
  
 

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

11..    DDiissccuussssiioonn  aanndd  RReevviieeww  ooff  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiippss  wwiitthh  MMeessaa  CCoouunnttyy::    The City has 
 entered into a number of partnerships with Mesa County, both formal and 
 informal, over the years.  A list of those partnerships is being provided for review 
 and discussion.           Attach W-1 

  

22..    PPeerrssiiggoo  CCNNGG--BBiiooGGaass  PPrroojjeecctt::    The purpose of this discussion to consider a 
 plan for conversion of biogas produced at the Persigo Wastewater Treatment 
 Facility, into a fuel readily available to be used in motor vehicles.   Attach W-2 

  SSuupppplleemmeennttaall  ddooccuummeenntt  pprroovviiddeedd  

  

33..    RReevviieeww  ooff  CCuurrrreenntt  SSaalleess  aanndd  UUssee  TTaaxx  EExxeemmppttiioonnss::    Review the City’s current 
 sales and use tax policy through existing tax exemptions.          AAttttaacchh  WW--33  

  

44..  VVeennddiinngg  MMaacchhiinnee  SSaalleess  TTaaxx  EExxeemmppttiioonn  RReeqquueesstt::    Consider request for 
 exemption of food sales made through vending machines.          AAttttaacchh  WW--44  

  

55..    PPootteennttiiaall  BBuussiinneessss  PPeerrssoonnaall  PPrrooppeerrttyy  TTaaxx  RReeffuunndd  PPoolliiccyy::  With this item the 
 Council and Staff will review the business personal property (BPP) tax and 
 consider options for a refund program as a means of economic development.  

                          AAttttaacchh  WW--55  

  

66..    SSTTAARRSS  PPrrooggrraamm::    Summer Time Arts for Students (STARS) program is offered 
 by the Grand Junction Parks and Recreation Department as an active camp for 
 students in the 1st through 8th grades. This program began in 1997 and is 
 offered for 9 weeks during summer months.          AAttttaacchh  WW--66 

  

77..  BBooaarrdd  RReeppoorrttss 

  

88..  OOtthheerr  BBuussiinneessss 

 
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

WORKSHOP 
 

MONDAY, JANUARY 6, 2014 8:30 A.M. 
CITY AUDITORIUM 
250 N. 5TH STREET 

 
 



 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  SSTTAAFFFF  RREEPPOORRTT  

WWOORRKKSSHHOOPP  SSEESSSSIIOONN  
AAttttaacchh  WW--11  

 
 

Topic:  Discussion and Review of Partnerships with Mesa County 

Staff (Name & Title):  Rich Englehart, City Manager 

 
Summary:  
 
The City has entered into a number of partnerships with Mesa County, both formal and 
informal, over the years.  A list of those partnerships is being provided for review and 
discussion.  
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
The City and Mesa County cooperate in many ways for the betterment of the 
community.  Some examples of that cooperation include the creation and support of a 
variety of jointly appointed boards, a number of services from animal control to the 
drainage authority to parks programming to purchasing, maintenance of facilities, 
communications and computer systems, a number of shared facilities (the employee 
parking garage is one example), to planning (like the Persigo Agreement), health 
(environmental), sewer service, and public safety and emergency services (probably the 
largest category).  Most of the cooperative agreements are in formal written 
agreements, a few are authorized or mandated by State law, and there are a few that 
are verbal only. 
 
The purpose of this discussion is to provide information about any of the agreements in 
preparation for the meeting with the Mesa County Commissioners on January 16th. 
The list of all the agreements is attached to this staff report and the specific agreements 
can be accessed by clicking on the link in the City link column. 
 
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
There are no other boards reviewing this item. 
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
There is no financial impact at this time.  The information provided is for discussion only. 
 
Legal issues: 
 
None at this time. 
 
Other issues: 

Date: December 27, 2013 

Author:  Stephanie Tuin  

Title/ Phone Ext:  City Clerk, 

X1511 

Proposed Meeting Date: 

 January 6, 2013  

  



 

 

 
None at this time. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
This has not been discussed with the current City Council. 
 
Attachments: 
 
List of formal and informal agreements.



 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 
 

Memorandum 

 
Attach W-2 

TO: Rich Englehart, City Manager    

FROM: Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager  
 Dan Tonello, Wastewater Services Manager   

DATE: December 19, 2013   

SUBJECT: CNG-Biogas Project 

 
Purpose 

The purpose of this memorandum is to recommend conversion of biogas produced at 

the Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility, into a fuel readily available to be used in 

motor vehicles. 

Overview 

Several years ago, the wastewater division contracted with an engineering firm to help 

identify any beneficial uses of the biogas produced at the Persigo treatment facility. 

Persigo “flares” or burns off approximately 100,000 cubic feet per day of digester 

gas. Digester gas is methane that is created as a byproduct of processing waste.  

Currently Persigo uses a fraction of the digester gas to heat the plant.  Other identified 

uses for the gas include powering micro-turbines to create electricity; selling the gas to 

Xcel Energy; compressing and scrubbing the gas to be used as bio-compressed Natural 

Gas (CNG) fuel.   

The methane biogas produced at Persigo when converted to CNG is the equivalent of 

146,000 gallons of gasoline with an approximate 3 million pound reduction of CO2 

emissions released in a year.  

Our recommendation is to convert the biogas into compressed natural gas, deliver it to 

the City’s fueling facility and use it to fuel CNG vehicles.  

The economics of taking “free” fuel and utilizing it as a vehicle fuel are obvious, not to 

mention the environmental benefits associated with using a clean fuel source. Early 

financial modeling shows the savings may be significant enough to pay back the initial 

infrastructure costs in as little as 10 years. This savings is over and above the savings 



 

 

we are already experiencing in our CNG program.  Users will still receive CNG fuel at a 

savings of over $2.00 per gallon compared to the price of diesel fuel per gallon.    

The greatest challenge this project presents is how to get the gas from Persigo to the 

CNG fueling site. Three different distribution methods have been identified.  They 

include compressing the gas in high pressure vessels and trucking it to the current CNG 

fueling site; negotiating with Xcel Energy to utilize their gas distribution system in 

transporting the gas to the site; installing a dedicated pipeline from Persigo to the City 

Shops. 

Trucking the gas was studied in detail by Johnson Controls as part of an Energy 

Efficiency Study conducted in 2009. It was determined that this option would not only be 

very expensive and labor intensive but would also negate the benefits of using CNG by 

burning diesel fuel to deliver it.  

Negotiating with Xcel to utilize their distribution system has been studied by Xcel and 

City staff over the past several years. This alternative proved to be more expensive than 

installing a dedicated pipeline and would require the City to perform extensive testing as 

an ongoing requirement of utilizing their system. In addition the City could be penalized 

for producing too much or too little gas.  

It is staff’s opinion that the third option of installing a dedicated pipeline offers the best 

opportunity for transporting the gas from Persigo to the existing CNG filling site. This 

decision was made after thoroughly evaluating initial capital and ongoing costs 

associated with Xcel’s requirements.  

Recommendation 

Rough estimates show that equipment and pipeline costs total approximately $1.75 

million.  It is our recommendation that the City contract with an engineering firm to 

perform further research in determining the actual pipeline installation costs as well as 

identifying the best installation route from Persigo to the current CNG filling site. Said 

research would also include the design work and/or recommend the proper 

infrastructure for the bio-gas conversion.  

We recently met with Grand Valley Transit and they are anxious to partner with the City 

in this project. Grant funding options have been identified and we hope to apply for a 

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) grant targeted to fund CNG 

fueling infrastructure though CDOT. 

We will also continue our dialog with Xcel energy in the hopes of obtaining financial 

support for the project.  



 
 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  SSTTAAFFFF  RREEPPOORRTT  

WWOORRKKSSHHOOPP  SSEESSSSIIOONN  
AAttttaacchh  WW--33  

 
 

Topic:  Current Sales and Use Tax Exemptions 

Staff (Name & Title):  Elizabeth Tice, Revenue Supervisor 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 

 

 
Summary:  
 
Review the City’s current sales and use tax policy through existing tax exemptions.   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Sales and Use Tax:   
As a home rule municipality, the City of Grand Junction administers its own sales and 
use tax and generally determines what transactions will be subject to taxation within the 
City.  City Council has historically adopted sales and use tax exemptions to promote 
economic development and to ensure that the tax code is as business friendly as 
possible.   
 
As of January 2014, the City’s Sales and Use tax code contains the following 
exemptions:  

 All direct sales to government and not-for profit entities  

 Food for Home Consumption  

 Manufacturing Equipment 

 Consumable Manufacturing Supplies  

 Commercial Packaging  

 Tangible Personal Property for use outside the City to persons engaged in 

manufacturing, processing, mining, oil and gas or irrigation  

 Tangible Personal Property permanently affixed to Aircraft (sunset 8/2016) 

 Aviation Fuel 

 Aircraft used for Interstate Commerce by Commercial Airlines  

 Industrial Fuel  

 Residential Fuel  

 Solar Panels 

 Gasoline 

Date: 12/18/13   

Author: Elizabeth Tice, Jodi 

Romero 

Title/ Phone Ext: 1598, 1515 

Proposed Meeting Date: 1/6/14 

  



 

 

 Prescriptions, Medical Supplies, Prosthetics, Durable Medical Equipment, 

Corrective Glasses, Contact Lenses and Hearing Aids  

 Cigarettes 

 Construction and Building Materials for not-for-profit construction projects  

 Sale of Construction Materials and Fixtures to licensed contractors for use 

outside City limits  

 Farm Implements, feed, livestock, seeds and trees  

 All wholesales 

 Occasional Sales by Not-for-Profit fundraising purposes 

 Newspapers and Colorado-based Magazines (sunset 4/2016) 

 Coins and Precious Metal Bullion 

 Beetle Killed Wood and Wood Products (sunset 6/2020)  

 All services unless specifically taxed (telecommunications and lodging are 

subject to tax) 

 

Use Tax Exemptions: 

 Use Tax exemption for property owned at least three years (when first 

brought in to the City at least 3 years after the original purchase) 

 Alternative Use Tax rate for Construction Equipment 

 Reduced Use Tax rate for Construction Equipment used less than 30 days 

 

Credits: 

 Sales and Use Tax Credit against other municipal sales taxes already 

paid  

 Vendors’ Fee of 3.33%  

 First $50 in annual use tax liability  

 

General Administration: 

 No sales tax license renewal requirement 

 $10 one-time fee 

 No business license requirement 



 
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  SSTTAAFFFF  RREEPPOORRTT  

WWOORRKKSSHHOOPP  SSEESSSSIIOONN  
AAttttaacchh  WW--44  

 
 

Topic:  Review of Sales and Use Tax Policy - Potential Food Sold Through Vending 
Machine Sales Tax Exemption 
 

Staff (Name & Title):  Elizabeth Tice, Revenue Supervisor 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 

 

 
Summary:  
 
Consider request for exemption of food sales made through vending machines.   
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Alden Savoca has submitted a request on behalf of several vending machine operators 
in Grand Junction.  Their request is for City Council to consider adopting an ordinance 
exempting the sales of food products through vending machines.   
 
The City exempts from tax the sale food for home consumption.  In order to qualify for 
the exemption, the product must first qualify as “food” and also must be for home 
consumption.  The City’s ordinance defines food sold through vending machines as 
food for immediate consumption and therefore subject to tax.   
 
The State and Mesa County also exempt food for home consumption; however, they 
also specifically exempt the sale of food sold through vending machines. 
 
In order to exempt food products sold through vending machines, City Council would 
need to adopt an ordinance changing the definition of food to eliminate the provision 
that food sold through vending machines is subject to tax.  The fiscal impact of this 
change is minimal; the lost revenue is estimated to be less than $15,000 annually.   
 
In his letter, Mr. Savoca mentions the issue of candy and soda.  In 2010, the State 
changed the State definition of food to exclude candy and soda.  These items then 
became subject to sales tax, whether or not they are sold for home or immediate 
consumption.  The City’s ordinance does not exclude candy and soda from the 
definition of food.  Therefore, these items are exempt from sales tax when they are sold 
for home consumption.   
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
Estimated annual budget impact of less than $15,000. 

Date: 12/18/13   

Author: Elizabeth Tice, Jodi 

Romero 

Title/ Phone: Ext: 1598, 515 

Proposed Meeting Date: 1/6/14 

  



 

 

 
 
Legal issues: 
 
The change requested by the vending industry representative would require 
modification of the City’s tax code.  An ordinance would be required.  
 
Other issues: 
 
It is expected that legislation may be introduced to affect a standardization of taxable 
product definitions for the State.  It is possible that State law could change and if so the 
City ordinances may have to change accordingly to reflect the State law.  Staff will 
monitor the issue and advise Council. 
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
No 
 
Attachments: 
 
Letter Request 



 

 

To: Grand Junction City Council 
From: The vending operators of Grand Junction, the Colorado Vending Council, other 
local businesses owners and individuals. 
Date: 12/12/13 
Subject: Exempting vending food from sales tax. 
 
Honorable City Council Members, 
 After reviewing the current structure of our City’s sales tax code, we discovered a 
major discrepancy in how the sales taxes on food are applied to local businesses.  
Within the City tax codes lies an exemption for retail food establishments, such as 
grocery stores and convenience stores, but vending machines are not included in that 
exemption.  This is very unfair to vending operators, because they sell the exact same 
products that convenience stores and grocery stores would sell.  The application of the 
sales tax to vending machines severely handicaps vending companies from being able 
to effectively compete against those companies who are not required to collect the tax.  
Furthermore, it is not possible for vending operators to “collect” sales tax.  There is no 
way to add on to each transaction through a vending machine the percentage of the 
sales tax due.  The easy counter argument to that is, “why not raise your prices to 
compensate for the sales tax?”  The simple answer is a stark reality for anyone in the 
vending business.  In vending, there is a saying, “it’s a nickel and dime business.”  This 
sums up shortly what anything else but 5 years of experience in the industry would fail 
to convey.  Vendors lose accounts everyday across this country because their 
competitor sells soda for 5 cents less.  There is very little margin in vending, and 
businesses don’t like price increases.  If you’re higher on pricing than the other vendors 
in town, you’ll lose accounts.  So, vendors have to pay for sales tax out of their bottom 
line; there is no way to pass it on to the consumer.   In a grocery store, people see the 
added sales tax on the receipt, and they know the additional cost is not the businesses’ 
fault.  In vending, we get blamed for higher prices if we raise them to pay for sales tax, 
because the customer can never see that extra charge when they buy. 

The State of Colorado has already passed an exemption for vending food, and 
currently only taxes soda, candy, and gum sold through vending machines.  The County 
does not tax food, soda, or candy.  We would like to ask that the City follow suit and not 
only exempt food from sales tax, but also soda and candy.  It makes no sense to tax 
”sugar”, which is essentially what the soda and candy tax is. The tax only exists 
because politicians in Denver felt the need to discourage and create “guilt” for those that 
make what they deem irresponsible decisions by consuming sugary beverages or 
foods.   We do not believe this is a responsible or ethical method of taxation, and we 
believe that vendors and other businesses should not be subject to it.  It chips away at 
business sales and profit, and has no place in a business friendly town. 

We understand that there may be concern on the part of some Council members 
about potentially lost tax revenue that could be caused by exempting vending food from 
sales tax.  We have analyzed this concern already, and have arrived at the conclusive 
realization that this exemption would actually increase tax revenue in the long run, not 
decrease it.   Vending companies pour tens of thousands of dollars into the local 
economy in the Grand Valley, buying all their gas, food, shop supplies, tools, parts, and 
equipment here in Grand Junction.  Vending is an extremely localized industry.  Besides 
business expenditures, operators also contribute to the local economy through their 
personal expenditures made possible through their vending income.  Freeing up the 
money that would have otherwise gone towards sales tax revenue (which mostly comes 



 

 

out of the vendor’s bottom line) would GREATLY increase the vendor’s ability to spend 
more money locally, and grow and expand their businesses.  This will generate more 
tax revenue through sales tax collected on other consumer goods.  $8000 of additional 
income in a vending company can easily translate into $16000 of additional income 
within a year when properly reinvested.  Vendors will always grow their businesses or 
hire additional employees when extra revenue is available, and that is exactly what 
would happen if sales taxes on their food sales were dropped.  Business growth and 
development ALWAYS translates into more tax income in one area or another.  
However, it is imperative that all the taxes be equal and equally applied.  The sales tax 
on vending food is neither fair nor equally applied to vendors, giving our competitors an 
unfair advantage.    

We therefore are earnestly requesting that the City Council address this issue at 
the earliest possible date.  We applaud the City Council for considering our proposal, 
and for taking up an important issue that we know has, through no fault of your own, 
escaped your attention up to this point, and we hope this letter will significantly help in 
your decision on this matter. 

We also have requested and expect to soon receive the endorsement and 
support of our effort from some of the Mesa County Commissioners, the National 
Automatic Merchandisers Association, the Chamber of Commerce, and other prominent 
pro-business groups.  We also have an active petition endorsing our request circulating 
in the Grand Valley, and are gathering widespread support from small business owners 
for this common sense reform.  Most if not all of the businesses in town who are served 
by the local vending operators will also be supporting us in our petition, as the result of 
our effort will directly affect the cost of the service we provide them.  We hope the City 
Council will set a hearing for the purpose of changing the current City ordinance, and 
we look forward to speaking and meeting with you then. 

 
Respectfully, 

The vending operators of Grand Junction, the Colorado Vending Council, 
other local businesses owners and individuals. 

 
 



 
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  SSTTAAFFFF  RREEPPOORRTT  

WWOORRKKSSHHOOPP  SSEESSSSIIOONN  
AAttttaacchh  WW--55  

 
 

Topic:  Potential Business Personal Property Tax Refund Policy   

Staff (Name & Title):  Elizabeth Tice, Revenue Supervisor 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 
    John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

 
 
Summary:  
 
With this item the Council and Staff will review the business personal property (BPP) tax 
and consider options for a refund program as a means of economic development. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Background 
 
Personal property used in business is subject to business personal property (BPP) tax 
per Colorado law.  Business personal property includes property outside of real property 
that is utilized in the business such as equipment, furniture, machinery, signs and other 
items not exempt by state law.  Each year, businesses declare the value of such 
property to the Mesa County Assessor’s office.   
 
The actual value of business personal property is then multiplied by the assessment 
rate to determine the assessed value (the assessed value for commercial property is 
29%).  The City of Grand Junction has a mill levy of 8 mills or 0.8%.  For example, if a 
business declared $10,000 in business personal property, the assessed value would be 
$2,900 ($10,000 actual value X 29% assessment rate).  The business would therefore 
owe $23.20 to the City of Grand Junction as business personal property tax (0.08% x 
$2,900). 
 
City Revenue Analysis 
 
In 2013, 1,692 businesses reported $730,000 in BPP liability.  The average remittance 
per company is $433.51; however, 1,419 companies remit less than this amount.  The 
median remittance is $88.64.  On average, the City’s portion of the BPP tax is 
approximately 13% of the total BPP tax liability.  Total tax liability is dependent upon 
where the assets are located or used.   
 
It is estimated that 300-700 companies with BPP tax liability are locally owned, and 
approximately 17%-37% of total BPP tax revenues are generated from these 

Date: 12/18/13   

Author: Elizabeth Tice, Jodi 

Romero 

Title/ Phone Ext: 1598, 1515 

Proposed Meeting Date: 1/6/14 

  



 

 

companies.  Oil and Gas companies are the largest contributor to BPP tax revenues 
(30%-50% of the total) followed by manufacturing companies (13%-20%).   
 
 
Top ten BPP accounts: 

 1% of companies remit 25% of tax 

 1 is local, 9 are non-local 

 7 oil and gas; 2 manufacturing companies; 1 utility company 

 

Top 50 BPP accounts: 

 3% of companies remit 51% of tax 

 12 are local; 38 are non-local 

 18 oil and gas; 12 manufacturing; 7 retail; 4 utility; 4 building material retail; 1 

heavy equipment; 1 hotel; 1 medical facility; 2 professional 

 
Top 100 BPP accounts 

 6% of companies remit 63% of tax 

 17 are local; 83 are non-local 

 32 oil and gas; 17 manufacturing; 21 retail; 6 hotels; 5 utility; 4 building material; 

3 medical; 3 professional; 2 B2B; 2 broadcasting; 2 entertainment/recreation; 1 

car wash; 1 heavy equipment retailer; 1 unclassified 

 

 

Business Personal Property Tax Refund Program Options 

 

Recommended Option: Across-the-board refund 

 

Each company remitting BPP is authorized a refund of up to a certain amount for their 

Business Personal Property Tax paid.  The refund is authorized via an application 

process with the company committing to spend the money locally.   

  

Pros:  

 Maximizes the number of businesses that receive the refund 

 Allows for business flexibility 

 Most local businesses will receive refund of all of their tax liability 

 Immediate benefit to local businesses and the economy 

 Benefits all business types 

 Injects money into the local economy 

 Flexibility for annual City Council appropriation 

 Maximum annual budget impact is known 

 Easy to administer and easy for businesses to apply 

 

Cons: 



 

 

 Demonstration of additional investment or employment growth not required for 

refund 

 

Financial Impact 

o $500 refund:  

 86% of businesses would see all of their CITY liability refunded 

 Refunds tax on up to $215,000 in property value for each company 

 Up to $285,000 annual cost to the City 

o $1,000 maximum:  

 93% of businesses would see all of the CITY liability refunded 

 Refunds tax on up to $430,000 in property value for each company 

 Up to $370,000 annual cost to City  

o $1,500 maximum:  

 95% of businesses would see all of the CITY liability refunded 

 Refunds tax on up to $645,000 in property value for each company 

 Up to $420,000 annual cost to the City  

 
Other Options Considered: Expanding workforce 

 
BPP is refunded BPP to businesses that increase payrolls by X% each year.   

 

 Pros 

o Encourages hiring or increasing wages 

 Cons: 

o Difficult to prove or demonstrate increased payrolls 

o Less flexible for businesses  

o More difficult to administer 

o Budget impact less known 

 

Other Options Considered: New investments 
 

Exempts new investments made within a period from BPP 

 

 Pros: 

o Could encourage new investment within a period 

 Cons: 

o More difficult annual application process  

o Must be for a limited time period (otherwise BPP will be completely 

eliminated) 

o Delay in impact (2 year delay after investment)  

o Multiple year commitment (until assets are disposed of or sold).  

o Greater potential for economic leakage 

o Unknown budget impact 



 

 

o Most Difficult to Administer 

 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
Dependent upon refund program chosen; see Financial Impact section of this report for 
the staff Recommended Option.  Revenue decrease will impact total property tax 
revenue collections.   
 
Legal issues: 
 
If Council decides to implement a refund program such could be accomplished by 
resolution; a resolution would provide the most flexibility as it 1) is a statement of 
Council policy and 2) may be readily modified to reflect changes in policy direction 
and/or to accommodate the positive or negative effects of the adoption of a refund 
program.     
 



 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  SSTTAAFFFF  RREEPPOORRTT  

WWOORRKKSSHHOOPP  SSEESSSSIIOONN  
AAttttaacchh  WW--66  

 
 

Topic:  STARS Summer Camp – Follow up 

Staff (Name & Title):  Rob Schoeber, Parks and Recreation Director 
                                    Emily Krause, Recreation Supervisor 

 
Summary:  
 
Summer Time Arts for Students (STARS) program is offered by the Grand Junction 
Parks and Recreation Department as an active camp for students in the 1st through 8th 
grades.  This program began in 1997 and is offered for 9 weeks during summer months. 
 
Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
During the City Council Workshop on December 16, 2013, Council heard a presentation 
from a private childcare operator who requested that fees for the upcoming STARS 
program be increased to a fair market rate ($125/week). City staff was asked to provide 
additional program research and indirect program costs for the STARS program.  
 
The total operating revenue for the program in 2013 was $151,844, and direct expenses 
totaled $128,993. Indirect expenses were $18,075, resulting in total revenue for the 
program of $4,776.  If transportation and meals were provided through STARS, the 
expenses would be $21,600 and $67,500 respectively. 
 
The STARS program has been identified as being in direct competition with local 
childcare facilities.  The Parks and Recreation Department offers several programs in 
the summer months that are variations to the STARS Summer Camp Program.  They 
include SCORE Camp, Golf Camp and Swim Camps. The department also contracts 
with the following private entities for summer camp programs: Cross Orchards, Defy 
Gravity, Indoor Climbing Gym, Chess, and Girls on the Run. 
  
Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board recommended support of the current 
program on July 11, 2013.  
 
Financial Impact/Budget:  
 
2013 Revenues    $151,844 
2013 Direct Expenses   $128,993 
2013 Indirect Expenses   $ 18,075 
Total Revenue    $   4,776   
 

Date: January 2, 2014 

Author: Rob Schoeber 

Title/ Phone Ext: P and  R 

Director/ 3881 

Proposed Meeting Date: 

 January 6, 2014 



 

 

Legal issues: 
 
None at this time 
 
Other issues: 
 
None  
 
Previously presented or discussed: 
 
Previously discussed during budget session in November, 2013, and at City Council 
Workshop December 16, 2013  
 
Attachments: 
 
STARS Budget 
Comparison with private childcare  
2013 Parks & Recreation Camp Programs  



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

SSuupppplleemmeennttaall  ddooccuummeenntt  PPeerrssiiggoo  CCNNGG--BBiiooGGaass  PPrroojjeecctt  

  

  


