2023
e Year added Count
2018 10
2> 2019 330
= 2020 183
g 200 2021 314
g 2022 321
* 100
(o}
2019 2020 2021 2022

52022 Annual Homeless Assessment Report to Congress. HUD.
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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
Number of

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-

Location School Year Unhoused
Students

tels, cars, parks, or doubled-up with others due 2018-2019

to economic hardship. Totals of unhoused school 2019-2020 694

children, as defined by McKinney-Vento, are pre- 2020-2021 634

sented in Table 4. Mesa County, in contrast to R 5

the state of Colorado, has experienced a steady _ ey

increase in the frequency of unhoused students 2022-2023 907

since 2018. 2018-2019 21,560

Model-based estimates of U0 Lo lle

prevalence Colorado 2020-2021 15,374

2021-2022 17,957

Based on the 2023 PIT count and additional data 0 0 '35

sources (BNL), we estimate the unhoused pop- 2022-2023

ulation (excluding those who are doubled-up) SOL;fceS-'fEO’OdedOdeeDfofﬂ;gg 2001‘2§ducofion f(CDE)I,
: : Note: Statewide data for - were not avail-

for Mesa County in the past 12 months is 1,360 able from the CDE at the time of this report.

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.

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
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Table 5 shows a summary gple 5. Snapshot of client characteristics in HMIS and BNL

of client characteristics in HMIS Snapshot BNL Snapshot

the HMIS and BNL systems,
and includes household (1/2019 - 8/2023) (2019-2022)

type, veteran status, and |Characteristic Total Percent | Total | Percent
disability status. Overall, | Unique individuals 4760 - 1200

service providers that en- [t cop e 4053 _
ter data into the HMIS sys-
Household Type

tem seem to focus more

on adult PEH clients’ as Adult Only 3130 77% 672 55%
compared to the BNL. The Youth only 538 13% 298 24%
BNL Ilstl.has prohportlonally Family 341 8% 254 20%

t t-
more clients Who are Y& 1 veteran (yes) 423 9% 304 | 25%
erans, and slightly more
who have a disability, when Disability (yes) 2062 43% 607 51%
compared to the HMIS sys- | Chronically unhoused (yes) 759 63%
tem. Source: Homeless Management Information System (HMIS), By Name List

(BNL)

Figure 3 shows client Amer-

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- 100%
tion, which is 1% for both
demographics. People who 80%

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 20%
provider encounters. ' L

R 2

60%

40%

Percent (%)

There is some variation in 0% .

White Black/African American Asian or Asian Native Multi-racial  Latinx/Hispanic

the gender breakdOWn Of American Indian, Alaska America Hawaiian or

. . Native, or Pacific Islander
clients served by direct ser- Indigenous
vice provider administrative # Grand Juction Population W Service Provider Admin Data ® HMIS
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
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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
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A few patterns and important elements emerge from the Grand Junction area BNL demographic tables:

B 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).

M 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.

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

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

8 Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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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.
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Figure 7. Housing hierarchy of needs: 2019-2023
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Figure 8. 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 | 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

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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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:

M 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.

M Of individuals in the BNL, 67% of are chronically unhoused.

B The proportion of the unhoused population who are unsheltered in Grand Junction is a com-
paratively high proportion (60% in most recent PIT).

M Individuals who identify as white are the most unhoused race or ethnicity in the county, fol-
lowed by multiple races and Al/AN.

M Al/AN and Black/African American individuals are slightly overrepresented in both HMIS and
service provider administrative data relative to the Grand Junction population.

Draft for Review 11
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Economic ConDITIONS AND TRENDS IN MESA
County REeLATED 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 i
Population [l Actual M Forecast

and 2050, Mesa County is projected

to grow by 40%, from about 155,000

residents to 221,000 residents. 200000
Of the total population in the coun-

ty, Table 6 demonstrates the pro-

150000
100000
50000
below the federal poverty threshold
between 2016 and 2021, as poverty 0

portion of the population within the
county that had a household income

rates are an important indicator of 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050
houselessness. The poverty rates in Year

Mesa County are consistently hlgh- Data Source: Colorado Demography Office.
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- Table é. Poverty rates in Colorado, Mesa County, and

munity Survey (ACS) five-year esti- local municipalifies: 2016-2021

mates for Mesa County, this trend is Poverty rate

on

Populat

most likely explained by an influx of Geography 2016 2021
pandemic relief funds that have since

. . Colorado 12.2% 9.6%
expired. Poverty rates increased
slightly in 2022 and are predicted to | Mesa County 16.3% 11.9%
rise across the U.S. in 2023.% For the | Fruita city 17.7% 7.8%
municipalities where data are avail- | Grand Junction city 18.9% 13.1%
able, the poverty rates in Palisade ['p oy ¢own 15.6% 14.7%
and Grand Junction are highest, while : - -
Fruita has the lowest poverty rate. Source: American Community Survey, 5-year estimates.

Between 2016 and 2021, all munici-
palities have experienced declines in
poverty, with Fruita seeing a nearly
10% drop.

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

¢ 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 Average Rent to Median Average Rent to
Income Rent Income Ratio Income Rent 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 % Rent to % of Total % Rent to

P Employment | Income Ratio | Employment | Income Ratio
Food Pre:paratlon and Serving Related 10.77 5031 10.52 50.91
Occupations
Healthcare Support Occupations 3.44 37.44 4.63 47.69
Bun!dlng and Grounds Fleanlng and 583 38.61 312 47.12
Maintenance Occupations
Personal Care and Service Occupations 2.83 46.21 1.74 45.73
Farmlng,. Fishing, and Forestry 0.07 34.90 0.14 45.43
Occupations
All Occupations 100.00 25.35 100.00 31.31
Source: Zillow and Bureau of Labor Statfistics
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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 Total % Occupations with Higher Than 30% Rent-Income Ratio
2016 and 2022 for Mesa County. Percent Ml High H Low

Across these three measures com- 80
paring rental costand income, a clear

story of increased risk of houseless- 60
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 0
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.

2016 2022
Year

Data Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics and Zillow.

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 iliness) 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.” 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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the extent of mental health and substance
use challenges among Mesa County res-
Unemployment rate idents are not available at the city- or
county-wide level, there are substantial
economic data that may capture some
Poverty rate of the structural trends that can lead to
houselessness, which are described here
as risk of houselessness.

The variables included in the risk mapping are:

Percent of the population that is non-white

Number of housing units per capita
Median rent . .
Using the selected indicators and trends,
Rent as percentage of gross income which include poverty indicators and de-
mographics, wage and employment data,

Percentage of households with public assistance X
and housing market trends, maps were

income (e.g., Supplemental Nutrition Assistance,

SNAP) generated to demonstrate risk of house-
. . o lessness by key geographic subdivisions
8. Percentage of the population with a disability within Mesa County known as census tract

and census block group.®

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

o - - = . EEEEERRRR——D—————...,

—Z

o g 10 s 204m 3 g 16 s 20km
(c) Mapbox, OSM © Mapbox OSIJ 3

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.

Unhoused Risk Scale (0-1)

[10.00000.123 Based on these risk summaries, risk is highest in Central Grand Junction (i.e.,
7853:28252 area north of the Colorado River and south of Patterson Ave., excluding the city

vy b center), Fruita, and Clifton, particularly in the southeast part of town along the
Eg%?:ﬁ%&’, 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:

M Between 2016 and 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%.

W Between 2016 and 2021, the percentage of occupations in Mesa County with an average rent
to income ratio above 30% increased from 47% to 78%.

Ml Residents working in food preparation and serving occupations are severely cost-burdened
with a rent to income ratio at or above 50%.

M Areas with Mesa County whose residents face the highest risk of houselessness include cen-
tral Grand Junction, Fruita, and Southeast Grand Junction/Riverside.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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Caracity 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

Emergency Transitional
Shelter Housing
Short-term, temporary Temporary housing that Affordable housing that Affordable housing that Affordable housing is
lodging for families or helps people transition includes other support uses subsidies to pay housing on which the
individuals experiencing from homelessness to a services for those being the difference between occupant is paying no
homelessness more permanent housing housed what renters can afford more than 30% of their
situation and market rate; income
including rapid re-

housing, eviction
prevention, etc.

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, while Table 10 shows capacity estimates by service pro-
vider 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.
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Table 9. Summary of non-market housing options by organization in Mesa County

18

Emergency Transitional Permanent Subsidized
Organization Shelter Housing Supportive Housing 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. Capacity estimates by non-market housing type and organizations that were

able to provide data

Emergency shelter

Transitional Housing

Permanent

supportive housing

Total service Total service Total service

utilization | Capacity | utilization Capacity utilization Capacity
Service Provider (% unhoused) (% unhoused) (% unhoused)
Freedom Institute — — n.d. 61 — —
Grand Valley Catholic . . _ 4 . 60
Outreach (2023)
Grand Valley Peace & Justice — o
Emergency Shelter (2022) 58 (100%) =
Hilltop Latimer House
(2019 - 9/2023) 635 n.d. n.d. n.d. - -
HomewardBound — North Ave o2
Shelter (10/2021 -9/2022) 834 (72%) 135 n.d. n.d. n.d.
HomewardBound —
Recovery Living (2023) - - n.d. - - a
HomewardBound — _ . . . . 66
Pathways Village (2023)
HomewardHounds o
(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) 8° 10 8 (89%) 9 47 39
HMIS — Emergency Shelter
(1/2019 - 8/2023) SHLZ n.d.
MESA COUNTY TOTAL 186 128 165
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 tfo the given provider;
@ HomewardBound percent reflects clients entering from homelessness; PKaris data represents only active
clients in September 2023
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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

Subsidized Total | Number of | Average Average Percent
units Percent | people | people per | months on | months since | over
Municipality available [ Occupied | housed unit waiting list moved in | 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.

Emergency Shelters

HomewardBound, Grand Valley Peace and Justice, Hilltop Latimer House, and Karis each provide emer-
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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

"Emergency placement. It's that emergency shelter where we can

have safe places for families. And | 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

Community members - Low safe place so we can work through the process, we can assess
the situation, and then we go from there."

Lived expert - Low

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.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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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

Transitional housing N

"The disparity between coming off the streets and living
Lived expert - High 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."

Key informant - High

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
Permanent supportive housing —

"But I'm disabled. My kids are grown. | was a nurse for 25
years and being on a fixed income, finding affordable
housing where | can afford and still be left money to eat
and take care of my meds and do the things that | 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."

Draft for Review

Packet Page 258

21



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 Januaryl1l-July31,2023

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

Subsidized affordable housing R

"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
Key informant - High 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."

Lived expert - High
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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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Figure 18. Participant perspectives on priority of additional housing elements

Medical/Recovery respite

"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.”

Community members - Low

Safe parking "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 | 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."

Sanctioned camping "Well, for starters, just their own chunk of land or something

where they could go...The homeless would pay for it. A lot of
Lived expert - High 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
Community members - Low and pay for it, and you can pay for the land, it would be a
whole different situation."”

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

B 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.

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

H There is an overall lack of subsidized affordable housing units, especially in Clifton.

W Housing Vouchers are reaching some key populations: veterans, people with disabilities, and
families.

M 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 shelter®, 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

° 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
Adjusted

Estimated

Current

Estlmat.ed Program estimated A.v ferage demand capacity CLELTE)
population usage utilization . . of current
total rate R per person (housing:- (housing- capacity
(people) specific unit) specific unit)
Temporary
30 2,831 2,880
0, o 0 0,
Sy === e 2 bed nights | bed nights bed nights Bl
shelter
Emergency o 10 9,896 8,959 o
shelter 1,237 80% 990 bed nights | bed nights bed nights 1%
Transitional | ) ¢, 85% 1,397 8.4 978 128 13%
housing months units units
Permanent
supportive 520 85% 442 8.4 30.9 10.1 33%
housin months units units
g

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:
M There is limited coverage of temporary emergency shelter beds.

M There is adequate coverage for emergency shelter beds but coverage may still be limited on a
night to night basis and for specific populations.

B Temporary emergency shelter capacity may not be adequate when weather conditions be-
come low or moderate and demand increases.

H Very little of the demand for transitional or permanent supportive housing is currently being
met.
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Caracity AND UrtiLizATION OF EXISTING SuPPORTIVE

SERVICES IN MESA CoOuNTY

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.

Table 15. Summary of supportive services by organization in 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

Supportive services in Grand Junction area

Prevention | Street Basic | Transportation | Transitional | Youth and | Behavioral | Case
Organization services Outreach | needs | services services families health management
Amos Center X X X X
Catholic
Outreach 2 X X X
Freedom
Institute 28 = ot
Grand Valley
Peace & Justice X X X
Hilltop X X X X X X
Homeward X lanned | X X X X X
Bound P
Joseph Center X X X X
Karis X X X X X X
Mutual Aid X X X X
Partners
Solidarity Not
Charity oS 28
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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
Prevention and diversion services "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]... | don't know that we have those

Key informant - Medium 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."

Lived expert - Low

Community members - Medium

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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Figure 20. Participant perspectives on priority of street outreach

Street outreach "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
Key informant - Medium the ground, community navigation is a huge opportunity. There are a
lot of governmental resources that are available to people that they

just 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."

Community members - Low

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- Organization Encounters

ices in the Grand Juncti that
wces n =he ra!n unction area tha Grand Valley Catholic Outreach —
provide for basic needs such as food, 12,436

.. Day Center (2022)
showers, and laundry, participants
limited in terms of their hours of op- | Center for Independence (1/2020 — 9/2023) 160
eration and how often they can be ac- | Grand Valley Connects (10/2022 — 9/2023) 473
Fessed. Additionally, based on partic- GrandivalleylPeaca andusrees
ipant feedback, the level of need for ) 4,261
. ID and Food Services (2022)

these types of services outpaces the
level of supply, particularly because Hilltop Family Resource Center (1/2019 —9/2023) 311
there is a significant subpopulation |Joseph Center — IFS, GAP, TANF, 1954
of PEH living outside in the elements |JCAPP (1/2019 - 9/2023) ’
without reliable access to water or | Mesa County Public Library (9/2023) 280
bathroom facilities year-round. The Mutual Aid Partners (2022) 15,072
number of encounters these provid- . X
ers have with PEH is quite large, and Solidarity Not Charity (2022) 27,300
summarized in table 16. However, itis | 211 (2022) 415

important to note that these are en-
counters, and not unique individuals
served.
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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 25 —

clients in Grand Junction have indicated N

a general need for food and housing, _
and there are also notable needs for © 70 1351

limiting social isolation and for safety. dC2t 887
Figure 22 shows that individuals with ° -
[0}

harm reduction high-level priorities, ' '

while key informants rank basic needs

as a medium priority, and the general Needs
public ranks it as a low priority.

lived experience see basic needs and

Average (%,
=
o

Food
Housing
Safety
Utilities

Social Isolation
Transportation

Figure 22. Participant perspectives on priority of basic needs
Basic needs and harm reduction

"Water would be... some place we could get
water. Without having to sneak around and

steal off somebody's faucet. We got to have
drinking water. There's no way we can live

Community members - Low without it."

Lived expert - High

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

Transportation services
"Just the extended [transit bus] hours though would make a huge

difference. | think allowing people, say work out at the mall and live
Lived expert - Medium 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 | 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
Community members - Low buses down,"... Sorry, you're at the mall, you can't get home."

Key informant - Medium

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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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
Transitional services —

"I hadn't been homeless for six years, before that | was on

Lived expert - Medium and off being homeless and getting on housing and

getting things rolling...I 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

Community members - Low and figuring out how to do it and everything.”

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
Services for youth, families
"Yeah,, we're very concerned about kids exiting foster care.
Youth in general. Sometimes they turn 18 and their families
Lived expert - Low 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.
Key informant - High And so, thg 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."”
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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

Substance treatment services —
"I'm lucky I got into the Amos House. | really am.

Lived expert - Low \ 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."

Community members - Medium

Mental health services

"Mainly mental illness and addiction is the biggest causes
of it, because you're either going to be a slave to one or the
Lived expert - Medium other unless you work your way out of it. And that's what |
had to do. I had to work my mental ilinesses out or my

mental illness out, and | was misdiagnosed, so that was
twice as hard getting all this stuff done. And I'm grateful for
what | do have and the community resources that are

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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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 Alcohol Other Alcohol and

health use substance use other substance
disorder disorder disorder use disorder

Proportion of individuals with

0, (o) 0, 0,
a behavioral health need SR Shile (0% SIS

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

Case management services
"Because you talk to 90% of these people, they say: | don't have a

home. You ask them why and they can't answer it, because they don't
Lived expert - Low 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 a t-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.”
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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:

M 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.

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

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

M 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 Sullivan'® and a National Alliance to End Homelessness report,'* 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 estimates? 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

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 Homelessness?® 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.

multiplied by the doubled-up and poverty pop-
ulations to find the number of individuals at risk
of becoming homeless:

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-
livan!* found that the average payment was ap-
proximately $2,000 per individual. We use this
value for our estimates.

Doubled-Up Population Poverty Population
Literature: 10% risk,

94 people

Medium Alternative: 5%
risk, 47 people

Low Alternative: 2.5%
risk, 23 people

Literature: 4% risk,
736 people

Medium Alternative:
2.5% risk, 460 people

Low Alternative: 1%
risk, 184 people

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

© 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.

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).

2 Phillps and Sullivan, The Review of Economics and Statistics, 2023.
3 Sermons and Witte, Homelessness Research Institute, 2011.

4 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.™® 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.’®
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

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%

each service. We use these estimates and costs
to generate our estimates and assumptions for
costs within Grand Junction.

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.

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

6 Anirban Basu et al., “Comparative Cost Analysis of Housing and Case Management Program for Chronically IlI
Homeless Adults Compared to Usual Care,” Health Services Research 47, no. 1pt2 (February 2012): 52343, 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

Utilization: No Utilization:
Service intervention Intervention
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 AR | A *

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 Cost of prevention Cost difference
houselessness intervention

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
With intervention

Packet Page 278

25% of people | 50% of people | 75% of people
Service No intervention reached reached reached
Hospitalization days $42,047,791 $41,438,670 $40,829,550 $40,220,429
ER visits $4,641,399 $4,546,969 S4,452,540 $4,358,110
Number of arrests $81,303 $80,326 $79,349 578,371
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
":’i';::a' e e $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

25% of people | 50% of people 75% of people

Service reached reached 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
IV.It?ntaI health clinic $18.106 $36.213 454319
visits
Face to face meetings $21,898 S43,796 $65,694
Telephone meetings $9,067 518,134 $27,201
Housing $359,721 $719,441 $1,079,162
TOTALS $(222,884) S(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:

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

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

Bl The largest cost increase of a housing first program is through housing costs.

M 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
SyYsTEM 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

Referrals, data collection,

.. Lack of awareness of services
and coordination

Housing affordability

Limited staff and Service navigation and

service capacity paperwork A8 R @y CEmuIYI 87 SU TPl

Service restrictions and

cvTlil i Stigma and public perception

Limited funding

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 (SSl), 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-

‘ ‘ Wages aren’t matchin’ it really. | mean, ing costs are beyond the reach of PEH, despite
you'd have to work one-and-a-half full-time many of them having a source of income. The
g o, ) 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 | don’t ~ Participants, the fundamental barrier to being

know what’s gonna happen. —Lived expert ?ble tg gX|t h.ouselessness and reach sta.1b|l|'.cy
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 ., o

i : ) ! peration” among their clients and
can’t. And then, that pushes them into...situation-  ¢gpyice 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
we have nothing for them. | mean, almost noth- ~ can you do for me?” to which the

ing. It’s really a bad situation. -- Key informant provider re_s‘ponds' I can refer you
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, “/
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- . .
ed funding is not one of them: “We have the fund general services... Like one example,

talent, we can find the talent, we can collab- we have one program that has 10 differ-
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, S100,000 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 | 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.’” 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. | think there’s only a certain amount
of people in certain organizations that really participate in that well. And then | 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?

7 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: | would assume so. Without data, | don’t know. It’s all anecdotal. That’s the prob-
lem, is we hear from [...] that they have X number of homeless [...], but | don’t know where they
are. | 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? | 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-
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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, | 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 | 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 | didn’t have good, like good credit. | wasn’t, like the best
applicant, you know what | mean?...So | never get picked for an apartment. And, and ‘cause | 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 | 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 | can’t even get into a place
because they want the first month, the last month, the deposit. | 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 | 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 | 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? | 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.

‘ ‘ | think [outreach] is very important. | 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
extremely frustrating. It’s very consuming. | ~ Understanding and compassion and, there-
think that having every organization do out- fore, a lack of support among the broader

hi . o . bl Grand Junction area community. Participants
reach iIs super important... Iit’s so incredib y 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 | 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 ‘ ‘ .
in what the community is and is not able to do with We have not encountered any cli-

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. | 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 | 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
prevalent stereotypes circulating in the community regarding
PEH are inaccurate and harmful, and it is essential to hold up
the voices of PEH and find opportunities to educate the pub-
lic about the realities of being unhoused. Participants shared

United to Solve Homelessness

As part of its implementation of
the City of Grand Junction’s 13th
Housing Strategy, the City Housing

messages along the lines of “the main push should be toward
public education and advocacy, building compassion.” By tak-
ing the time to understand what PEH experience and learning
their stories, lived experts felt that the community can more
readily come together and identify meaningful solutions to
address houselessness.

Additional barriers or challenges

While mentioned with less frequency across the key infor-
mant participant group, some other notable barriers or
challenges mentioned by key informants included landlords
who are uninterested or unwilling to support lower income
households or PEH, changes within the population of PEH,
and a lack of trust in and among providers.

Division, in collaboration with Unit-
ed Way of Mesa County and ser-
vice providers, launched the United
to Solve Homelessness Campaign
with a specific focus on increasing
awareness of the experience of
houselessness and reducing stigma
toward PEH. Through the program,
the city and partners have hosted
poverty immersion experiences, led
classes, and spoken at a variety of
community events.

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:

M 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.

M 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.
B PEH would likely benefit from more support with navigating and accessing existing services

and stronger coordination among providers.

M 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.

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

‘ ‘ Really our role is we have the community
care-taking function but also preventing

54

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

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment

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. Grand Junction Police Department encounters with people who are unhoused:
2019 - 2023

GJ Police interactions by month with people who were unhoused (2019-2023)
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The City of Grand Junction recently implemented a specialized unit of officers trained in crisis intervention
and community outreach known as the Community Resource Unit (CRU). Community Resource Officers
(CRO) in the context of houselessness are law enforcement officers who are specially trained and assigned
to work directly with PEH. The primary role of a CRO is to bridge the gap between law enforcement and
the unhoused population by focusing on outreach, engagement, and connecting individuals with needed
supportive services. CROs proactively engage with PEH to establish rapport, offer support, and connect
them with available services, such as shelters, healthcare, food, and mental health resources.

While data specifically capturing CRO interactions with PEH were not available for this assessment, inter-
view participants, including both key informants and lived experts, expressed that the program has been
a meaningful development in strengthening rapport between law enforcement and PEH and supporting
PEH in accessing needing resources and services.

“l usually don’t have such nice things to say about the police, but | will say they, [the CROs] have
definitely...gone above and beyond to, to help when they can.” —Lived Expert

However, one key informant expressed that the resources and ability to recruit new CROs has been chal-
lenging. With the CRU’s limited capacity, they described how other law enforcement officers are often
drawn into non-emergency interactions with PEH, limiting the police department’s ability to engage in
other activities such as crime prevention and community engagement.

With a limited number of active CROs, lived experts living outside explained that their interactions with
law enforcement are often with officers outside of the CRU programs and tend to be negative. Most often,
negative interactions between law enforcement and PEH were described as PEH receiving code violation
tickets (e.g., for smoking in the park or littering), or continually being asked to vacate their belongings from
a public area.

“A lot of times when they go to our camps, they try to get at us for littering too. And most of the
times, it’s not even trash, it’s just our belongings and they go and try to say that we’re trashing the
place when it’s just our belongings.”—Lived Expert

Draft for Review

Packet Page 292

55



56

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

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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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
FIRE interactions by month with people who were unhoused (2022-2023)
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Figure 30. EMS engagements with people who are unhoused: 2022-2023

EMS interactions by month with people who were unhoused (2022-2023)
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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

H 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.

B 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.

M 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.

Grand Junction Area Unhoused Needs Assessment
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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
| 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, | think that their responsibility is to support the service
providers in our community and having more affordable housing options. And | 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. | think
it’s [their] responsibility to put out active feelers for low-income housing developments. | 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
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houselessness.'® 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

Coordinated Entry System

2 ® B %

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

8 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.

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.

The extent to which people, especially youth and children, are unsheltered.
Vulnerability to illness or death.

Risk of continued homelessness.

o v kW

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
B Emergency shelter:
O 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+

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

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

O Designated space(s) where camping and/or parking and living out of a vehicle are per-
mitted.

O 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.

B Transitional housing:
O 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

O Transitional housing beds/units that specifically support individuals with building finan-
cial stability, housing navigation, and skills to maintain housing

B Permanent supportive housing:

O Additional permanent supportive housing units
B Subsidized housing:

O Additional units accepting housing vouchers
B Affordable housing:

O More rental housing units that meet affordability standards of 60% AMI or lower in the
Grand Junction area

O More requirements and/or incentivizes to include affordable units in new housing de-
velopments in the area

O Streamlined process for affordable housing development

0 Reduced upfront cost to secure rental housing and fewer rental restrictions based on
income or credit score
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Supportive services
B Prevention and diversion services:

O Additional emergency financial resources to support households in keeping their hous-
ing (e.g., rental/mortgage payment assistance)

O Greater outreach/awareness of existing prevention supports offered in the Grand Junc-
tion area such as financial literacy training, budget counseling, and legal services

B Basic needs:
B Additional places to safely access drinking water

B Climate-controlled spaces for PEH to go during inclement weather (e.g., cooling or warming
shelters)

B Additional or expanded facilities for laundry, mail services, showers
B Additional access to toilet facilities
B Transportation:
O Additional or expanded public transit options
O Programs for PEH to learn and perform bike and car maintenance
O Additional financial assistance for transportation (e.g., gas cards, bus passes)
B Transitional services
O Programs to provide workforce and vocational training and education for PEH

O Programs to support PEH in financial literacy, budget counseling, and other life skills to
support them in exiting houselessness and retaining housing

B Services specific for youth and families

O Improved outreach and access to families to increase awareness of and engagement
with existing services

O Additional services to support youth experiencing houselessness outside of school, es-
pecially those transitioning out of foster care

O Additional childcare services and activities for families experiencing houselessness
B Behavioral health services:
O Additional mental health care options specifically serving:
= Chronically unhoused individuals
= Youth
O Additional or expanded substance use treatment services
B Case management
O Additional case management options and service navigation support for PEH

O Improved outreach to PEH for existing case management services

Emergency, first responder, and law enforcement engagement
B Formal policies and procedures for engaging with PEH in key departments
B Additional or expanded trauma-informed care and crisis intervention training

B Increased collaboration between emergency response, law enforcement, and service pro-
viders
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System functioning
B Funding for service providers:
O Unrestricted and operational funding
O Local funding options to support collaborative rather than competitive projects
B Staff and service capacity:

O Support for service providers in increasing staff capacity through funding and training
opportunities

B Coordinated entry system:

O Clarification regarding policy and procedures for client assessment and data collection
regarding service provision

O Training program across service provider staff regarding data collection, entry, and shar-
ing
O Review of VI-SPDAT as assessment tool and identification of potential biases and lim-
itations
O Strengthened process for referrals
O Strategy for continuous improvement of coordinated entry system as a whole
B Public education and awareness

O Increased street outreach to PEH and individuals at risk of losing housing across system
of services

O Public education to dispel myths regarding houselessness and share diverse experienc-
es of PEH

O 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. AMl 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 resultin
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.?

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

' 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.

MW Direct service providers (e.g., staff who work at agencies that provide services to PEH)
M Indirect service providers (e.g., legal services, non-profits, and foundations)
M City, county, and government-affiliated staff and elected officials

Agencies represented in the interview sample include:

M City of Grand Junction B HomewardBound of the Grand Valley

M Colorado Legal Services W Housing Resources of Western Colorado
M District 51- REACH program MW Joseph Center

H Freedom Institute W Karis

B Grand Junction Housing Authority M La Plaza

W Grand Valley Catholic Outreach W Mesa County Behavioral Health

M Grand valley Peace and Justice B Mesa County Library

M Grand Valley Transit M Mutual Aid Partners

M Habitat for Humanity M Solidarity Not Charity

MW Hilltop Community Resources W 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.

Draft for Review

Packet Page 310

73



74

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:

w211

W Amos Counseling

M By-Name List

M Center for Independence

M Colorado Legal Services

B Community Hospital

B Community Resource Network

M Family Health West

M Fire & Emergency Medical Services
B Foundations for Life

B Freedom Institute

M Grand Junction Housing Authority

B Grand Junction Police Department
W Grand Valley Catholic Outreach

M Grand Valley Connects

M Grand Valley Peace and Justice

M Habitat for Humanity

M Hilltop Family Resource Center & Latimer
House

Secondary data

B Homeless Management Information
System

B HomewardBound of the Grand Valley
W Housing Resources of Western Colorado
W Joseph Center

M Karis

B Marillac health

W Mesa County Behavioral Health

B Mesa County Public Health

W Mesa County Public Library

W Mesa County Sheriff’s Office

B MindSprings

B Mutual Aid Partners

M Roice-Hurst Humane Society - Homeward
Hounds

B School District 51 - REACH program/
McKinney Vento

M Solidarity Not Charity
MW St. Mary’s Hospital

W 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:

B All The Rooms (private subscription)
Colorado Demography Office

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

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.?® 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.*

The coding analysis was completed by two members of the research team, with the intent of ensuring a
high degree of intercoder reliability.?? 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,® 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
Roundtable? and uses the following equation:

annualized estimate=A+51xB(1-% 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/.

4 B. G. Glaser, Theoretical Sensitivity: Advances in the Methodology of Grounded Theory (Mill Valley, CA, USA: So-
ciology Press, 1978); J. Saldafa, The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (Thousand Oaks, CA, USA: SAGE
Publications Inc., 2009).

22 | \W. Creswell and C.M. Poth, Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing among Five Approaches. (Thou-
sand Oaks, CA, USA: SAGE Publications Inc., 2017); Saldafia, 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,* and following the methodology of Richard et
al.?® 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.?” 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:
B Unemployment rate
M Percent of the population that is non-White
M Poverty rate
B Number of housing units per capita
B Median rent
M Rent as percentage of gross income

M Percentage of households with public assistance income (e.g., Supplemental Nutrition Assis-
tance, SNAP)

M 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

5 Steven Ruggles et al., “IPUMS USA: Version 13.0” (Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2023), https://doi.org/10.18128/
D010.vV13.0.

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.

?’Richard 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 Sullivan?® 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

B 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.?

B Itis estimated that communities get $2.47 back in benefits per net dollar spent on emergen-
cy financial assistance.®

22 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023.
2 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023.
3¢ Phillips and Sullivan, 2023.
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B The emergency financial assistance program has $1,898 of direct benefits to recipients and
$2,605 of benefits to non-recipients.? Specific benefits include an estimated:

0 $316 per person savings in utilization of public services such as health and justice sys-
tems

O Decreased costs of eviction such as loss of possessions, difficulty finding new housing,
and disruptions to children (if present).

O $219 in benefits to landlords of avoiding evictions and damages.

O 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.?? 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.** conducted a similar study,
looking at an adult population with mental iliness 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.3* 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.*®* 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.?® and Latimer et al.,*” they found that the housing and case management group demonstrated

31 Phillips and Sullivan, 2023.
32 Rosenheck et al., 2003.

3 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 lliness: Secondary Analysis of a Randomized Clinical Trial,”
JAMA Network Open 2, no. 8 (August 21, 2019): 199782, 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 Latimer3® 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

B Potential cost offsets, or mean reductions in costs attributable to the housing first interven-
tion, come through a variety of mechanisms:

O Emergency shelters: -52,627%*

Substance use treatment: -$1,148%

Ambulatory visits/EMS: -$2,375,%? -$704*
Hospitalization: -$6,786*
O Legal Services: -51,051%

B 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.

O
O Supportive housing: -51,861%
O
O

0 ICER%: $45, Intervention is slightly more costly.
O ICER*: $56.08, Intervention is slightly more costly.

O ICER*: -$6,307, Intervention is less costly. This is primarily driven by changes in hospi-
talization costs.

O 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: AReview of the Literature,” The
Canadian Journal of Psychiatry 60, no. 11 (November 2015): 475-87, https://doi.org/10.1177/070674371506001103.

3 | atimer et al., 2019.

40 Latimer et al., 2019.

4 Latimer et al., 2019.

42 Latimer et al., 2019.

43 Basu et al., 2012.

4 Basu et al., 2012.

4 Basu et al., 2012.

4 Rosenheck et al., 2003.
47 Latimer et al., 2019.

48 Basu et al., 2012.
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B Housing first or Supported Housing is beneficial for participants:

O 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.*

O Days of stable housing were higher by 140 days for the housing first treatment group®

O 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:

B 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: $14,064%

B Costs of a bed can be highly variable depending on bed type and other services provided at
a shelter facility:

4 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

shelters®
Population Temporary (S) 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

B 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-S75k per bed per year, with most be-
tween S$20k-S50k per bed.

Table 25. Cost of alternative housing projects®?

Annual

Project Project Units/ Upfront/ Capital Annual operations
Type Metro Area Name capacity capital per capita operations per capita
Sanctioned Safe Outdoor
; Denver Spaces 220 $700,000 $3,182 $4,169,871 $18,954
Campsite .
(4 sites)
Sanctioned Pilot Safe
e Los Angeles Sleep Village 90 $230,577 S 2,562 $1,250,300 $32,959
Sanctioned . Sleep Villages
Campsite San Francisco 5022-2023 63 $2,000,000 | $31,746 | $4,100,000 $74,545
Safe Parking
& WX-
Sanctioned Sacramento SafeGround 185 - - $3,048,000 $16,476
Campsite
Safe Parking
& .
Sanctioned Sacramento Miller Park 110 - - $3,287,452 $29,886
Campsite
Safe South Front
) Sacramento Dr. Safe 50 - - $1,185,000 $237,000
Parking .
Parking
Roseville
Safe Parking | Sacramento Road RT 50 $500,000 $10,000 | $2,200,000 $44,000
Station

52 Culhane and An, 2021.

3 “Alternative Shelter Analysis,” ECONorthwest, 2023.
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Annual

Project Project Units/ Upfront/ Capital Annual operations
Type Metro Area Name capacity capital per capita operations per capita
Safe Parking | Sacramento Coflax Yard 30 $600,000 | $20,000 | $2,200,000 $61,125
. . Bayview VTC
Safe Parking | San Francisco Safe Parking 100 $3,000,000 | $30,000 | $3,500,000 $35,000
Sunderland
Safe Parking | Portland RV Safe Park 55 $200,000 $3,636 - -
(New)
Tiny Homes | Portland Agape Village 15 $82,500 $5,500 $116,000 $7,733
Beloved
Tiny Homes | Denver Community 24 $145,000 $6,042 $204,000 $8,500
Village
Women'’s
Tiny Homes | Denver Welcome 14 $210,000 S 5,000 $128,800 $9,200
Village
Temporary
Tiny Homes | Missoula Safe Outdoor 30 $1,480,000 | $49,333 $408,000 $13,600
Space (TSOS)
. Arroyo Seco -
Tiny Homes | Los Angeles Hyland Park 224 $7,327,376 | S$32,712 | $4,496,800 $20,075
Saticoy +
Tiny Homes | Los Angeles Whitsett 150 $9,007,000 | $60,047 | $2,930,950 $20,075
West
Tiny Homes | Los Angeles Eagle Rock 93 $3,832,137 | $41,206 | $1,866,975 $20,075
Tarzana Sun-
Tiny Homes | Los Angeles flower Cabin 150 $5,332,220 | $35,548 | $3,011,250 $20,075
Community
Menlo Park
Tiny Homes | Portland Safe Rest 60 $400,750 $6,679 $2,430,000 $40,500
Village
Tiny Homes | Portland Q“e\‘;izlg\gfz"'ty 35 $500,000 | $14,286 | $3,000,000|  $41,096
Tiny Homes | Portland BIPOC Village 38 - - - -
Multnomah
Tiny Homes | Portland Safe Rest 30 $452,776 $15,093 | $1,930,000 $64,333
Village
Emergency
Tiny Homes | Sacramento Bridge Hous- 24 - - $3,195,744 $66,578
ing - Grove
33 Gough
Tiny Homes | San Francisco | Street Tiny 70 $2,000,000 | $28,571 | $5,460,000 $78,000
Cabin Village
16th and
Tiny Homes | San Francisco| Mission St 70 $7,000,000 | S100,000 - -
Cabins (New)
Esperanza
. . Community
Tiny Homes | Austin 2022/23 200 $7,070,035 | $35,350 - -
(New)
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B 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.>

Table 24. Cost of encampment response per number of unsheltered homeless popula-

tion%

Total spending on

encampment activities, 2019 population, 2019

Unsheltered

Cost per unsheltered
person, 2019

Chicago $ 3,572,000 1,260 S 2,835
Houston $ 3,393,000 1,614 $2,108
Tacoma $ 3,905,000 629 S 6,208
San Jose S 8,557,000 1,922 $ 1,080
Table 27. Cost of encampment response by type of activity>¢
Chicago Houston San Jose Tacoma
Outreach (total) S 3,082,000 S 15,460,000 $ 870,000 S 1,056,000
Outreach and housing navigation | $ 2,110,000 S 834,000 S 800,000 S 168,000
Homeless Outreach Teams $ 9,310,000 S 630,000 - S 887,000
Substance use disorder programs - $ 27,000 - -
Medical assistance S 33,000 S 52,000 $ 5,300 -
Financial assistance S 7,000 S 3,000 $ 17,000 $ 1,000
Encampment clearance S 14,000 S 887,000 $ 4,910,000 S 144,000
Encampment prevention - - S 1,495,000 S 239,000
Shelter $297,000 - - S 2,347,000
Eszl:i::;ed permanent supportive i $ 782,000 i i
Other S 53,000 $ 178,000 $ 1,281,000 S 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).

* U.S. HUD, 2020.
* 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.>” Costs may be lower for Grand Junction, which is a smaller community.
B Port-a-potties:
O $700/unit in replacement costs
O $35,000/month for a maintenance contract to service all units (Portland, OR)
B Standalone public restrooms:
O $100,000/unit cost
O $100,000 in installation costs
O $15,000/year in utilities and maintenance costs
B Handwashing Stations:
O $60/unit plus two hours set up and two hours of maintenance/week
B Mobile Shower Services:

O Mobile shower trucks are sometimes paired with toilets and offer flexibility in delivering
services.

O $400,000/truck with yearly maintenance of $300,000
O Potentially cheaper options:
= Mobile trailer at $70,000
= Modified bus or truck at $150,000
B RV Waste Services:
O Services to provide mobile RV waste pump outs and bagged trash collection.
O 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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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
Number of Respondents by Zip Code in Mesa County

Counts

.
N

Grand Junction Jas== F . 5

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

GJC ity Survey Current H ing GJ Community Survey Responses: Worried About Housing
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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
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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?

GJ Community Survey: How much of an issue is | | in Grand J ion?
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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.
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Figure 37. Community survey: Major needs and supplemental needs
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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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Figure 39. Community survey: Opinion on government spending to assist unhoused resi-
dents

GJ Community Survey: Opinion on Government S ding to assist Unh d
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Figure 40. Community survey: Maps of support for housing-related services
Which Housing-Related Services Would You Be Willing To Support?
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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

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

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

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

Highest rent to income ratio of any census tract in
county, relatively large non-White population

Southeast Grand Junction —
Riverside

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
fracts. 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
% of Total Rent to % of Total Rent to
Income Income
Occupation Employment Ratio Employment 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
gt!g;naiij:g Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance 583 38.61 312 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
g::tcsL,jpDaetsi(i)gnns, Entertainment, Sports, and Media 119 3055 0.93 3186
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

Alliance Coordinated
Assessment Tool Set

Developer

National Alliance
to End Homeless-

24 questions and
Vulnerability index

Supporting

Literature; Validity/Reliability

No formal evaluations or psychomet-
ric properties reported.

ness
Downtown Good inter-item, inter-rater, and
DESC — Vulnerability Emergency 10 questions test-retest reliability.
MR e Serv'scza(;'_zzter - Demonstrated good convergent and

concurrent validity.®

Rehousing, Triage,
and Assessment
Survey

Calgary Homeless
Foundation

45 questions

No formal evaluations or psychomet-
ric properties reported.

Homelessness Asset

University Of

21 questions; sub
questions for youth,

. . Calgary, Good content and construct validity,
and Risk Screening women, older . -
Calgary Homeless L but no reliability analyses reported.
Tool (Hart) . adults, and indige-
Foundation .
nous populations
The VI-SPDAT 3 has no formal eval-
uation. The VI-SPDAT 2 shows poor
: test-retest and inter-rater reliability.®°
Solutions

At least three studies identified un-
intended racial disparities in survey
outcomes.®*

Pathways MISI

Matching for and Montana

No formal evaluations or psychomet-

Appropriate . 22 questions . .
pprop Continuum of q ric properties were reported.
Placement o
Care Coalition
Arizona Reported low inter-item reliability,
Self-Sufficiency Arizona 18 questions good internal consistency, and good
Matrix convergent validity®

8 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).

% 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).

5 Brown, M., Cummings, C., Lyons, J., Carrién, 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.

5 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).

52 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).

Draft for Review

Packet Page 330

93



Contact information

Brandn Green
brandn@jgresearch.org

Erika Berglund
erika@jgresearch.org

Suzanna Powell
suzanna@jgresearch.org
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AN

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING OFFICE
Grand Valley MPO « Grand Valley TPR « Grand Valley Transit

January 30, 2024

To: Erika Berglund, Brandn Green, Suzanna Powell- JG Research and Evaluation, Lindy Hodges- City of
Grand Junction

CC: Cody Davis- County Commissioner and GVRTC Vice-Chair, Jason Nguyen- City Councilman and
GVRTC Representative, Ashley Chambers- City of Grand Junction

RE: Response to Grand Junction Area Unhoused Strategy-Transit-Related Strategies

Dear Unhoused Needs Assessment Team,

This letter is in response to the recommendations presented at the City Council/BoCC joint meeting on
January 22. Danielle Sterle, our Transit Coordinator, has been attending the Unhoused Strategy meetings
and gave us some insight on the process followed. Several of us also attended the joint meeting virtually.
In general, we would be happy to review recommendations related to transit and transportation prior to
them being presented and believe we can add value by doing so.

On behalf of the Regional Transportation Planning Office and Grand Valley Transit, the following is staff
input to your recommendations in Strategy 6- Increase accessibility and expand transportation service for
PEH, as presented in the meeting:

¢ Develop a reduced fare program for public transit
o We have reduced fare for those on Medicaid and Medicare during off peak hours per FTA
guidance as described on our_website.
o Additionally, non-profit organizations can purchase GVT passes (all pass types are
eligible, from a single ride up to an annual pass) at a 50% discount. These account for
75% of the monthly, six month, and annual passes sold and include many organizations
assisting PEH and low-income residents who then distribute them to their clients.

e Extend operating hours of public transit
o Inthe past, service provided in later hours was reduced due to low ridership. We would
like more insight as to what need you believe is not being met with our current service
hours.

¢ Introduce shuttle services connecting shelters, service providers, and key transit hubs
o Some resources are not on a GVT route so GVT is unable to provide transportation. For
example, last year we had requests to help transport people to the Women/Family shelter

525 S 6th Street, 2nd Floor e P.O. Box 20,000 ¢ Grand Junction, CO 81501
rtpo.mesacounty.us
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at American Lutheran Church in the mornings/evenings. However, this would be
considered a charter service which is not allowable under our current public
transportation funding and policies. A shuttle service provided by a non-profit or for-
profit company would address this and GVT Service/GVT Transfer Facilities could be used
as a way to gather folks and make the service more efficient.

o Last year we did provide free GVT vouchers for the WE Shelter because they were on GVT
routes. We were not contacted to do so this year.

o Develop a transportation voucher program in coordination with case management services

o TANF funding is currently used to support GVT operations. With this, GVT passes are
currently given to TANF-eligible individuals through their case worker.

o Many non-profits already distribute passes and utilize the 50% pass discount which may
currently be meeting some of the demand.

o There may be an opportunity for more coordination between organizations distributing
these passes but GVT does not have the capacity to lead this coordination.

o Anunintended consequence with transit agencies that are fare-free is that transit is at
times used as a "day shelter” which may lead to a decrease in GVT ridership by other user
groups. This could become a trend if free transit passes are easily available and not well
regulated by an organization. Furthermore, these pass programs are not always used as
intended. GVT frequently finds TANF-funded bus passes at local pawn shops.

¢ Invest in public restrooms and hygiene facilities at transit hubs
o Transit hubs are public spaces for all of the community. They are a resource for PEH for
transportation but should not be assumed as a general resource center. It is already
difficult to keep existing public restrooms clean and operational at transit hubs due to
misuse and damage.

¢ Engage PEH in planning and decision-making processes related to transportation
development and changes to public transit

o We update our long-range transportation plan and Coordinated Public Transit and
Human Services Transportation Plan every four years and will begin our 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan around March of this year. This process includes extensive public
outreach. We would be grateful for organizations working with PEH or low-income
families to help us spread the word about surveys, open houses or other public
engagement opportunities as we have a hard time reaching these populations and
receiving their input. We do try to do public engagement so that it is accessible to all
members of the community.

o We currently have a Local Coordinating Council (LCC) to coordinate transportation
between human service organizations. Some organizations assisting PEH are on our
contact list and we would be happy to add others that are interested. The LCC meets at
least twice a year and are informed of all service changes and public outreach

Regional Transportation Planning Office Page 2 of 3
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opportunities. We generally have low attendance of organizations but would like to see
more engagement in these meetings. Organizations needing funding can also add
transportation needs to our long-range plan and may then be eligible for federal funding
for transportation needs.

o We send out a monthly newsletter informing the community of service changes,
transportation projects and grant opportunities. This is sent to members of the LCC and
other interested community members.

Some recommendations that we believe would assist PEH and low-income families/individuals
include:

e GVTis a safety-net service and assists many low-income residents and PEH in accessing
employment and other services. Transit is vital for many in the community who are housing-
insecure and can help some from losing housing altogether. Increased frequency would increase
efficiency and accessibility of resources. Funding would greatly have to increase in order to
increase frequency.

e Site resources for low-income families and PEH along transit routes so that GVT can be used to
access services. Given the frequency of transit service, it is easier to access these services if they
are in the same general vicinity.

e Shuttle service connecting GVT to resources not on transit routes

e Shuttle/transit or pedestrian access to employment areas, such as Riverside Parkway, would help
individuals access employment.

With all these thoughts in mind, we believe it would be beneficial to set up a meeting to discuss further
prior to your development of the action plan. Please coordinate with Danielle Sterle or myself to do so.

Sincerely,
Dana Brosig
Regional Transportation Planning Office Director
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