GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
WORKSHOP AND SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA

MONDAY, DECEMBER 1, 2003, 7:00 P.M.
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 N. 5" STREET

7:00

7:10

715

7:25

7:30

8:10

8:25

8:30

MAYOR'S INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME

COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS

CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
Scheduled meetings with consultants and users regarding Stadium
Complex Master Plan

REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS Attach W-1
Request from Colorado West Mental Health

REVIEW WEDNESDAY COUNCIL AGENDA

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE: Public Works staff is asking for City
Council direction on updating the Transportation Capacity Payment to
align the TCP with the proposed valley-wide Transportation Impact Fee
(TIF). Attach W-2

STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE Attach W-3
CONVENE INTO SPECIAL SESSION

EXECUTIVE SESSION FOR DISCUSSION OF PERSONNEL MATTERS
UNDER C.R.S. 24-6-402(4)(f)(I) RELATIVE TO CITY COUNCIL
EMPLOYEES

ADJOURN TO EXECUTIVE SESSION

This agenda is intended as a guideline for the City Council. Items on the agenda are
subject to change as is the order of the agenda.

Revised December 16, 2011



Attach W-1
Future Workshop Agenda

//’ 44 '@U/VC IL. WORKSHOP AGENDAS

--Canceled for Christmas Break
-- Canceled for Christmas Break

X January 5, MONDAY 11:30 AM
11:30 UPDATE ON (franchise) DISCUSSIONS WITH BRESNAN

JANUARY 5, MONDAY 7:00PM

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW
FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS

7:25 CITY MANAGER’'S REPORT

7:30 AFFORDABLE HOUSING ISSUES UPDATE & DISCUSSION (or

discuss at lunch meeting?)
8:10 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE

* JANUARY 19, MONDAY 11:30 AM
11-30 LUNCH AT UTEC w/KERRY YOUNGBLOOD

JANUARY 19, MONDAY 7:00PM

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW
FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS

7:25 CITY MANAGER’'S REPORT

7:30 CHIPETA AVENUE TRAFFIC CALMING

8:05 UPCOMING APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS

% FEBRUARY 2, MONDAY 11:30 AM
11-30 OPEN

FEBRUARY 2, MONDAY 7:00PM

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW
FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS

7:25 CITY MANAGER’'S REPORT

7:30 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE

x FEBRUARY 16, MONDAY 11:30 AM
11-30 OPEN

FEBRUARY 16, MONDAY 7:00PM

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW
FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS

7:25 CITY MANAGER’'S REPORT

7:30 UPCOMING APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS




BIN LIST FROM CITY COUNCIL RETREAT (June 2003)
(and other reminders)

—

Revisit the “Friendly Native” program: schedule for January 2004

2. Update on Temporary Modification to Persigo Discharge Permit (1st quarter
of 2004)

Transient update (January 5?)

4. Utilities in right-of-way ordinance: bring back in late February

o



I Administrative Offices

W Colorado West Mental Health

58 Grand Avenue
Grand Junction, CO 81501

November 19, 2003

David Varley

Assistant City Manager
City of Grand Junction
250 North 5" Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: Request to present substance abuse and detoxification funding issues
Dear David:

This is to followup our conversation this morning regarding our desire to work with the City of
Grand Junction related to the problem of substance abuse and detoxification programs. As
you know, Colorado West Regional Mental Health, along with its partners, the Department of
Human Services, Hilltop Resources, and St. Mary's Hospital, has been working to solve the
problem of substance abuse and psychiatric services for citizens of Mesa County and the City
of Grand Junction. .

Recently, Colorado West Regional Mental Health has assumed responsibility for the
detoxification program here in the city. As you know, | have attempted to design this facility in
such way that the local police officers will have immediate and timely access should they
encounter an individual with a substance abuse problem. Because of the increasing demand
for the detoxification service and given that there are no adclescent detoxification beds on the
Waestern Slope, we are seeking to expand our program by constructing of a new building on
North Avenue. As you know, we will be approaching the city requesting a conditional use
permit for this building, as weli as our mental health center, on a nicely manicured campus.

| would specifically like to present the issue of funding for the detoxification program during a
Monday night work session with the City Council. As | stated to you by phone, we have some
20 towns, cities and counties throughout Colorado West who are assisting with the funding of
our other detox programs located throughout our 10 county region. | would, therefore, like to
discuss with the City of Grand Junction opportunities to assist us in providing more
comprehensive services to the citizens of the city of Grand Junction.

Thank you very much for your atfention to this matter and | look forward to meeting City
Council during a work session.

Sincerely,

GL@:M

Thomas F. Updike, Ph.D.
Deputy Executive Director

fpb

70+ 263 = 4918
FAX « 283 = 9835
WWW.CWIMNRC.Org



Attach W-2
Transportation Impact Fee
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA

Subject Transportation Capacity Payment
Meeting Date December 1, 2003
Date Prepared November 24, 2003 File #
Author Tim Moore Public Works Manager
Presenter Name Mark Relph Public Works & Utility Director
Report results back
to Council No Yes | When
Citizen Presentation Yes No | Name

Individual
X WOI"kShOp Formal Agenda Consent Consideration
Summary:

City Council direction to pursue updating the Transportation Capacity Payment as
suggested by the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee (GVRTC).

Budget: Could increase revenues depending on Council action. Current revenues
average approximately $450,000 per year.

Action Requested: Provide direction regarding Council’s desire to modify the current
Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) as it relates to the proposal from the GVRTC
and previous Council discussions regarding the City’s 2 Street Improvement policy.

Attachments:
1. Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee Report & Resolution
2. 10-year Financial Plan for the TCP (Fund 207)

Background Information:

The Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP) was established in June of 1994 by
Ordinance No. 2750. This ordinance established a formula for calculating the TCP,
based on the cost to construct one lane-mile of street. The payment as calculated in
1994 was $500.00 per single family home and that payment has not been amend since
it was adopted. Based upon 2003 construction costs, the payment could be increased
to approximately $1,900 per single family home.

The TCP adopted by Council in 1994, justified the process as a way to more evenly
spread to cost of major street construction across all of the property development within



the City. It also provided that the cost per lane-mile would be calculated and adjusted
“from time to time” by a resolution presented by the Director of Public Works. In 1994
the TCP was changed from $0 to $500 for a single family home. All of the other rates
(e.g. commercial, industrial multi family, etc.) were based on their traffic generation
relative to a single family home.

The Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee (GVRTC) has developed a
resolution (attachment #1) that outlines their goals related to a valley wide
transportation impact fee which includes adopting a target fee of approximately $1,500
per single family home for each of the valleys governmental entities.

Also part of attachment #1 is a summary of a meeting held on November 20 by the
GVRTC and a group of affected interests. In general, there appears to be common
interest in pursuing the goals of the GVRTC, but there are many details to work through
including the economic affects on businesses and the correlation with half street
improvements.

In recent years it has become a concern that the artificially low value of the TCP has
placed the City in the position of subsidizing new development which pays this fee
instead of constructing adjacent major street improvements. TCPs only delivered to the
City a fraction of the cost to provide the associated traffic carrying capacity. These
circumstances have generally put the City in a position to require the construction of
adjacent major street improvements whenever possible, rather than simply collecting
the TCP. If the TCP is adjusted upwards, then there are more options for the Council to
consider in how they might approach the issue of half street improvements

Council provided staff direction at the October 13t Workshop regarding the policy of 2
street improvements. In general, the direction was to develop a policy that would collect
the TCP and not require the development to construct perimeter improvements, unless
there are safety issues to address. The City would then collect the fees and construct
the improvements. The current proposal staff is pursuing is to use the fees collected for
construction in three (3) approaches:

1. Hold in reserve a portion of the fee to be used where the City could cost
share improvements where there are existing deficiencies and have an
immediate impact to the transportation system.

2. Accumulate funds over time to provide a more systematic approach to
improving a specific corridor. (e.g. G Road).

3. Use a portion of the fee for “regional projects” as proposed in the Regional
Transportation Impact Fee.

Proposed Schedule and Staff Recommendation:

Staff is seeking Council direction to continue the work to update the TCP as suggested
by the GVRTC. Assuming we continue to participate in that effort, staff would suggest
that we tie the % street policy to the issue since the latter is more of an implementation
of the TCP once we collect the fees.

Staff would propose that if the Council wishes to proceed, that we work with the GVRTC
and the other affected interests to bring back to Council a proposal to increase the TCP



and an implementation policy (i.e. Y2 street improvement requirements) within the 1°t
quarter of 2004.



Mesa County
Regional Transportation Planning Offic M
750 Main Street, 1% Floor, Grand Junction, CO 81501 o sty Tramarr
P O Box 20,000-5093, Grand Junction, CO 81502-5093
Tele: 970 255-7188  Fax: 970 244-1769

Memorandum
To: Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee
From: Tom Fisher, Director, Regional Transportation Planning Office
Date: December 16, 2011
Subject: Messages and recommendations from the RTIF Proposal Sub-committee

The RTIF Proposal Sub-committee was brought together at the suggestion of the GVRTC in
order to get broader based input into how a regional transportation impact fee should be
implemented in our community. This group has met several times over the past three months
to discuss and come to some consensus on some of the issues related to implementing impact
fees. The group that has been meeting includes:

Larry Rasmussen — Associated Members for Growth and Development (AMGD)
Jana Gerow — AMGD

Don Pettygrove — AMGD

Ted Munkres — AMGD

Diane Schwenke — Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce
Gabe DeGabriele — Habitat for Humanity

Ed Lenhart — AMGD

Rebekah Wilmarth — AMGD

Mark Relph — City of Grand Junction

Tommy Collins — Town of Palisade

Pete Baier — Mesa County

Kurt Larsen — Mesa County

Tom Fisher — RTPO

Dave Montoya — District 51

One of the many questions that evolved from the sub-committee during the meetings was the
commitment of the local governments in pursuing a Regional Impact Fee. This surfaced
because of inconsistent participation from the City of Grand Junction and little participation from
the City of Fruita. After staff and Manager/Administrator meetings on the subject of
commitment and how to proceed, it was discovered that the appetite for a regional impact fee
was overshadowed by the need to update and put in place a local transportation impact fee in
each community. There were also issues related to return on investment in a regional fund
populated by a regional impact fee. We further found out that the communities did want to
pursue a consistent local impact fee that would strive to be applied in the same manner
throughout the Grand Valley Airshed.

To this end, the GVRTC directed RTPO staff to draft a resolution that would make a
recommendation to the member entities to adopt a common level local transportation impact
fee with language in each regulation that allows portions of the local fee to be used in



conjunction with fees from other communities for projects that have mutual agreement to
pursue.

The GVRTC also felt it was important that their recommendation to the entities include the
advice and counsel they received from the Proposal Development Sub-Committee. The
Proposal Development Sub-committee met last on November 20, 2003 where they wanted the
following points to be included in any action taken on impact fees:

1. Especially in regards to the application and calculation of commercial/industrial
transportation impact fees:

a. The economic value to the community of the commercial/industrial development
should be taken into account as fees are calculated. The simple calculation by
number of trips generated by 1000 square feet and type of use should not be the
final word.

b. Because of the different impacts generated by commercial and industrial uses,
they should be treated differently in calculating fees.

2. Fees should be calculated at development application, but collected at Certificate of
Occupancy. This would help with the economic burden of the fees.

3. If the City of Grand Junction’s Commercial/Industrial schedule is used in all
communities, revisions to it and it's application must be made to accommodate the
concerns mentioned in Point 1.

4. The sub-committee would like to see more work done on how we define the most proper
split of what burden for public infrastructure should be the responsibility of the
development and what should be the responsibility of the overall community.

5. Any project in the develop application process before the fees are in place should be
exempt from the fees.

6. Allocation and use of fees on projects should follow the “letter of the law”.

7. As much as possible, there should be consistency in the way that fees are calculated for
like developments.

8. The sub-committee recognizes the community value that a Regional Impact Fee could
have. If we aren’t going to reach that goal now, we should continue to pursue this
concept in the future.

9. It should be noted that this group is very enthusiastic about using this kind of forum to
explore policy issues that have an impact on the development and growth or our
community. Staff has thoroughly enjoyed and quite frankly needs this kind of spirited
input in order to present better information to the elected officials.



Draft
Resolution # 2003-10

A RESOLUTION OF THE GRAND VALLEY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE
RECOMMENDING TO ITS MEMBER ENTITIES THEIR ADOPTION OF A COORDINATED
AND CONSISTENT LOCAL TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AND RECOMMENDING
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR SUCH A FEE

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

under the authority given in section 104.5: Impact Fees, in Article 20 of Title 29,
Colorado Revised Statutes, “pursuant to the authority granted in section 29-20-
104 (1) (g) and as a condition of issuance of a development permit, a local
government may impose an impact fee or other similar development charge to
fund expenditures by such local government on capital facilities needed to serve
new development”; and

the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee was established to provide
policy guidance to its member entities in pursuing regional solutions to regional
transportation issues; and

the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee completed the
Transportation Impact Fee Study in 2002 in order to understand the need for a
transportation impact fee and to establish a legally defensible method of
calculating a fee; and

Adopting transportation impact fees commonly among our communities would
provide a more equitable distribution of the infrastructure development burden by
making sure that all development pays a share of their contributing impact to the
transportation system; and

elected officials in Mesa County have received clear messages from their
constituents that growth should pay its own way, thereby requiring development
impact fees to be part of each entities revenue base in order to provide needed
infrastructure improvements as development occurs; and

the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee formed a Proposal
Development Sub-committee of member entity staff and private business
interests to help develop a transportation impact fee proposal that reflects the
values of the community and attempts to minimize any negative side effects; and

the Proposal Development Sub-committee recommends the following principles
in its discussion of impact fee implementation:

* Any implemented transportation impact fee should be reasonable in cost
and not cause an undue hardship on the development of property;

» Through the administration of a transportation impact fee, the public
should be confident that the fees are being accounted for properly and
used appropriately;

= There is great value to having a consistent transportation impact fee and
related commercial schedule of fees throughout the Grand Valley Airshed
in order to make the process of developing consistent; and

= Animplemented fee should be indexed on an annual schedule to account
for increases in construction costs.



NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved on the day of December, 2003, that the Grand Valley
Regional Transportation Committee does hereby adopt this resolution and
forward the following recommendations to its member entities for further action:

1. Update each entity’s current transportation impact fee regulation or establish a
common local transportation impact fee regulation that establishes a target fee
of $1500.00 for each residential dwelling unit; and

2. As part of the ordinance change adopt the City of Grand Junction’s
commercial/industrial cost schedule for each entity; and

3. Propose and process the transportation impact fee regulation on a common
schedule with major coordination between entities in January/February of 2004
and with adoption of the common fee by June 1, 2004; and

4. Provide within each entity’s regulation an annual indexing mechanism based on
the movement of Colorado Department of Transportation’s Construction Cost
Index, to be initiated by the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee
and presented to the individual entities in enough time that they can adopt any
changes by the end of January of each year. The first year that an indexing
change to the impact fee will be considered is 2006; and

5. Provide within each entity’s regulation, language that speaks to the commitment
of using a to-be-determined portion of the transportation impact fee on regional
projects that are planned and programmed through the Grand Valley Regional
Transportation Committee; and

6. Use the Transportation Impact Fee Study, completed by Duncan and Associates,
as the legally supportable calculation method, if necessary.

Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee



Dennis M. Kirtland, Chair
Grand Junction Representative

Doralyn Genova
Mesa County Representative

David Karisny
Fruita Representative

Doug Edwards
Palisade Representative

Attest:

Recorder to the Committee
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Attach W-3
Strategic Plan Update

To: Mayor and City Council

From: David Varley

CC: Kelly Arnold, City Manager

Date: 21 November 2003

Re: November Strategic Plan Progress Report

(for discussion at Council Workshop on 1 December 2003)

City Council’s Strategic Plan has 76 Action Steps. To help us track all these
Action Steps and make sure they are completed we provide a written
progress report every month. Attached to this memo is the report for the
month of November 2003 which will be discussed at the City Council

workshop on 1 December 2003.

The progress for each Action Step and any requested Council action is listed

immediately under each Action Step.

For this month there is only an update for Action Step 4.B as this is the only
Action Step that was scheduled to be completed during the month of
November 2003.



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL m—
STRATEGIC PLAN 2002 - 2012

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT &8 o (11

September 2003 - % Q

elUtion A BATLANCE OF CLIARACTER,
| ECONOMY AND ENVIRONMENT

Action Step 4.B: Develop a City policy on standardizing City provision of
emergency medical services. (November 2003)

Progress: The City is participating in a county-wide emergency services
feasibility study. The first draft of the study is scheduled for review on 4
December 2003. The nature of this study will provide insight on the services
delivered by the Grand Junction Fire Department and will include suggested
steps for improvement. Additionally, the study will provide suggestions
regarding economies of scale and potential partnerships with other
emergency services providers. Once the study is finalized, we will see how the
recommendations fit in with this Action Step and then act accordingly.



