CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

RESOLUTION NO. 87-04

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN INFILL/REDEVELOPMENT

IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM
Recitals:

In September, 2002 the City Council reviewed and approved the framework of an infill and redevelopment program.  At that time the Council considered definitions of the terms infill and redevelopment.  This Resolution furthers that work by and through the adoption of an incentive program that will foster Infill and redevelopment projects as defined by the Council.

In accordance with the adopted definitions, “Infill” relates to vacant parcels partially encircled by development.  “Redevelopment” or a “Redevelopment Area” is defined as land/land uses that are in transition and comprise at least two acres containing or consisting of improvements that do not meet current socioeconomic potential. 
Implementation of a program to encourage development of Infill parcels and redevelopment of underutilized land within certain areas of the City of Grand Junction is beneficial for several reasons.  Such development:

· Makes more efficient use 0of existing infrastructure including streets, water and sewer lines and other public facilities and services;

· Provides opportunities to reduce commuting distance/automobile dependency;

· May help to provide affordable housing within the City; and

· Reduces the demand for and impact from “end of the road” suburban sprawl. 

Additionally, there are other plans and policies of the City that support and encourage the development of an Infill and Redevelopment strategy.  Those include:

· The City Council’s Strategic Plan 2002 -2012, Shelter and Housing Solution, which encourages affordable housing through infill and redevelopment policies.  The objective of this goal was to create infill and redevelopment policies which were accomplished with the adoption of the Growth Plan update (Objective 32).  This implementation program furthers the Strategic Plan Objective by providing several incentives that will encourage the development of affordable housing by possible financial and processing assistance.

· Adoption of an Infill and Redevelopment Policy as part of the City of Grand Junction Growth Plan as amended in May, 2003.  The Growth Plan element includes definitions, framework policies and supporting guidelines.  

In furtherance of those goals both the City Council and the Planning Commission have: 
• Developed a map outlining the boundaries of “Infill areas” within the City; 
• Developed a map outlining the boundaries of “Redevelopment areas” within the City;

• Considered a list of criteria for evaluating potential City involvement in Infill and Redevelopment Projects; and
• Considered a list of potential forms of City involvement including possible incentives for private applicants in infill and redevelopment projects. 

The City Council has concluded its review and has given direction to the Staff to implement a program so that there may be some flexibility when approached by a project, some opportunity for exploration of incentives and establishment of criteria for City involvement and/or participation on a case by case basis. 

  
By adopting this resolution the Council adopts the attached policies and guidelines and affirms its direction that the Staff follow through with implementation. 
Furthermore, the Council instructs the Staff to develop an application process for potential applicants in order that an applicant knows that the City has a plan in place for identifying areas for Infill and Redevelopment ,so that those owners know what is planned or possible and such that consistency  and flexibility will be maintained in the policy. 
  
For the reasons stated in the foregoing recitals, the City Council of the City of Grand Junction does hereby adopt the program to implement the infill and redevelopment portion of the Growth Plan including the attached Infill Area Map, Redevelopment Area Map, list of potential forms of City involvement (incentives) and list of criteria for evaluating potential City involvement in infill and redevelopment projects (review criteria).

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

The program for implementing the infill and redevelopment policies as outlined in the recitals and guidelines of the City of Grand Junction Growth Plan are hereby adopted.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of September 2004 by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction.

ATTEST:

/s/ Bruce Hill



                     /s/ Stephanie Tuin



Bruce Hill





Stephanie Tuin

Mayor






City Clerk
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From: "Jody Kole" <jkole @gjha.org>

To: <bobbl@gjcity.org>

Date: 4/2/04 2:39PM

Subject: Infill & Redevelopment Policy Implementation
Bob -

Thanks for sharing with me the Proposed Policy Implementation documents.
| appreciate the opportunity for input.

Overall, | like it, though it looks like a "soft" policy document that

retains maximum flexibility & discretion to City Council. My concern in
this area, particularly as it may relate to affordable housing, is the
apparent lack of predictability. Typically, in the affordable housing
arena, a local commitment needs to be on the table first, to be able to
leverage outside resources. Providers of grants, loans, and equity for
these developments want first to see evidence of a strong local
government investment prior to their review of a request. Timing can be
critical. Infill & redevelopment projects already have significant

hurdles. If a proposed development needs to make its way 95% through
the development review process before serious consideration is given to
City incentives, the policy will not provide a significant incentive, in

my opinion.

In the Criteria for evaluating Potential City Involvement in  Infill &
Redevelopment Projects, Tier Ill --- What is anticipated in the
Affordable Housing Bonus Criteria? How might that play into the overall
consideration?

In Infill developments, I'd encourage consideration of reducing the
connectivity standards. Our experience with the TEDS was not a happy
one. It added considerable cost to our development ( over $100,000 ),
with minimal benefit to the neighborhood, in my opinion.

| like the concept of an expedited review. Again, our most recent
experience, even with an honest attempt on the part of most City staff
to expedite the reviews, consumed nearly a year.

Might you look at any improvements in the area of defining
"compatibility"? It seems that an existing neighbor with a zoning or
use that is even slightly different from a new proposed use has wide
latitude in claiming incompatibility, & working to derail any new
development. Perhaps there are clear definitions of "compatible”
somewhere within the code, but | have not seen them.

That's all that comes to mind on the first review. If anything else
surfaces, I'll let you know.

Thanks,

Jody Kole
Grand Junction Housing Authority



Attachment  2

Attachment 3
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Attachment 4
Potential Forms of City Involvement

1. Expedited development review process 

2. Assistance with city agency review

3. Deferral of fees (examples may include permitting fees, tap fees and impact fees) 

4. Density bonuses for residential projects

5. Proactive city improvements – i.e. “prime the pump” by investing in various city improvements prior to any private development commitment

a. Targeting the use of the Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) funds

b. City initiated Limited Improvement District (LID), Business Improvement District (BID), General Improvement District (GID)

c. Reimbursement agreements either with the developer or the City (based on incremental development)

d. Shuffling priorities within the CIP (within a 3 year bracket, example: storm drainage improvements)

6. Financial participation - because many desired projects are not viable without city participation and/or to reduce the relative land cost for redevelopment versus vacant property 
7. Contribution to enhancements / upgrades versus typical standards (for instance upgrading a split face block building treatment to a stone building treatment.)

8. Off-site city improvements required by Code – access, under grounding of utilities, streetscape, etc.
9. City assemblage of development parcels for redevelopment bids

Attachment 5
Criteria for Evaluating Potential City Involvement in Infill and Redevelopment Projects

1) Is the site within City’s geographically mapped area?

2) Does the site meet the definition of “Infill” or “Redevelopment?”
3) Describe how the site is compatible with the surrounding area and meets community values including compatibility with surrounding quality of design and site planning.

4) Describe the project’s feasibility.  This should include the developer’s resume of experience, whether project financing is in place and, for non-residential projects, what tenant commitments are in place.

5)   Within a distance of  1,000 feet, list any specific infrastructure projects planned and/or funded) by the City or any proposed off-site contributions anticipated by the proposed project that address existing deficiencies as defined by the City.

6)   What is the level of sharing of City vs. private participation
 


for specific enhancement request or code requirements?

7)   Does the proposed project include a mixture of uses?  If so, describe the types and percentage.

8)   Is the proposed project part of an economic development  recruitment. 

9) Will the proposed project preserve or enhance any historic structure or site?  Has the structure / site been inventoried by the City? 

10) Does the proposed project include an affordable housing element?  If so, provide details including how the project meets different HUD definitions for affordable housing.

11) Does the proposed project go beyond current Code requirements and provide enhanced architectural and design elements?
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[image: image2.png]ROLLAND ENGINEERING

405 RIDGES BOULEVARD, SUITE A
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 81503
Phone: (970) 243-8300 e Fax (970) 241-1273
E-Mail: rolleng@bresnan.net

August 11, 2004

Bob Blanthard, AICP

Community Development Director
City of Grand Junction

250 North 5" Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Subject: Comments on Infill & Redevelopment Policy

Dear Bob:

As a private sector professional involved with the City’s development and growth, I offer the
following perspectives on the Infill and Redevelopment Policy Implementation document being
considered for adoption by the City Council. I believe the City’s commitment to encouraging and
accommodating infill and redevelopment opportunities is a mature and progressive effort to
address a long neglected issue in Grand Junction. As you well know, this has been an enduring
subject within the land use and planning profession for many years and for the numerous
communities that have engaged in some form of infill program, there is a mixed record of
successes and failures. The effort to maintain such a policy will have to be a long-term
commitment on the part of the City and particularly the Community Development Department.
Otherwise, there will be waning support over time to promote such a policy due to the many
challenges and difficulties infill and redevelopment efforts can involve. The following comments
are my assessments and opinions.

Criteria for Evaluating Potential City Involvement in Infill and Redevelopment Projects

Tier I — The map covers the urban core and beyond. However, there are numerous sites just north
of Patterson Road and in the Redlands that could or should be considered with equivalent regard
for infill. Although these sites may not need to qualify for financial assistance, issues such as
compatibility, especially when creative design efforts such as attached housing or mixed housing
types are introduced, often create issues for nearby neighbors. A commitment to truly promoting
flexibility in design and a wider range of housing types is important for infill to occur in these
fringe areas. Despite neighboring residents’ claims of decreased property values for creative
design and development, this has rarely been the case in Grand Junction based on appraisal
records. The most relevant factor here is ensuring an appropriate level of quality more than the
type of housing. As far as providing financial incentives, the mapped area appears to be proper.

Infill & Redev letter.doc





[image: image3.png]Tier I — The project feasibility description is somewhat vague. What is being looked for in the
developer’s resume of experience? If previous development of infill sites is required, then the pool
of available local developers is going to be quite small. In most instances of available infill
opportunities, sites are often constrained and have inherent problems. There should a real effort to
encourage local builders and developers to take on such sites. This may involve City staff working
in closer association with the local development community than would typically be the case, at
least on selective sites. However, the long-term success of the proposed infill policy is more likely
to occur if an assortment of local builders and other interests can undertake infill development and
gain experience in this kind of construction. An outside developer with infill development
experience may come in on a one-time basis but it is in the City’s interest to help create, or at least
assist, local development expertise in this type of program. The ultimate result could produce a
segment of the local development community specializing in infill projects. Redevelopment sites
are a different situation and out-of-area developers would probably be equally or more inclined to
take on such sites especially if they are commercial or industrial.

Tier Il — Enhanced architecture is always a value-added component to a project and can
potentially reduce issues that arise with neighborhood compatibility. But, if this is a bonus criteria
then superior landscaping design should also be given consideration for bonus criteria. A
landscaped project that is clearly distinctive is also a value-added component for integration into
an existing neighborhood and has the ability to become a distinctive addition to the area.

Potential Forms of City Involvement

1. The concern here is, if an expedited process is available for review of infill projects, why isn’t
such a process available for other projects that have value for the City’s development? In my
experience, an expedited review process is less important to a project than the element of
certainty and knowing that something will be able to happen without a lot of surprises.

2. Assistance with city agency review should be part of every project not just infill or other
“special” development situations.

3. Reducing and/or subsidizing development costs, particularly tap fees or impacts fees, are an
enormous incentive to attract infill and redevelopment projects. The development community
is usually (or at least sometimes) supportive of this notion when it is done in a specified area,

as has been delineated on the infill boundary map, or for a restricted type of development such
as affordable housing.

4. Density bonuses, while theoretically an added incentive, often fall apart when neighbors
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[image: image4.png]protest. Unless density bonuses can be absolutely guaranteed at the start of a project, it should
not be suggested. Several local developers have encountered difficulties with getting
approvals in the past when seeking increased densities and are probably not inclined to pursue
such an option in the future without evidence that the approach to getting density increases
has truly changed. For some, this will take an approval track record of several years.

5. Proactive city improvements are probably most valuable for redevelopment sites especially if
access limitations or drainage problems affect the value and potential for re-working a site.
Proactive city improvements projecting future development trends, however, do not always
pan out as other cities have discovered. Helping to secure improved access to a site, whether
an infill or redevelopment site, can usually give the greatest opportunity for attracting interest,
other factors being equal. This may sometimes require the city staff to facilitate access issues
between neighboring properties to increase the possibility of a site being redeveloped.

6. The City’s assistance in assembling parcels into developable units may be required in some

instances and should occur when necessary for prospective projects that otherwise would not
occur.

7. Financial participation is always a great incentive but there is probably limited resources for
such a program. This type of assistance may need to be restricted to certain types of
development such as affordable housing or specific locations (Orchard Mesa, Riverside, etc.).

8. Any type of contribution that results in enhanced development needs to be specified and
known up front for a project. In some cases, it may add to a project’s design but probably will
not be a significant inducement for infill or redevelopment projects relative to other
possibilities such as a reduction or elimination of tap fees.

9. Other than access improvements, other off-site improvements may not reap the expected

incentives and benefits for infill and redevelopment sites unless it is in conjunction with an
actual development project.

10. A “private tax” will be viewed as an additional tax and will probably not get widespread
support from the community.

Thank you for the opportunity to share my thoughts.

j)‘ﬂ}?%«n

Tom Dixon, AICP
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Bob Blanchard - Fw: Comments on Infill and Redevelopment Policy
L e e L T S e B B A T B e T R W M S S S S R SR T

From: "l.elmer" <l.elmer@bresnan.net>

To: "bob BLANCHARD" <bobbl @gjcity.org>

Date: 8/25/2004 9:56 PM

Subject: Fw: Comments on Infill and Redevelopment Policy

I'll try sending itt again.

----- Original Message -----

To: boEE‘_Agijy.or

Sent: Friday, August 20, 2004 3:09 PM

Subject: Comments on Infill and Redevelopment Policy

Bob, thanks for the reminder to look at the Policy. I'm not sure | really read through it back in March.
My comments are as follows:

General-The policy as stated basically treats redevelopment and infill the same. If | read it correctly, the whole
purpose is to define when the city will become more involved and/or use incentives. If this is the case, | think the
city should have more specific goals to pursue when supporting a project, such as though listed in Tier IIl matrix

listed on page 4. These are all types of projects (except item 13) which would enhance city goals and justify
incentives.

What isn't clear to me, is if someone applies with a standard subdivision, and meets the general criteria in the
definition of infill, would the city actually consider some incentive or form of involvement?  If so, this seems totally
inconsistent with current development trends located on the infill map. Why would the city want to encourage any
more development on D road or Highway 6 and 50 west of First Street?

page 1-The definition of infill seems too broad. The use of the word "generally" means to me that the criteria
might have to be met or not. p

page 4- It's not clear to me the purpose of having 3 tiers of criteria for evaluating city involvement. Are all three
tiers considered on all projects? The first are obviously go/no-go requirements (required).

-If the city is just expediting the process or just assisting in city review (the first two potential forms of city
involvement), why would the city care about the developer's resume or finances (as stated in Tier 2), if all other
city code criteria are met. The counter argument of course is what guarantees would the city ask for (which | don't
see), if the city committed dollar resources. | would think you would want some payback guarantee like the
economic development council requires.

-l think in Tier 3 it would make sense to have another item for meeting other city needs, as defined by the city,
such as high density housing. Although this may go hand in hand with affordable housing, it isn't always the
same. My point being if there is a real need for apartments or other form of zoning in the city, and it's a
compatible use, wouldn't it also be worthy of city involvement?

-l also have a hard time seeing city involvement in enhanced architecture unless it was combined with other
virtues on the list, and would help make a project more compatible. Although | don't personally object, and
would love to see more than a metal building with a brick facade in this town, it seems contrary to how most
people see how government funds should be used.

pg.5-1 don't understand how the city will expedite the process without changing the code. If it's possible without
changing the code, can it really happen? It seems like most projects will carry enough controversy that it will be
hard to eliminate staff reviews or public meetings. (Despite public criticism, the process is already fairly
streamlined!)
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pg. 5- | don't understand Item 2 and how the city will assist in city agency review. You might elaborate. Does this
mean more coordination between agencies, resolving differences between hearings, etc.?

Infill Map-It seems with the hotbed of activity west of First St. on Hwy 6 & 50, that infill development is occurring
without city assistance. Why would the city want to encourage more development in these areas that are already
rapidly developing? Are there particular parcels the staff has in mind? If so, you might want to target specific
parcels, versus large geographic areas.

page 10- It seems like many developers will misinterpret and take advantage of the goals and policies although
they are promoting standard developments, meeting straight zones, etc.

In closing, | support the idea of city involvement in targeted areas of redevelopment. | have a harder time with city
involvement on infill. It seems in most cases infill development already has economic advantages because of
existing infrastructure. If the city really wants to promote infill, it should have clearer priorities in mind, such as the
type listed in Tier Ill matrix.

Call me or e-mail me back if you have any questions. Thanks for considering my comments.

John Elmer
248-6356 (Work)
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