GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA
MONDAY, JULY 17, 2006, 7:00 P.M.
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM
250 N. 5" STREET

7:00

7:10

715

7:20

7:30

8:10

MAYOR'S INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME
COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS
CITY MANAGER’S REPORT
REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS Attach W-1
REVIEW WEDNESDAY COUNCIL AGENDA
DISCUSSION OF RIDGES OPEN SPACE: A developer in the Ridges will
address City Council regarding fees in lieu of and dedication of open
space in the Ridges in relation to his future development.

Attach W-2

STRATEGIC PLAN: Update and direction to staff.
Attach W-3

ADJOURN



Attach W-1
Future Workshop Agendas

FUTURE CITY COUNGIL WORKSHOP AGENDAS

(12 July 2006)

=JULY 31, MONDAY 11:30 AM at TWO RIVERS CONVENTION CENTER

11:30 PLANNING UPDATE

12:10 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE REPORT FROM TEAM #1: (Evaluate zoning &
infrastructure as tools to encourage development along major corridors)

=JULY 31, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

7:30  ANNUAL PERSIGO MEETING WITH THE
MESA COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY
COMMISSIONERS

AUGUST 2006

< AUGUST 14, MONDAY 11:30 AM at Hilltop
11:30 HILLTOP: Meet with Hilltop Board at their new Life Center

=>AUGUST 14, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

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

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

7:30 DISCUSS BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS FOR CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTS

SEPTEMBER 2006

= SEPTEMBER4-MONDAY 11:30AM CANCELED for LABOR DAY
= SEPTEMBER 4-MONDAY 7:00PM CANCELED for LABOR DAY

-SEPTEMBER 18, MONDAY 11:30 AM at [FTwo Rivers Convention Center
11:30 MEET WITH VISITOR & CONVENTION BUREAU BOARD

GRAND JUNCTION
Colorado's Wine Country

=SEPTEMBER 18, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

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

7:25 CITY MANAGER'S REPORT

7:30 RIVERSIDE PARKWAY: Phase III Update

OCTOBER 2006




=0OCTOBER 2, MONDAY 11:30 AM in the Administration Conference Room
11:30 OPEN

=OCTOBER 2, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

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

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

7:30  APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS

7:35 OPEN

-OCTOBER 16, MONDAY 11:30 AM in the Administration Conference Room
11:30 OPEN

=OCTOBER 16, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

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

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

7:30 OPEN

=OCTOBER 30, MONDAY 7:00PM in the City Hall Auditorium

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

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT

7:30  APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS

7:35 OPEN

@ BIN LIST 4

1. Code Text Amendments (August 14, evening workshop?)
2. TIF Bond Issue (October 16?)
3. Jim Lochhead water issues update (Fall)

2006 Department Presentations to City Council
1. Administrative Services? (GIS) ﬁgaﬁra{bﬁic Information \S:y:fem




Attach W-2

Ridges Open Space

To: Mayor and City Councilmember

From: Sheryl Trent, Interim Community Development Director

Subject: Ridges Open Space Discussion

Date: July 14, 2006

| have attached a January 6, 2006 memorandum from Community Development
Director Bob Blanchard regarding the Ridges Open Space Issue. City Attorney John
Shaver and Kathy Portner, Assistant Community Development Director will be present

to discuss the issue with you at your workshop and answer any questions.

We would like direction from the City Council as to how to proceed in this circumstance,
and we welcome any feedback. Thank you for your attention to this matter.



TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Bob Blanchard
Community Development Director

DATE: January 6, 2006

SUBJECT: Open Space Requirements In The Ridges

Michael Stubbs has indicated he would like to meet with Council regarding the
application of the City’s open space fees and dedication requirements to his
property in the Ridges. No formal request has been made yet. Mr. Stubbs owns
several vacant parcels in the Ridges which are gradually being sold for
development. It is his contention that the open space requirements have been
met when the Ridges was originally approved and that the City's fees should not
apply to development of his properties. Legal and planning staff have met with
Mr. Stubbs, his attorney and consultant in an attempt to convince him that his
contention is inaccurate.

As you are aware, the Ridges was originally approved and initially developed as
a Planned Unit Development by Mesa County. As part of the approval,
approximately 85 acres of open space was provided as well as numerous parks
and a network of detached multi-use trails. Except for two City-owned and
maintained parks, all of the remainder of the open space, parks and trails are
privately owned and maintained.

In 1992, all developed and undeveloped property in the Ridges was annexed. In
1994, an amended Final Plan for the Ridges was adopted by City Council. One
of the provisions of that approval was that any new development must comply
with City standards in affect at the time of development.

Section 6.3.A and B of the Zoning and Development Code establish the parks
and open space fee and dedication requirements. Section 6.3.A establishes the
fee, which is currently $225.00 per residential unit. This section specifically
states that private open space and/or recreation areas cannot be used as a
substitute for the required open space fee, park impact fee or land dedication. It
also states that the parks impact fee cannot be waived or deferred.

Section 6.3.B provides that for residential developments of ten or more lots or
dwelling units, ten percent of the gross acreage of the property must be



dedicated to the City or the equivalent of ten percent of the value of the property
must be paid.

Because the open space dedications represented a community benefit and were
used to justify the original PUD approval, the staff has taken the position that all
current City requirements regarding parks and open space apply to any new
development. City staff has consistently represented this position in prior
discussions with Mr. Stubbs and during general meetings with potential
developers of Ridges properties.

Should you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact me. As
noted above, Mr. Stubbs is expected to request a meeting with Council. Staff
from the Community Development Department will need to be in attendance
should you agree to schedule this matter as a workshop item.

cc:  Kelly Arnold, City Manager
John Shaver, City Attorney
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GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
744 Horizon Court
Suite 300

Grand Junction
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TEL 970.249.4500
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TEL 435.259.2225

www.dwmk.com
dwmk@dwmk.com

DUFFORD WALDECK
MILBURN & KROHN e RECEIVED

Attorneys at Law

July 11, 2006
HAND DELIVERY

John Shaver

City Attorney

City of Grand Junction
250 N. Fifth Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re:  Ridges Open Space Workshop
Dear John:

With this letter T am delivering a letter to City Council from Mike Stubbs dated
July 10,2006, relative to the Workshop scheduled for July 17, 2006 to discuss the Ridges
Open Space issue. As we have discussed, Mike and T request that these materials be
included in the City Council Workshop packet.

Also, I assume there will be some sort of staff report and related materials that
have been or will be prepared for this Workshop item. We would appreciate receiving
a copy of these materials as soon as they are available. It would be particularly helpful
to receive them prior to the Thursday noon deadline for submission of additional
materials by us, in the event that there is anything in the staff report upon which we
would like to comment. Those materials could be faxed to me or, if more convenient,
they can be emailed to me at my direct email address, which is krohn@dwmk.com.

As always, I appreciate your cooperation and assistance.

Si cly,

.

ichard H. Krohn
RHK/saj
Enclosures
ce: Mike Stubbs (w/o encls.)

F\SYS\Wp\8496'012\Shaver-LTR. wpd



205 Little Park Rd.
Grand Junction, CO 81503

Phone: 970-257-0532
Email: rmstubbs@bresnan.net

res s

Dynamic Investments, Inc.

July 10, 2006

Mayor and City Council
Grand Junction, Colorado

RE: Workshop Session - July 17, 2006
Ridges Open Space

We have requested that City Council consider whether The Ridges Planned Development has
satisfied and complied with current open space requirements for the development of the few
remaining undeveloped lots in The Ridges due to our disagreement with the Community
Development Department over the interpretation of the status of The Ridges Planned Development
and applicability of provisions of the Zoning and Development Code. Given the unique factual
history of The Ridges, we believe it is appropriate for Council to consider that open space
requirements have effectively been satisfied and far exceed the goals and intent of the current
requirements of the Code. The remaining undeveloped lots represent infill development. These
existing platted lots are within an approved planned development. They are surrounded by existing
development and/or dedicated public open space with all infrastructure (roads, utilities, etc.) extended
to each lot.

Approximately 28% of the area platted in The Ridges Filings 1-6 is public property (parks and open
space) owned by the City. It is Dynamic’s position that The Ridges Planned Development has more
than satisfied the 10% open space requirement of current City development standards, and that
applying all new development standards for a newly proposed Planned Development with no
consideration given to exactions related to prior subdivision, platting and development of The Ridges
to our infill parcels is inappropriate.

The current Code includes provisions for planned developments, open spaces, parks, trails, clustering,
hillside protections, etc. As it exists today, The Ridges exemplifies and has already satisfied the intent
and goals of these provisions. The undeveloped lots in The Ridges are “net property”, resulting from
the subdivision and plaiting of Filings 1-6 of The Ridges Planned Development. They are “net” of
dedications for road rights-of-way, open space, parks, trails, and easements for utilities and drainage.

We agree that any development of the undeveloped lots must comply with current City standards for
development as required under the “Amended Final Plan for Ridges” adopted in 1994, We do not
accept the position taken by Community Development staff in Bob Blanchard’s memo dated January
6, 2006 that additional open space fees apply to the development of these infill properties.

There are two major reasons we reject staff’s position:

First: Mr. Blanchard’s memo reflects serious errors of fact regarding the current status of parks and
open space. His memo states, “except for two City-owned and maintained parks, all of the remainder
of the open space, parks and trails are privately owned and maintained”. All Ridges Metropolitan
District (RMD) assets were transferred to the City under the annexation agreement. These assets
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July 10, 2006

Page 2

included five developed parks, 25% of the gross acreage as open space, a pressurized irrigation
system, plus improved and unimproved multi-use trail systems. These are owned and maintained by
the City as provided for in the annexation agreement.

Second: We have owned this property for almost twenty years and have a long history of working
with the City regarding our holdings in The Ridges. You may recall that about fifteen years ago the
City became very aggressive in pursuing annexations. My recollection is that the City’s goals of
annexation were deemed important at the time.

We were very involved in the Ridges Majority Annexation. We were courted by the City to annex all
of our properties, which at that time included 900 acres of undeveloped property zoned PR4, 140
vacant residential lots, ten multi-family lots, and two commercial/office sites. We were assured by
the City Manager and City Attorney that development would progress as it would have with the
County, the only difference being that we would process development applications through the City’s
planning department rather that the County’s. The annexation ordinance (No. 2596) identified
Planned Residential zoning and states *... that all development approvals given by Mesa County
within the Ridges Metropolitan District be accepted with all standards and conditions as imposed by
Mesa County...” and reflected this understanding. At that time, the City did not have the current
open space requirements.

Assistant Attorney Jamie Kreiling ‘s response to my letter to Rich Krohn, dated April 13, 2005, cited
my father’s public testimony in support of the Amended Final Plan for Ridges. Since there was no
open space requirement in effect at that time, his support for the plan should not be extended to
include acquiescence to the imposition of new open space fees.

While we recognize it may not be legally binding on this Council, City staff had continuously assured
us that our open space dedications had been fully accepted by the City, including the time during the
code revision process that resulted in the current code. It was represented to us that prior open space
dedications would satisfy the open space requirements under the new code. It has only been in
connection with our more recent planning activities, initiated in 2002, that we have encountered the
current position held by Community Development staff.

Our cooperation with the City regarding annexation and development of the Amended Final Plan for
Ridges furthered the goals of the City. The City received valuable property for the benefit of the
public. Additionally, the City ended up with ownership of a previously dedicated school site, which
had been utilized as a ballpark and play area for many years. Through the Amended Final Plan, the
City rezoned this property to residential and assigned density of 4 units per acre to the parcel. The
density allocation was the result of City studies on its’ perception of the appropriate build-out of the
Ridges. The 6.8-acre school site effectively took 25 units of density away from the owners of the
previously residentially zoned properties. Since we owned the vast majority of the undeveloped lots,
this density came mostly at our expense. With current land values in The Ridges approximating
$30,000 per unit, the value of the rezoned school site obtained by the City approximates $750,000.

Based on prior City representations to Dynamic; the fact that all parks, open space and trails
previously dedicated to RMD are now owned by the City and are, therefore, public in an amount
substantially above the current open space requirements; and that the City has received valuable
tangible and intangible benefits from The Ridges Planned Community, we hereby respectfully
request that Council deem that all open space requirements have been satisfied for the remaining
undeveloped lots in The Ridges Filings 1-6.




= July 10, 2006
Page 3
Delivered with this letter is a packet of documents referred to herein for your review. We look
forward to your thoughts and comments and the opportunity to answer your questions and concerns.

Sincerely,

Mike Stubbs

President




Schedule of Documents as reference and background material for the July 10, 2006 letter

from Dynamic Investments, Inc. to the Mayor and City Council regarding Ridges Open
Space:

Memo to Mayor and City Council from Bob Blanchard dated January 6, 2006
Email from Kathy Portner outlining initial position and status regarding open
space

Dynamic’s April 13, 2006 letter to Rich Krohn

Assistant City Attorney Jamie Kreiling’s reply to Krohn's letter

Amended Final Plan for Ridges

Ridges Majority Annexation Ordinance

Recorded letter from Ridges Development Corp. to Mesa County
Commissioners of January 29, 1982 describing then current status of The
Ridges and acknowledged by all commissioners

8. Ridges Annexation Plan and Agreement (Paragraph 2 on third page discusses
parks, trails and open space

1 —
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TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Bob Blanchard
Community Development Director

DATE: January 6, 2006

SUBJECT: Open Space Requirements In The Ridges

Michael Stubbs has indicated he would like to meet with Council regarding the
application of the City's open space fees and dedication requirements to his
property in the Ridges. No formal request has been made yet. Mr. Stubbs owns
several vacant parcels in the Ridges which are gradually being sold for
development. Itis his contention that the open space requirements have been
met when the Ridges was originally approved and that the City's fees should not
apply to development of his properties. Legal and planning staff have met with
Mr. Stubbs, his attorney and consultant in an attempt to convince him that his
contention is inaccurate,

As you are aware, the Ridges was originally approved and initially developed as
a Planned Unit Development by Mesa County. As part of the approval,
approximately 85 acres of open space was provided as well as numerous parks
and a network of detached multi-use trails. Except for two City-owned and
maintained parks, all of the remainder of the open space, parks and trails are
privately owned and maintained.

In 1992, all developed and undeveloped property in the Ridges was annexed. In
1994, an amended Final Plan for the Ridges was adopted by City Council. One
of the provisions of that approval was that any new development must comply
with City standards in affect at the time of development.

Section 6.3.A and B of the Zoning and Development Code establish the parks
and open space fee and dedication requirements. Sectlion 6.3.A eslablishes the
fee, which is currently $225.00 per residential unit. This section specifically
states that private open space and/or recreation areas cannot be used as a
substitute for the required open space fee, park impact fee or land dedication. it
also states that the parks impact fee cannot be waived or deferred.

Section 6.3.B provides that for residential developments of ten or more lots or
dwelling units, ten percent of the gross acreage of the property must be




dedicated to the City or the equivalent of ten percent of the value of the property
must be paid.

Because the open space dedications represented a community benefit and were
used to justify the original PUD approval, the staff has taken the position that all
current City requirements regarding parks and open space apply to any new
development. City staff has consistently represented this position in prior
discussions with Mr. Stubbs and during general meetings with potential
developers of Ridges properties.

Should you have any questions regarding this issue, please contact me. As
noted above, Mr. Stubbs is expected to request a meeting with Council, Staif
from the Community Development Department will need to be in attendance
should you agree to schedule this matter as a workshop item.

cc:  Kelly Arnold, City Manager
John Shaver, City Attorney
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Stubbs Mike

From: "Leslie Bethel" <Ibethel@sopris.net>
To: "Mike Stubbs" <mstubbs@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 06, 2004 9:40 AM

Subject: FW. Dynamic Investments

Hi Mike,
Give me a call so we can discuss this. Hope all is well for you.

Leslie

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

From: Kathy Portner [mailto:kathyp(@ci.grandjct.co.us]
Sent: Monday, July 5, 2004 11:34 AM

To: Ibethel@sopris.net

Cec: Bob Blanchard

Subject: Re: Dynamic Investments

I'm not sure a meeting is necessary. I'll try to respond to your
questions below.

1. Ire-reviewed the Cobblestone Ridges file (PP-95-178) and the
Amended Plan for the Ridges. The Amended Plan for the Ridges allocated
4 units per acre for the remaining undeveloped (non-multifamily) sites,
including the Cobblestone Ridges parcels. The original approval of
Cobblestone Ridges included a Preliminary Plan for 65 units and an
outline development plan for 48 attached units, for an overall density

of 3.7 units per acre. However, approval of the remainder of the
Preliminary Plan area that was not developed and the entire area covered
by the Outline Development Plan has long since lapsed. So, approval of
the remainder is subject to the Amended Plan for the Ridges that allows
for up to 4 units per acre. We will base that overall maximum density
on the total acreage of the original Cobblestone Ridges and the total
number of units built and proposed.

2. Shadow Run is on one of the designated "multi-family" sites and is,
therefore, subject to a maximum density of 7.1 units per acre.

3. The Amended Plan for the Ridges states that "density transfers
within filing 1 through 6 are not allowed".

4. The open space dedications in the Ridges were a requirement of the
original PUD. At that time, all of the open space was private open

space dedicated to fullfil Mesa County's PUD requirements and included
the most undevelopable land.

12/30/2004
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Section 6.3 of the Zoning and Development Code would apply to any
development. Section 6.3.A addresses the Parks and Open Space Fee
(currently $225 per unit). This section specifically states that

private open space and/or recreational areas shall not be a substitute
for the required open space fee, park impact fee or land dedication. It
further states that the Parks Impact Fee shall not be waived or deferred
for any development.

Section 6.3.B outlines the open space requirement of dedication of 10%
of the land or payment equivalent of 10% of the value of the property,
at the City's discretion. Section 5.4.G of the Code states the City's
requirements for approval of a PD (Planned Development). Open space
dedication of 20% or more can be considered a community benefit in
approving a PD, but it must be in excess of what would otherwise be
required by the Code. Therefore, since the open space dedication of the
Ridges was a part of the original PUD requirement, all current fees for
parks-and open space apply to any new development.

>>> "Leslie Bethel" <lbethel@sopris.net> 6/22/2004 10:19:55 PM >>>
Hi,

I hope this message finds you both doing well. I sent off an e-mail
before 1

left town about 10 days ago and haven't heard back so I thought I would
try

again. | was having some computer challenges so it is entirely possible
that

you may not have received my message.

Mike Stubbs and I would like to meet with you both to discuss a few
questions regarding the different Ridges parcels. It would be a short
meeting, 30- 45 minutes. These are the questions that we are still not
clear

on:

1. We-need to verify the number of lots left to be developed on

the

Cobblestone parcel. My estimates show that we began with 113 units,
built

43, which leaves us with 70 dwelling units yet to build, does that
match

your estimates?

2. We also need to verify the number of dwelling units to be built
on

Shadow Run...approximately 5 acres at 7.1 dwelling units per acre
creates 35

possible dwelling units... correct??

3. 1 am trying to understand if there may be an opportunity to

12/30/2004
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transfer

densities between parcels...Kathy, you stated that..."density
transfers

between Filings 1-6 and the rest of unplatted Ridges will not be
allowed"...

does that mean that there is flexibility to transfer density within
Filings

1-6?

4. Finally Bob, this is a question for you to ponder as well... | am

still

unclear about the open space dedication question. Since there was a 25%
open

space dedication that took place with previous Ridges PUD dedications,
why

are we being asked to make additional dedications or pay associated
fees, it

still feels like a double exaction to me??

Thanks for your help guys. Any chance you may be available to meet to
discuss these on June 30 or the week of July 5th, I'd be happy to come
over

for a brief

face to face meeting?

We ceuld also meet to review my work on the compatibility
standards...I'll

look forward to hearing your thoughts. Thanks again for your time as
always.

Leslie

Leslie Bethel Design and Planning
1226 Medicine Bow Road

Aspen, Colorado

81611

phone 970-922-0273
fax 970-922-0101

12/30/2004



570 Walnut Ave.
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Phone: 970-257-0532
Email: mstubbs@earthlink.net

Dynamic Investments, Inc.

April 13, 2005

Richard H. Krohn

Attorney at Law

744 Horizon Court, Suite 300
Grand Junction, CO 81506

Dear Rich:

As you are aware, Dynamic Investments, Inc. owns residential development properties in The Ridges planned
development. We have developed site plans for the various parcels that have been reviewed by the City of
Grand Junction under the pre-application general meeting process. While we continue to work through the
issues and concerns regarding the development of these infill parcels, we question the City Community
Development Department staff’s assertion that, under the current code, open space fees are payable in
connection with development of these parcels.

One of our parcels, known as Shadow Run, is to come before the Planning Commission in a public hearing
within the next couple of weeks and we seek agreement that the Ridges has previously met all open space
dedication requirements and that further exactions are not applicable.

It is our position that The Ridges, as a planned community, has dedicated generous amounts of land for open
space, parks, improved and unimproved trails, and a school site, totaling approximately 30% of the area
platted in The Ridges Filings 1-6. To paraphrase staff’s position: prior dedications are not considered
because they were made to satisfy Mesa County requirements and that since the open space dedications were
considered private they cannot be substituted for the required open space fee, park impact fee or land
dedication. A copy of an e-mail from Kathy Portner outlining staff’s position is enclosed.

We believe that staff’s position is not supported by either factual or equitable considerations. The Ridges
Majority Annexation ordinance, adopted September 2, 1992 states “that all development approvals given by
Mesa County within the Ridges Metropolitan District be accepted with all standards and conditions as
imposed by Mesa County...”. A letter from Ridges Development Corporation to Mesa County Board of
Commissioners, dated January 29, 1982 acknowledged by the Commissioners and recorded February 17,
1982 at Book 1357 Pages 352-356, outlines the status of the planned development and specifically identifies
open space requirements and the status of dedications relative to open space, schools and parks as having
been satisfied for the area within then current Ridges Metropolitan District (RMD) jurisdictional area (Filings
1-6 and the 495 acres now being developed as Redlands Mesa). While open space dedications were
considered private, it is important to note that these dedications were to a quasi-municipality that was
envisioned to serve a community of over 12,000 people upon build-out of the original 1,100 acres contained
in the planned development. Under the annexation plan and agreement between the City and RMD, 1991
amended 1992, all assets of the District were transferred to the City. These assets included all previously
dedicated open space, developed parks, improved and unimproved trails. Thus all previously dedicated lands
are now public.

We believe that the above documents provide the factual basis for support of our position that prior
dedications have satisfied all requirements. and, further, that it is not equitable to require a double
exaction relative to fee or land dedications, especially when you consider the fact that the prior
dedications exceed current code rgquirgments. , ., . . . . 4 4 4 . . . . R T T




April 13, 2005
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We request that you communicate with the City’s legal counsel to clarify and/or resolve the City’s
position relative to the imposition of additional requirements based upon review of factual and
equitable considerations as presented herein.

Sincerely,

Mike Stubbs
President

[Click here and type slogan]
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CITY ATTORNEY

June 1, 2005

SENT BY U.S. MAIL AND FAX: (970) 243-7738

Richard H, Krohn,

Duiford, Waldeck, Milbum & Krohn
744 Horizon Court, #300

Grand Junction, CO 81506

Dear Rich:

I write in reply to the copy of the letter you provided our office from Dynamic
Investments, Inc. to you dated April 13, 2005. As you know from your conversations
with Joln and me we eppreciate your inquiry about the Ridges open space fee. Your
questions served as a reminder that from time to time we need to re-examine project files
and not just rely on our recollection of how things are. That being said, in preparing this
letter to you, I reviewed the Ridges annexation plan and agreement (by and between the
City and the Ridges Metropolitan District) and the Council adopted Amended Final Plan
for the Ridges.

5

The most helpful for answering your question was the Amended Final Plan. The City
Council heard that matter on June 1, 1994. On June 1, 1994, the Amended Final Plan for
the Ridges was approved cxcept for Section A which concemed density. The density
question was addressed and approved on September 21, 1994.

The purposc of the Amended Final Plan was to “clarify zoning and demsity
requirements.” It is clear from the terms of the Amended Final Plan that the City Zoning
and Development Code is to apply to new development within the Ridges at the time of
development, The Amended Final Plan includes the following;

All provisions of the City Zoning and Development Code, other ordinances and
applicable regulations shall apply if not addressed specifically in this document.
(There is no mention in the document regarding open space, except to the
dedication of some private open spave being dedicated to the owners within
Columbine Village.)

- No plat, or other subdivision, shall be allowed in the Ridges, and no development
of the existing undeveloped lots shall occur without first having complied with
then (as of the final epproval o recordation of the plat) current City standards for
development.

250 NORTH STH STROKT. GRAND 1ONCTION. €0 Arear B lowal 1.4 rear o famal 4.e vae K cmum mlaim ava
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- Mr, Rich Krohn
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Page 2

All other ped‘om'ance, design and other standards in the Zoning and Development
Code and other City Codes shall apply unless specifically mentioned in this

document. (As mentioned before, the open space is addressed in the Amended
Final Plan only in relation to Columbine Village. The plan intends that “trails
shall be preserved, improved and enhanced with future development.”)

The minutes of the public hearing show that Mr. Bill Stubbs, Dynamic Investments was
present and testified. He indicated that he “generally has no problem with the
Community Development plan other than the subject of density, the transferring of
density and maintaining that dengity.”

Because of the adoption of the Amended Final Plan, T coneur with the City Community
Development Department staff’s opinion that Sections 5.4 and 6.3 of the Zoning and

.- Development Code apply to the development of Shadow Run at the Ridges (“Shadow
Run") and future development within the Ridges. T must respectfully disagree with the
assertion made in your letter that the Community Development Department’s “position is
not supported by factual or equitable considerations” regarding the epplication of the
Zoning and Development Code to Dynamic’s proposed developments. Clearly the
adoption of the Amended Final Plan and My, Stubbs’ testimony in favor of that plan
demonstrate both a sufficient legal and equitable basis for application of the Code to the
Shadow Run project. While I appreciate the “it was paid before” reasoning, clearly
absent a vested tights agreement and/or disputation of the Amended Fina] Plan in 1994,
the argument is not persuasive.

As you and John discussed, we will indicate in the record for Shadow Run public hearing
next weck that the applicants have not wajved any right to dispute the City’s
fequirements for open spacc fees, park impact fees or land dedication fees and the
application of the same to Shadow run, These are matters normally dealt with during the
Final Development plan process so no delay should result from reserving the right(s).

Please contact me if you wish to discuss this matter further.,

" OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

By!

Jamie B. Kreiling
Assistant City Attorney

Pe: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner
Robert E. Blanchard, Community Development Director
John Shaver, City Attorney

”
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Amended Final Plan for Ridges

As adopted by Planning Commission 5/3/%4, 9/6/94 and City Council
7/1/94, 9/21/94

A.

Densities

The allocated densities are maximum densities for the sites. The
maximum denisty of any site which is allowed by the plan may
normally not be reached because of site constraints including
limitations on vehicular access to the site and egress to Ridges

Boulevard, infrastructure deficiencies, geologic, soils or other
constraints.

The remaining density for the undeveloped multi-family lots, the
school site and two replatted large lots was based on an overall
density cap of 4 units per acre for filings 1 through 6 and an
inventory of the built and/or platted density. All "A" lots were
counted as two units because under the covenants and the proposed
plan, any "A" lot can have a duplex on its. There are "deeded"
densities for some of the undeveloped lots in the Ridges which were
not considered in the density designation. Density transfers within
filings 1 through 6 are not allowed.

The 6.37 acre school site (filing #5) and the 35.13 acres of
undeveloped property (Replat of lots 19A through 30A, Block 13, lots
1A through 2A, Block 23, lots 1A through 15A, Block 24, lots 1A
through 10A, Block 25, filing #5 and Replat of lots 48A thorugh 73
A, Block 9, lots 31B through 56A, Block 13, lots 3B thorugh 40A,
Block 23, lots 1A through 72, Block 28, filing #6) with no multi-
family designation are assigned a density of 4 units per acre. The
remaining density for the multi-family sites ranges from 6.8 units
per acre to 7.5 units per acre. The 6.8 units per acre is the
density remaining in filings 1-6 as they exist now (as of 11/17/94).
The 7.5 units per acre is the density that would be available if the
proposed Rana Road Replats and Eagle Crest development are finalized
andé;ecord d.

R B Ulafe. 13 b1s o TAls . /0w adihonsd) 39,02 00105 = 2
Setbacks and Height ‘.’ 7 / Wfs/dcu meﬂufﬂfﬁff &[/5

Setbacks for filing 1-6, excluding the undeveloped lots, will be
measured from property line to the closest point on a structure
wall. 1In no case shall the eaves, foundation, or any other portion
of a structure, above or below the ground, extend over any adjacent
lot, parcel or property, including Ridges Open Space, without a
recorded easement for such encroachment from the owner of said
adjacent lot, parcel or property or open space.

Porches, patios or decks which are open and uncovered may extend
into any required setback area not more than 7 feet, but in no case
closer than 3 feet to any property line provided it does not
encroach on any easements and/or pedestrian ways. All others, those
which are enclosed, covered, or having more than one level, must
meet the setback for the principal structure.
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Height will be measured from the highest natural grade Lline
immediately adjoining the foundation or structure. Natural grade
shall mean undisturbed ground level which may be determined by on-
site evidence (vegetation, ground level on adjacent land, elevation
of adjacent streets and roads, soil types and locations, ete.).

A lots

Housipg'Type—-Single family detached or attached with common wall on
lot line or duplex on one lot.

Setbacks--

Front yard: 20 feet

Rear vyard: 10 feet

Side yard: From 0’ to 10'. For any sideyard setback less than
10’ on one sideyard a minimum of 5’ setback shall
be required on the opposite sideyard line.

Minimum Building Separation: 10 feet between closest points of

exterior walls.

Maximum Height--25 feet (excludes chimneys)

B and C lots
Housing Type--Single family detached

Setbacks--

Front yard: 20 feet
Rear yard: 10 feet
Side yard: 10 feet

Maximum Height--25 feet (excludes chimneys)

Architectural Control Committee (ACC) Review

Review by the Ridges Architectural Control Committee (ACC), as
defined in the covenants of Filings 1-6, will be required prior to
issuance of a Planning Clearance by the City of Grand Junction
(City); however, the Planning Clearance will be issued by the City
if all reguirements as set forth in this plan document are met.
Failure of the ACC to respond within 30 days of the request for
review will constitute approval by the ACC for City review purposes.

Parking

a. Filings 1 through 5--2 car garage plus 2 paved parking spaces
for each single family unit and duplex unit.

b. Filing 6--1 car garage (or carport) plus 2 paved parking
spaces for each single family unit and duplex unit).

c. Multi-family units--2.2 spaces per unit (would apply where there
is common parking for more than 2 units--if no common parking,
a. or b. would apply).

All required parking must be provided on-site. All driveways must
be paved prior to occupancy.



Fencing

The Zoning and Development Code regulations for fence location and
height shall apply; however, chain link fences are not allowed,
except for at RV storage areas as approved by the City, tennis
courts, public sports facilities, tot lots and playground areas,
public or private. Each applicant shall contact the ACC, prior to
issuance of a fence permit, to verify the proposed fence meets any
other requirements of the covenants. The City will issue the fence
permit if the proposed fence meets the City’s requirements.

Review by the Ridges Architectural Control Committee will be
required prior to issuance of a fence permit; however, if all
requirements as outlined above are met the permit will be issued by
the City. Failure of the ACC to respond within 30 days of the

request for review will constitute approval by the ACC for the City
review purposes.

Variances

A request to vary a setback or a fencing regulation will be heard by
the City Board of Appeals pursuant to chapter 10 of the Zoning and
Development Code. City staff will make the Ridges ACC
recommendation available to the Board for its review of the variance
request.

Protective Covenants

The City will not enforce covenants, restrictions or other
limitations not adopted or imposed by the City in the Ridges. All
provisions of the City Zoning and Development Code, other ordinances

and applicable regulations shall apply if not addressed specifically
in this document.

Undeveloped Lots--Filings 1-6

No use or development is allowed on or for a platted undeveloped lot
unless the City has approved same in writing. Under the current
Code, if a multi-family lot is being replatted into more than 5
lots, a two step process will be required: preliminary plan
approval and final plan/plat approval by Planning Commission. If a
multi-family lot is being replatted into 5 or fewer lots final
plan/plat approval by Planning Commission will be required.

The Ridges Architectural Control Committee will be given the
opportunity to comment on proposed development of the multi-family
lots and/or other large undeveloped tracts as a review agency.

Commercial sites

Uses for the designated commercial sites in filings 1 through 6
shall Dbe limited to the following types of business uses:
professional offices, preschools/nursery schools/day care centers,
barber/beauty shops, self-service laundries, medical/dental clinics,
counseling centers, schools, dance/music schools, membership clubs



and comqunity acFiyipy buildings, indoor cultural /educational
/recreational facilities, churches, fire/emergency services.

New development

No plat, or other subdivision, shall be allowed in the Ridges, and
no development of the existing undeveloped lots shall occur without
first having complied with then (as of the final approval or
recordation of the plat) current City standards for development.

5’ Irrigation Easements

The plats for several filings of the Ridges include a statement
"granting" a 5’ irrigation and/or water easement along all lot lines
to the Ridges Metropolitan District. Those easements can be
released by the City of Grand Junction’s Director of Community
Development if it is found the easement is not needed. A process
for the review and release of such easements is identified in City
Development File #72-93 (2).

Columbine Village--A Replat of lot 25, Block 9, Ridges Filing #6

The private open space and ingress/egress easement as noted on the
plat are dedicated to the owners within Cclumbine Village.
Development and maintenance of facilities and roadways within these
areas is and will continue to be the responsibility of the property
owners within Columbine Village.

The setbacks for Columbine Village shall be 10’ rear yard and 10’
front vyard. The required sideyard setback shall be 0 to 10°
measured to foundation wall with the minimum building separation as
required by the applicable building code. 0’ sideyard setbacks are
only allowed for common wall units.

Any terms not defined in this document shall have the meaning as set
forth in the Zoning and Development Code. All other performance,
design and other standards in the Zoning and Development Code and
other City Codes and Policies shall apply unless specifically
mentioned in this document.

General Development Standards for the Ridges--undeveloped lots and
remaining unplatted acreage within the Ridges Metropolitan District
boundaries

1. Site planning and design shall preserve, to the maximum extent
possible, the existing natural features which enhance the
attractiveness of the area and shall blend harmoniously with all
uses and structures contained within the surrounding area.

2. Land which is unsuitable for development because of geologic
constraints shall be preserved in its natural state. This shall
include drainage ways, steep terrain (slopes in excess of 30%) and
rock outcroppings to be identified and mapped by the developer.
Areas of "no disturbance" shall be identified around all proposed
building sites, as applicable.
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3. Existing trails, whether or not improved or legally dedicated,
within the platted and unplatted Ridges shall be preserved, improved
and enhanced with future development. For the portion of the Ridges
not already platted, each development shall integrate with an
overall plan that serves to link existing trails with both new
trails and trails which serve other areas.

4. All structures shall be setback a minimum of 20’ from all bluff
lines (to be identified and mapped by the developer) to maintain
visual corridors within the Ridges. For ravines, drainages and
washes which are defined by a distinct ‘"rim" or ‘“rimrock",
structures shall be set back far enough that a person 6 feet tall
cannot see any portion of a structure while standing in the thread
of the stream bed.

5. All development in the Ridges, notwithstanding zoning potential
or other approvals, will be limited by geologic and transportation
system constraints, as well as other infrastructure constraints.

6. Density transfers between filings 1 through 6 and the rest of the
unplatted Ridges will not be allowed.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2596

ZONING CERTAIN LANDS ANNEXED TO THE CITY AS THE «RIDGES+ MAJORITY
«ANNEXATION=+

Whereas, the Council finds that the applicant has complied with applicable regulations of the
City's Development Code, and that the Planning Commission has recommended that the
Zoning of the #Ridges<% Majority €#Annexation# be granted;

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

Thatthe lands described on the attached be zoned PR (Planned Residential) and RSF-4 and
that all development approvals given by Mesa County within the Ridges Metropolitan District
be accepted with all standards and conditions as imposed by Mesa County, except that the
Development Plan shall be amended to designate the area occupied by the former Ridges
Metropolitan District Office Building as a commercial area as defined in the Protective
Covenants for the Ridges PUD as recorded in Book 1277 Pages 856 through 876 of the record
of the Mesa County Clerk and Recorder.

Passed and adopted this 2nd day of September, 1992.
Attest:

NAME

President of the Council

Theresa F. Martinez

-

Acting City Clerk
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

TO BE ZONED TO PR - PLANNED RESIDENTIAL

http://rms-web.ci.grandjct.co.us/isysquery/irl22/110/doc 12/5/2004
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Lear Commidsinners:

Over +he past five years that the Ridges Development Corp.
has been developing "The Ridjes," Mesa County has experienced
turnover in Develogment Depariment staff, Planning Commissicn
members, and Commissioners. Numercus cenditions of approval were
originally agveed upon during the rezcne, outline, and preliminary
plan staces which were in sume ca=es unique to "The kidges.’
Currently, we have six filings platted and recorded and with ‘ar
seventh submitted for final appraval, we beliews it necessary o
reclarify some of these previous ayreementis so as te avoid the
repetitious reguests made during processing of each filing for
the sime infrrmation or qualifization of desizn. Key topics
a'drecsed be ow with past zyreements summarived from meeting
misutes are suLzitted for your review and concurirence by signature.
A copy of this letter placed on file with each department would
hopsfully alleviate the reescurrence of redundan’ vijuescts made by
future county personnel. We feel thir wolLld streamline the
development process for beth parties in the future 10% sanrs
remainino to complete this large project.

ACCESS ROADS

Five major accesses to “The Ridges"” &v= planned and located
as follows:

{1) Main entrance. Ridges Boulevard adjoining
Highwav 340.

(2) One access aajoining Monumen® Valley Sub-
divisior.

(3) One access tie to South Camr Foad.
(4) Onc access adjoining 23 Road.
{5) One arcess adjoining No Thoroughfare Canyon

Road throuuah the old cilty dum, (MCC minutrs,
Ponk 17, page 152).
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Subnequently, the property for the South Camp accese was socld to
Monument Valley ard they would make the tie in. In addition, the
Cutline “evelopment Plan shows other tie in locations such as

Rkio Vista Road, et:. Upon designing the road system of Filing 46
te conrect to Rio Jista, local:.opposition forced a design change
prevanting access (MCPZ minutes September 1B, 1980). Also, in
designing the rocd system for the Ridges 3rd Addition Preliminary
(kidges East), tie in to Bella Pago Drive was denied (MCC ninutes
Buoock 18, Pages 107 & 108). We ¢o feel these decisions were not
in the best interests of the County.

STREETS

Recognizing "The Kidges" as a mountain subdivision, the i
Flanning Depa)tment staff recommanded variances from County Road i
Standards suca as "Recommend that developer be allowed some latitude
from Couniy Foad specs so as to 'roll' the roads to flow with the
terrain both horizontally and vertically so as to aveoid excessive
cuts and fills for both asthetin reacons and to reduce erosion
potential." (MCPC minutes March 22, 14977). Cross sections as
proposed were also recommended for approval in that same meeting.
Additionally, roadways ware discussed with the Road Department on
April 11, 1977 for acceptance a2f pruposed construction which did
include 4C toot right-of-ways (local street classification) with
22 foot pavenent mat (MCC minutes Book 17, Page 158}, 1n past
years, this 22 foot mat has been upgraded to 24 feet for improved
performance. Each dwelling unit is covenanted tc provide off-street
parking so as to provide unohstructed pascage of em2rge:cy vehicles
along these 24 foot streets.

GEGLOGICAL

Geologic report: for the entire Ridges subdivision property
were prepared in 1973 and in 1977 in compliance with Senate Bill
35 which the Geological Survey has on file. Areas of potential
slope instability, flash flooding and rockfall are reserved as
open spice. or parks. Realizing soil structure varles in "The i
Ridges," we vequire that each bhuilding site has an individual
soils in® 2stigation performed with an engineered foundation
designed fcr those conditiones prior to obtaining a building permit,

DOMESTIC WATER

The Fidges Met:opolitan District, a quasi-mun.cipality
established for providing donestic water service to Ridges
residents, contracted with Ute Water Conservancy District on
May 12, 1977, for Lulk delivery of water through a 16 inch tap

/
f,
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located at Ridges 1oulevard and Highway 340. £ later engineering
design study reducid *he rujuired line size to 12 inch. When
"The Ridyea” rewches 2,070 dwelling units, zn additional service
feed line, if delcermined necessary frr proper service, is to be
provided by Ute rater to establish a loop system. {Contract . o
For Bulk Purcha.e of “warer For The Ridges Matropolitan District,

page 2, paragraph 12 »s veferred te in Book 13, page 137).

MULTI-¥AMT[/ SITES

rylei-ramily s«itwa oriqinally were granted ODP approval
atatus a. final plat appreval of each filing (MOPC minutes
March 22, 1477 and MCC minutes Book 17, page 152 and 153). In
hugust, 1978, the level of appreval was changed to Preliminary
Flan status (MCPC minutes August 17, 1978 and MCC minwutes Book 17,
page 4R82)., Upon platting of Filings #5 and #6, the Planning
~ommizslun and Board o. Commissioners agresed with a Planning
Depn)tment recommendation that all multi-family sites Final Plan
prucessing and approval be delegated to the Planning Department
only. A multi-family devalnper wovld still be required to gain
Ridaes Architectural Control Committee approval and key utility
cempanies' approval prior to Planning Department signoff and
oblaining a building permit. This process was not specifically
requested at final plat approval eof 7iling #7 since it was under=
stood that the decision applied to all existing and future filings.
Density is variable on these sites.

COMMUNITY SERVICE 5ITES

Community Service sites are designed for those businessas
which "de not sell merchandise over a counter through s cash
register to the public." These sites are platted as onre lot but
may be split by metas and bounds description to separatc pur-
chasers with Ridges Development Corp. and Planning Department
approval. These sites reguire Final Plan approval in the rame

process as multi-family sites (see above).
&

UMMERCIAL SITE | e S 5

The Rld,es Outline Development Plan .ncludes a commercial
area encompassing approximately 14.5 ac*es by planimeter. The
Preliminary Plan as discussed on Mu.ch 30, 1977 (MCC minutes
Book 17, page 152) described the ‘site ¢® 16 acres. Considering
the possible error in planimetering a «00 foot per inch print, the
documented 16 acres would prevail. Since the site size was
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originally datermined a: a percentage of the prrject area and the
Ridges boundary has incrensed 15% in the past years, the commercial
area could logically be enlarged to 18.4 acres. [However, Pidges
Development 2greed to restrict commercial and rusiness uses to

the previously agieed 16 acres of the 17.749 acies platted ia the
Multi-family/Bnsiress /Commercial area reguested (iestler to
planring Department Deccember 4, 1981 by Steven sabeff). Also,
business and commercial uses would be limited to neighberhecd
shopping uses (MCPC minuvtes, April 26, 1379). Final Plan approval
would be reguired by Mesa County prior to obtaining building
permits. This area woulid be treated similar to the Community
Service sites whereas portions of the site could be sptif by metes
and bo. nds description &¢s approved by Ridges Levelopment Cerp. and
the ilanning Department.

EX3ITY

Allowed density for the entire Ridges is PD-4 (4 units per
acre). Density of each filing may be more or less than PD-4 as
leng as the cumulative total does not excred PD=d. (MCPC minutes
Mar-h 22, 1977 and MCC minutes Bock 17, page 152 and 153,

PEN SPACE .

open space requirement for "The Ridges" may vary between 15%
and 25% overall with allewed variance of 10% to 30% for each
filing. (Notes on Outiine Development Plan). Cpen space is con-
sidered private and centrolled Ly the recreation function of *he
Ricges Metropclitan District (MCPC minutes March 22, 1977).

SCHLOL-PARK

public open space requirement in "The Ridges" is 0w, (Notes
on Dutline Development Plan). "The 5% school-park requirement will
t by cash escrow per filing to be returned when 5% is dedi-
ind accepted.” {MCPC minutes March 22, 1977). Oon September 21,
‘he Riuges Development Corp. deeded all cpen space, school

I osite, tublic park site, and mini-park sites to the Ridges Metro- .
i<, poli histrict ana/cor Mesa County and received all escrowed funds / ]
held by Mesa County. Thus, all future filings in the current / ! a4

Ridges Metropolitan District jurisdicticnal area will not require
an appraisal nor deposit of funds. However, the land area outside
the Ridges Metropolitan Dis.rict west of Red Canyon will undex-
standably regquire the 5% land or funds as dene in the past. It is
alse understocd that the Ridges Metropolitan District is respon-
sible for development and maintenance of these park sites. The
school site was originally sized at approximately 8 acres Aduring
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preliminary plan discusrion: wit sehool district personnel.
Prior to final piatting of Filin. #5, the site was reducnad to
approxima‘ely € acres since schoo. district pe.-sonnel concu-red
that the adjacent jark coul’® be used for plavground areas. An
onsite meeting betwten Steven Sabeff of Ridges Duvelopme.t Corp.
and Lou Grosse of /chool District #51 wa: held in eaxrly 1381
following the schoo! bond elactien of Nnvember, 980, to review
the suitability of ¢ new sc.ool. The site was not accuptable
for the current dis'rict needs but as stated by Mr. Grosso, the

site would be fittirg for a two-round school to serve the mmediate
Ridges subdivislon.

Very truly yours,

.

7 ;A
Agﬁﬁhéﬁff /rﬁqéaﬁf”‘

Warren <. Gardner

Gouera Manager

WEC/jal

ACKNOWLEDNGED:

TN 2pernd (e lers’

Haxlne\elhera

“Gearde w ite
-

hick.Enwttum
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ANDAGREEMENT

This Plan and Agreement is jointly entered into and adopted

by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction, on behalf of
the City of Grand Junction, Colorade (City), and the Board of
Directors of the Ridges Metropolitan District, on behalf of the
Ridges Metropolitan District (District), and is intended to
constitute both the plan required by C.R.S. 32-1-701 et seq. and
the agreement referred to in C.R.S. 32-1-702 and 32-1-704.

A. The City is willing to enter into this Plan and Agree

ment, contingent on the completion of the annexation te the City
of the lands contained in the District.

B. The District is willing to enter into this Plan and

Agreement if the City agrees to provide municipal services to the
residents of the District on the same basis as other residents of
the City receive City services, except as otherwise provided
herein, and if the City ref inances the Districts outstanding
debt.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City and the District agree as follows:

1. As used in this Plan and Agreement, the

following words and phrases have the following meanings:
A._Annexation date means the date sixtyone days

after the effective date of the Citys ordinance annexing the
District lands; provided, however, that if an action for review
of the annexation is commenced as provided in Section 311211E,
C.R.S., the annexation date shall be the date on which final
judgment, not subject to further appellate review, is entered by
a court with jurisdiction, upheolding the validity of the annex
ation ordinance.

B. Board means the Board of Directors of the Ridges

Metropolitan District.

C. City means the City of Grand Junction, Colorado.

D. City Council means the City Council of the City.

E. Dissclution action means the action commenced by

the District in the District Court, pursuant to C.R.S. 32-1-701
sea. to dissolve the District.

F. District means the Ridges Metropolitan District.

- r md
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G. District Court means the Mesa County, Colorado,

District Court.

H. District lands means all lands within the

boundaries of the District.

2.

A. As soon as possible after the approval of this

Plan and Agreement by the City Council of the City and by the
Board of Directors of the District, and execution by the appro
prfate officers of the City and District, the District shall file
a petition for dissolution of the District with the Mesa County
District Court, pursuant to C.R.S. 32-1-701 et seq. This Plan
and Agreement shall be filed with the petition for dissolution.
B. As soon as the dissolution action is commenced by

the District, the City staff will prepare and submit to the City
Council an annexation petition, seeking annexation to the City of
all of the District lands, using the power of attorney on file
with the City Clerk. No terms and conditions will be sought or
placed by the City on the annexation other than those contained
herein. The City Council shall thereafter consider the petition
f or annexation as provided by applicable ordinance and statute,
provided, however, that the annexation ordinance will not be
finally adopted until after any dissolution election ordered by
the District Court in the dissolution action. If the City adopts
an ordinance annexing the District lands, it shall promptly take
all actions required by applicable statutes and ordinances to
make the annexation effective, and it shall defend the validity
of the annexation ordinance in any action brought for judicial
review of the ordinance. Any such result shall not operate to
invalidate the existing Power of Attorney referred to in this
paragraph.

3. andAcrreement

A. tobeProvidedbytheCity On and after

the annexation date, the City will provide the residents of the
District the same municipal services on the same general terms
and conditions as residents in the rest of the City receive,
except as otherwise specifically provided in this Plan and
Agreement. These services include, but are not limited to, the
following, subject to the ongoing direction and control of the
City Council and the City Manager.

1. Protection At present, the District

receives its fire protection services from the Grand Junction Ru
ral Fire District (Fire District). The actual services pro
vided by the Fire District are pursuant to a contract between the
Fire District and the City, acting through its Fire Department.
n - r md
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On and after the annexation date, the City will provide to the
District the same fire protection services as are provided in
other areas of the City, subject to the ongoing direction and
contrel of the City Council and the City Manager. The existing
Fire District mill levy will be replaced by the Citys mill lewy.
There will be no difference in services received by the residents
of the District following annexation.

2. Listed on Exhibit District Parks

are the various parks, park facilities, open spaces, and pedes
trian, jogging, and other trails owned by the District, hereaf
ter referred to as the District parks and trails. On and after
the annexation date, the City will own, operate, and maintain the
District parks and trails on the same terms and conditions, and
up to the same standards and level of service, as the City owns,
operates, and maintains similar parks, trails, and facilities in
other areas of the City. The open space identified on Exhibit
Open Space will not be maintained but rather will be left in

the existing natural state. For five years after the annexation
date, reductions in services, operation, or maintenance of the
District parks and trails shall be only in connection with sys
tem-wide reductions which treat the Districts paths and trails
equitably with the other parks, trails and facilities owned or
operated by the City. Thereafter, any such reduction(s) shall
only be made following a public hearing held by the City Council.
3. Works The Citys Public Works De

partment presently operates and maintains the City waterworks,
sewer plant and facilities, roads, and other City infrastructure.
On and after the annexation date, those facilities and functions
will be made available to the Districts residents by the City,

on the same basis and for the same rates and charges as they are
made available to other similarly situated City residents. These
facilities and functions include, without limitation, the fol
lowing, recognizing that there are significant deficiencies in
the existing infrastructure of the District. The City is not ob
ligated to improve or upgrade any existing facility, street,
road, drainage improvement or other structure, except as is ex
plicitly set forth herein.

a. The Districts residents current

ly receive domestic water pursuant to a contract with the Ute Wa
ter Conservancy District (the Ute Contract). The Ute Contract
will remain in effect pursuant to its terms after the annexation
date. On and after the annexation date, the City will continue
to”bill for domestic water service, provide maintenance, and oper
ate the system in accordance with the Districts existing practice
(so long as consistent with City practice(s) in the rest of the
City), and the Ute Contract, in the name of the District.
Revenues associated with the water system will not be separately
maintained in the name of the District, but will be commingled and
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used with other funds of the City, as determined by the City Coun
cil and the City Manager. The Districts residents will be billed
the in-City water rates rather than the rates currently paid.

b. The City currently operates the

regional sewer plant pursuant to an agreement with Mesa County,
which is a co-owner of the plant with the City, and the City cur
rently provides sewer services to the Districts residents pursu
ant to a contract with the District. On and after the annexation
date, the City will continue to provide Districts residents with
sewer services on the same terms and conditions, and for the same
rates and charges, as other City residents. Beginning the first
day of the month following the annexation date, rates paid by the
Districts residents will be reduced to the existing City rate of
510.35 per EQU. Rates for City residents, including the Dis
tricts residents, will change over time in response to changing
circumstances and as authorized by the City Council.

c. The District currently owns

and operates an irrigation system, using nonpotable water, for
the benefit of its residents. The facilities comprising the Dis
tricts irrigation system are listed on Exhibit District
Irrigation. The City does not currently operate any similar
irrigation systems in residential areas. However, on and after
the annexation date, the City agrees that it will assume
responsibility for operation, maintenance, and billing for the
Districts irrigation system. The irrigation system will be
operated by the City on a self-supporting enterprise fund basis,
with the Districts residents paying the cost of operation. Rates
and charges will be applied by the City to pay reasonable and
customary operating, capital, and depreciation costs of the
system. The City will handle the billing for the irrigation
system services. The City agrees to operate the irrigation system
for the lowest reasonable cost, consistent with sound maintenance
and operation practices, and to maintain an adequate reserve for
depreciation.

d. Collection The City operates sol

id waste collection services for City residents and, pursuant to
ordinance, is the exclusive hauler for all residences of eight
units or less. For residential structures consisting of more than
eight units and commercial users, the owner presently has an op
tion to be provided service by the City or by private hauler.
Within six months after the annexation date, the City will provide
the Districts residents with trash collection services on the
same terms and conditions, and for the same rates and charges, as
other City residents.

e. andRoads Within three years

after the annexation date, the City will spend at least $300,000
for reconstruction of and other capital improvements to the

n -




I,.

streets, roads, and drainage structures in the District. The City
represents that except to the extent that such funds will come
from the new debt financed pursuant to Paragraph 3.C., below, it
obligates itself to appropriate the funds necessary to meet this
commitment. To the extent that the Public Works Department here
after determines that additional work is required and if the City
Council approves the additicnal work in the course of a subsequent
years budget, additional improvements may be made. Following the
initial commitment of spending s300,000, road, street, and drain
age structure improvements in the District will be on an equal ba
sis with other areas of the City. Work prioritization will be de
termined by the City Council. In addition, on and after the
annexation date, all street, road and drainage structure mainte
nance and repairs in the District will be performed by the City,
on an equal basis with other areas of the City. The cost of such
mafntenance and repairs shall not be included in the $300, 000 ini
tial commitment for capital improvements, but shall be in addition
to such commitment. For the purposes of this paragraph, capital
means the installation or replacement of infrastructure as opposed
to the ongoing reqular repair and care of the infrastructure.

4. On and after the annexation date,

police services provided by the City in the District will be the
same as is provided in other areas of the City. The City does not
assign particular officers to particular areas or neighborhoods,
nor does the City operate particular routes for patrol. There
fore, it is not possible toc define precisely the services that
will be available. However, the City does agree that police ser
vices will be applied on an equitable basis in the District, de
pending on needs and circumstances.

5. DevelopmentDepartmentandZoning

a. On and after the annexation date, the

residents of the District will have available to them the various
services provided by the Citys Community Development Department.
The District lands will be incorporated into the ongoing planning
efforts of the City. The District lands will be subject to the
land use subdivision and zoning controls and benefits of the City.
The zoning which will be applied to the District lands on the an
nexation date will be substantially identical to that currently in
existence, subject to the final adoption by the City Council of a
zoning ordinance. The existing District office and lands upon
which it is constructed will be rezoned to a business or commer
cial use, provided that any such rezoning will be compatible with
the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood as de
termined by the City Council. The City Council reserves the right
to modify zoning of any lot or parcel within the District in
accordance with state and local law. The City is not obligated to
enforce existing covenants, such as architectural controls. Until
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the City determines otherwise, such covenants will be enforced by
theg Districts residents in accordance with the covenants.

b. The District presently operates and

maintains a recreational vehicle (RV) parking area on lands owned
by Dynamic Investments, Inc. On and after the annexation date,
the City agrees to operate and maintain the RV parking area for as
long as Dynamic Investments makes its land available for the RV
parking area. If such lands are not made available for the RV
parking area in the future, the City agrees to work with the resi
dents of the District and any developers in the District to ac
commodate the needs of District residents for a RV storage area.
The City further agrees that, in connection with the planning of
future development in the District, and in connection with the
approval of future development, if deemed reasonable and proper by
the Council, it will require that the developer(s) provide RV
storage facilities open for use by all residents of the District.
If the City operates the RV storage area, it will do sc as an en
terprise activity whereby the users thereof will pay all of the
costs of operating and maintaining the facility.

B. andSpecialAssessments

1.

a. On and after the annexation date, the

Districts residents will be subject to the City Sales & Use Tax.
Generally, there will be little difference to a resident of the
District, assuming that at present retail purchases are already
macte at locations in the City. Major items which will, following
annexation, be subject to the tax (which may not have been
previously for District residents), include vehicles, large
appliances, and building materials. On and after the annexation
date, residents of the District will pay 2.75% of the purchase
price of retail goods purchased, pursuant to the City Sales and
Use Tax Ordinances.

b. With respect to real property taxation,

the Citys ad valorem mill levy applicable to the District lands
and improvements will not become effective until the January lst
following the annexation date. Thus, if the annexation date is in
the Spring of 1992, the Citys property tax will be applicable as
of January 1, 1993.

2. Assessments

Pursuant to the Citys Peoples Ordinance No.

33 and other state and local law, special assessments may be im
posed for the construction of street, drainage, curb, gutter,
sidewalk, and other improvements only pursuant to a petition
signed by more than 50% of the owners of more than SO% of the
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lands to be benefitted. The City does not, at present, have the

power to unilaterally impose either special assessments or special

assessing districts on residents because of the limitations set

forth in Peoples Ordinance No. 33. Unless and until City voters

amend Peoples Ordinance No. 33, special assessments can only be

initiated by the affected property owners.

C. Obligations

1. The District has two major categories of debt:

a. The first category of debt is an cbligation

in the face amount of $1,943,891 to the Colorado Water Conservation

Board CCWCB). The amounts due to CWCB are payable only out of the

revenues of the operation of the Districts irrigation system, and

are not general obligations of the District.

b. The second category of debt consists of

three general obligation bonds which are identified on Exhibit Dis

trict Bonds, attached hereto (the District bonds).

2. The debt of the District will be restructured as

follows:

a. Prior to the effective date of this Plan and

Agreement, the City and the District have negotiated with CWCB re

garding the discharge of the CWCB loan upon payment of a negetiated

lump sum. The parties hereto expect to obtain from CWCB a letter

of intent, agreeing to accept a lump sum payment not to exceed
$500,000 to discharge all of the Districts obligations to CWCE.

The parties agree to enter inte this Plan and Agreement notwith
standing the fact that the amount of the CWCB obligation has not

been determined. As soon as possible after the annexation date, the
District shall pay to CWCB the lump sum payment discussed above to
fully discharge its obligations to CWCB. To the fullest extent pos
sible, such lump sum payment shall be paid from the cash and current
assets of the District.

b. As soon as possible after the annexation date,

the City will issue new debt, which will include (i) a refinancing of

the District bonds, (ii) any amounts necessary to pay the settlement of
the CWCB obligation, but only to the extent that such settlement can

not be paid out of the cash and current assets of the District, and
(1ii) costs of issuance. In addition, the City has projected that,
over a ten year period, beginning in the Spring of 1992, it will spend
$556,246.00 more for providing services and improvements within the
District than it will receive from sales, use, and ad valorem taxes

paid by District residents as a result of annexation. One half of that

projected amount C$278,123.00) will be added to the principal of the
new debt, in addition to the amounts specified above and will be used
to partially pay for the obligations agreed to by the City. This new
debt will be issued in the name of the District, and it will be a
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general obligation of the District. The new debt will be issued
for a twenty year term or the useful life of the assets financed,
whichever is less, with an estimated ten year call provision. The
debt will be issued at an approximate rate of 7.5%, but with an
average rate not to exceed 8.25% subject, of course, to market
conditions then prevailing. The City agrees that it will dili
gently and prudently refinance the existing debt of the District
to achieve the most savings for the residents of the District.
The new debt will not be a general cbligation of the City, nor
will it otherwise be secured by the assets or revenues of the
City, provided however, that the debt may be additionally secured
by a subordinate pledge of City sales tax revenues, if such addi
tional pledge is determined to be fiscally prudent by the City.
c. The District will continue in existence

after the annexation date to the extent necessary to adequately
provide for the payment of its financial obligations and outstand
ing bonds (including the new debt issued pursuant to this para
graph 3.C.), and will only be dissolved after payment of such ob
ligations and bonds. Each year until the District is dissolved,
the District shall, pursuant to the Special District Act, Sections
J21101 sea. C.R.S., or other applicable law, determine the

amgunt of money necessary to be raised by taxation to pay the
amounts due on the financial obligations and bonds of the Dis
trict, taking into account the other funds available as provided
in this Plan and Agreement, and fix and certify the levies neces
sary to raise such amount.

D. oftheDistrict

1. The real property of the District is described

on Exhibit District Real Property, and is hereafter called the
District real property. The Districts personal property is de
scribed on Exhibit District Perscnal Property, and is hereafter
called the District personal property. The Districts water

rights are described on Exhibit District Water Rights, and are
hereafter called the District water rights. Within ten days after
the annexation date, the District real property, personal proper
ty, and water rights will be transferred to the City, by appropri
ate deeds and bills of sale. The City shall be responsible for
preparing all necessary deeds, bills of sale and other documents
required by law to transfer the Districts property to it, and
shall bear all recording and other costs incurred with respect to
such transfer.

2. Immediately after the annexation date, the

City shall obtain an appraisal to be paid for by the District of
the value of the Districts office building and land upon which
the office building is located. The City shall thereafter use its
begt efforts to sell the office building and land upon which it is
located as scon as possible thereafter for the best price it can
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obtain in a reasonable period of time, provided, however, that the
gross sale price shall not be for less than 85% of the appraised
value.

3. Forthwith after the annexation date, the City

shall also use its best efforts to sell, for the best sale prices
it can obtain in a reasonable period of time, all of the rest of
the District real property and District personal property that the
City determines is not and will not be needed by the City to meet
ite obligations to the District and its residents under this Plan
and Agreement. Real property assets shall be appraised prior to
sale, and the gross sale price for real property shall not be less
than 85% of appraised value. No appraisals shall be required for
personal property which is sold. After this initial surplus real
and personal property is sold, the City shall, from time to time
until the Districts bonded indebtedness is paid off, examine the
remaining District real and personal property to determine whether
any additional real or personal property is not needed by the City
to meet its obligations hereunder, or to provide services to City
residents, and any such unneeded property shall be sold by the
City for the best sale prices it can obtain.

4. The District water rights will continue to be

used by the City to supply irrigation water to the Districts
residents. The City may sell any of the District water rights

that are not needed, and will not in the future be needed, to sup
ply irrigation water to the residents of the District. In deter
mining whether the water rights are or will be needed, the City
shall consider the amount of irrigation water that will be needed
if the District lands are fully developed. City reserves the

right to substitute other water or water rights so long as the
supply of water to the District residents is not diminished.

5. All of the net proceeds from the sale of the

District real property, personal property, and water rights pur
suant to the provisions of this Paragraph D. shall be applied by
the City in the manner specified in Paragraph 3.F., below.

E. andStandbyFees

1. As of November 15, 1991, the District

had cash on hand of approximately $752,400.00. The parties agree
that between the effective date of this Plan and Agreement and the
annexation date, the District will be prudent and conservative in
its expenditures. On the annexation date, the City and the
District will apply the cash of the District as follows:

a. All current debts and obligations of the

District, the settlement with CWCB, and all obligations of the
District to its employees for salaries and benefits, shall be paid
immediately after the annexation date.
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b. All amounts needed to perform any out

standing contracts of the District shall be commingled with other
funds. The City shall perform the Districts contractual obliga
tions.
c. All cash not needed for the purposes
stated in Subparagraphs l.a. and l.b., above, shall be applied by
the City in the manner specified in Paragraph 3.F., below.
d. The District agrees to take the necessary

actions under the Local Government Law of Colorado to make the
necessary budgetary transfers to allow the Districts cash to be
paid in accordance with the provisions of this Paragraph E.l.

2. fees Pursuant to District Resolution
and applicable statutes, the District assesses standby fees
against certain of the Distriect lands. As of October 31, 1991,
there remains approximately $181,396.00 in uncollected standby
fees. The City agrees to take such steps as are consistent with
good municipal and governmental practice to coll-ect those standby
fees and, to the extent that any standby fees are collected, the
City agrees to apply the net collections in the manner specified
in Paragraph J.F., below. Effective on the January lst after the
annexation date, future standby fees will be abolished.
F. ofAssetsandTaxestoPayDebt All
of the net proceeds from the sale of the District real property,
personal property, and water rights pursuant to the provisions of
Paragraph 3.D., all excess cash and net collections of standby
fees pursuant to Paragraph 3.E., and the net proceeds from the
sale of other assets pursuant to Paragraph 3.K.4., shall be
applied by the City as follows:
1. Prior to the issuance of new debt pursuant to
Paragraph 3.C.2.b., to reduce the principal amount of the new debt
to be issued; or
2. Subsequent to the issuance of such new debt,
to the reduction of principal and interest on the new debt, or, to
the reduction of subsequent ad valorem taxation.
Until such payments are made, the net proceeds
shall be held in a Bond Fund or similar account bearing interest
at prevailing market rates, and any interest earned shall also be
applied to the payments due. In addition, all money raised by
taxation of the taxable property in the District, pursuant to the
provisions of the Special District Act, C.R.S. 321101 sea.

and other application law, shall be applied to retire the Dis
tricts bonded indebtedness. As used in this paragraph, net pro
ceeds means the gross sale price of the property minus the rea
sonable costs of sale, including the costs of appraisal(s).
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C. oftheDistrict The contracts to which

the District is a party are listed on Exhibit District

Contracts, and are hereafter referred to as the District
contracts. Copies of all of the District contracts have been
prfvided to the City by the District. These contracts shall not
be assigned to the City, but shall remain in the name of the
District. However, the City agrees that the City Council, acting
as the Board of Directors of the District, shall cause the
District to fully perform all of the Districts obligations under
the District contracts. The City, on behalf of the District, may
terminate any of the District contracts pursuant to the terms of
those contracts.
H. oftheDistrict

1. The City will offer employment to the follow

ing District employee who is employed by the District on the ef
fective date of this Plan and Agreement: Leonard N. Speakman.
This employee meets the minimum City qualifications. The City
will offer this employee a position similar to the position he now
holds with the District, with a starting date of the annexation
date. As a City employee, he will be subject to the Citys
personnel policies and will receive benefits as do other classi
fied employees of the City. The job classification and pay of
such employees within the City system will be in accordance with
the duties and responsibilities assigned, but in any case will be
essentially equivalent to the duties and pay he currently receives
as an employee of the District. Said employee shall be treated as
having been terminated in the District and as a new employee by
the City.

2. The employment of all of the Districts em
ployees will be terminated on the annexation date. Benefits will
be paid to these employees in accordance with the policies adopted
by the Board, a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit
District Benefits.

I. LecrallLiabilitiesoftheDistrict The Dis

trict represents that as of the date it approved this Plan and
Agreement, no notices of claim had been filed against the District
or any of its employees under the Colorado Governmental Immunity
Act, C.R.S5. 24-10-101 sea The City will cause an independent
audit of the Districts books, finances, and affairs to be per
formed at the Districts expense once the Districts electors have
approved this Plan and Agreement in order to be certain that the
fiscal and other assumptions are valid.

J. oftheDistrict The elected Beocard of

Directors will continue in office and will manage the affairs of
the District, consistent with the terms of this Plan and Agree
ment, until the annexation date. On and after the annexation
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date, the District will continue in existence for the sole pur
pose of the payment of its outstanding financial obligations and
to continue with such contracts as the City deems appropriate,
with the City Council serving as the board of directors of the
District pursuant to C.R.S. 32-1707, and it will be dissolved
when its outstanding financial obligations are fully satisfied.
On and after the annexation date, the District shall take no
actions nor shall it incur any debts or other obligations except
those actions, obligations, or debts required to comply with this
Plan and Agreement, with applicable law, and with any appropriate
orders entered by the District Court in the dissolution action.
K.

1. Taxes, standby fees and other debt and
obligations owed to the District as of the annexation date will
not be affected by this Plan and Agreement, the filing of a peti
tion for dissclution by the District, the entry of a dissolution
order by the District Court, the approval of this Plan and Agree
ment by the Districts electors, or the annexation of the District
lands by the City.
2. The City will provide errors and omissions and
general liability coverage for the District on and after the an
nexation date, on the same basis and subject to the same condi
tions, exclusions, and terms provided by the Citys insurance,
which presently is offered through the Colorado Intergovernmental
Risk Sharing Agency.

3. For the purposes of this paragraph only, the
parties agree that this Plan and Agreement is entered into not
only for the benefit of the City and the District, but also for
the benefit of the present and future residents of the District.
Accordingly, the parties agree that the Citys duties and obliga
tions under this Plan and Agreement may be enforced by any person
whe is an elector of the District at the time such enforcement ac
tion is commenced, provided such enforcement action is commenced
within the following time limits:

{a) At any time prior to the final dissolu

tion of the District, as provided in Paragraph 3.J.,above, with
respect to an action commenced to enforce the provisions of Para
graphs 3.A.3.c¢, 3.A.5.b, 3.C., 3.D., 3.E., 3.F., 3.J., 3.K.Z2.,
and/or 3.K.4.

(bY At any time within five years after the
annexation date, with respect to any obligations or duties of the
City under this Plan and Agreement other than those listed in the
preceding paragraph.
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4. If the District should obtain or receive any
property, cash, or other assets after the annexation date from any
source whatsoever, other than those identified in this Plan and
Agreement, the District shall convey such assets to the City. The
City shall sell any such assets which are not needed to comply
with its obligations under this Plan and Agreement, and shall hold
and apply the net proceeds and any cash received in the manner
provided in Paragraph 3.F., above.

5. Prior to any dissolution election ordered by
the District Court in the dissolution action, this Plan and
Agreement can be amended by the mutual agreement of the Board and
the City Council. After the holding of a dissolution election,
this Plan and Agreement can only be amended with the approval of
the City Council and with the approval of the District Court judge
in the dissolution proceeding, after a hearing held with notice to
the residents of the District given in such manner as the Jjudge
deems appropriate.

6. Any bonds, filing fees, or other fees required
by statute or ordinance to be deposited or paid in connection with
the dissolution or annexation of the District shall be deposited
or paid by the City.
7. Nothing in this Plan and Agreement shall be
construed to mean that the City Council must continue the levels
and types of services to the residents of the District in the
idgntical manner and to the identical extent as is presently
provided or as is provided for herein. Not withstanding the
provisions of this agreement, after dissolution, the City will
provide the residents of the District the same municipal services
on the same general terms and conditions as residents in the rest
of the City receive.
8. The effective date of this Plan and Agreement
shall be the later of the date this Plan and Agreement is approved
by the Board or by the City Council.
This Plan and Agreement shall be binding upon
the parties as of the effective date, provided, however, that this
Plan and Agreement shall be void and of no force and effect, and
the dissolution action shall be dismissed, upon the occurrence of
any of the following:

a. The District Court dismisses the petition

for dissolution filed in the dissolution action or otherwise does
not order a dissolution election;
b. The Districts electors do not approve

the dissolution of the District in accordance with the Plan and
Agreement at an election called for such purpose;
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C. The City Council does not adopt an ordi
nance annexing the District lands on the terms and conditions set
forth in this Plan and BRgreement; or

d. The ordinance annexing the District lands

is voided by final judgment of a court with Jjurisdiction after dju
dicial review of the annexation ordinance.
Any approval of this Plan and Agreement by the

Districts electors at an election called for such purpose shall
be subject to the above conditions. Any dissolution order entered
by the District Court pursuant to Section 32-1-707, C.R.S., may
contain provisions which specify that the District will not be
dissolved if any of the above conditions occur, and allowing the
Collrt to dismiss the dissolution action if any of the above condi
tions occur.

9. The District and the City agree to execute

such additional documents, and take such additional actions, as
may be necessary to fulfill the intent and purposes of this Plan
and Agreement.
Approved this day of 199, by the Board of

Directors of the Ridges MetropolitZAn District.

K-;

Pesidenté6ftheSord

Approved this day 4AZ 199 I..., by the City
CounciloftheCityofGrandJunction.

President of he Council
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Attach W-3
Strategic Plan Update

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
Subject Strategic Plan Update
Meeting Date 17July 2006
Date Prepared 13 July 2006
Author David Varley Interim City Manager
Presenter Name David Varley Interim City Manager
Report re_sults back No X Yes | When
to Council
Citizen Presentation Yes | X No | Name
Individual
X | Workshop Formal Agenda Consent Consideration
Summary:

City Council discussion of the next Strategic Plan Update

Budget:
Depends on the process to be chosen. (The 2006 budget contains funds earmarked for
this update.)

Action Requested/Recommendation:
City Council discussion of the process to be followed for the 2007/8 update of the
Strategic Plan and direction to staff so they can prepare for this update.

Attachments:
1) Memo concerning process to update the Strategic Plan: Page 2
2) Proposal for Plan Update by KezziahWatkins: Page 4
3) Telephone survey used for the first two Strategic Plans: Page 9
4) List of Valley Vision 2020 Committee Members: Page 15
5) Grand Valley Vision 20/20 Statement: Page16
6) Grand Valley Vision 20/20 Executive Summary Page 17

Background Information:

City Council adopted its first Strategic Plan in January 2002. The Plan was designed to
be reviewed and updated every two. To keep on schedule we need to begin work on the
2007/8 Plan very soon. The attached information is for Council discussion in order to
decide on the process to follow for this Plan Update. (We have included quite a bit of
material which looks a little overwhelming but we think it will the discussion to have
some information from the Vision 20/20 Plan as it was discussed at the May workshop.)
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TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM: David Varley, Interim City Manager
DATE: 13 July 2006
SUBJECT: Strategic Plan Update for 2007/8

For the past several years the City has started work on the update to its Strategic Plan
around this time of year. In order to help facilitate the next update process Council
received a report in March that detailed the progress of all of the Objectives in the
current Strategic Plan. Many of the Objectives have been completed while others are
still in the process of being completed or are ongoing in nature. Also, Council discussed
how to proceed with the next update at their workshop meeting on 01 May 2006.

When developing the first Plan we reviewed more than thirteen strategic-type plans
from various governments and/or agencies in the Valley. The purpose was to identify
consistent themes in these plans in order to focus on the critical issues facing the Grand
Valley. At the beginning of the Plan we also stated that the Plan was intended to build
on, but not be limited by, the broad Grand Valley Vision 20/20 Plan. We also made it
clear that the overriding commitment in the Plan was the City’s continued support of the
strong services and programs residents expect from the City and the superior service
standards the City expects of itself.

The first Strategic Plan was developed during 2001 and adopted by City Council in
January 2002. The second installment of the Strategic Plan was developed during 2004
and adopted by Council in January 2005. The development of the original Plan resulted
in six “Solution Areas” which cover a range of priority topics to be addressed during the
life of the Plan.

Both the initial development of the Plan and the subsequent update followed a similar
process. This process included discussion of the six Solution Areas and the subsequent
objectives, a statistically valid citizen telephone survey to measure citizen priorities,
eight neighborhood meetings to discuss the Plan with our citizens, a televised
presentation of the plan, adoption of the Plan by Council Resolution and publication of
the Plan in a handy booklet size. The Plan was also posted on the internet.

To stay fairly close to our previous Plan schedules Council discussed the Plan and the
update process at the May workshop. Several suggestions were made about how to
proceed with the Plan and how it might be changed and improved. There was general
consensus that it is time to make a few changes to the process and to the Plan itself.
Council also discussed the idea of making the Plan more focused and more tightly
defined. One idea was to develop the top three to four priorities under each Solution
Area and focus on these during the next two year cycle.

Another suggestion was to make the Plan more “open ended” and more similar to a mini
Vision 20/20 Plan. It was also suggested that the Vision be presented to our citizens in
order to get their input at an earlier stage in the process and to make sure we were
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actually reflecting the desires/vision of the community. The idea was to try and get the
community’s vision for the future of the City and the surrounding valley. Another
suggestion was to reconvene the original Vision 20/20 Committee and ask for their help
and input.

After the Council discussion at the May workshop, staff contacted two other/different
consultants to see if they were interested and willing to submit a proposed plan or scope
of work. We also discussed suggested Plan and process changes with the consultant
we used for the first two Plans which is the firm of KezziahWatkins.

One of the consultants (Four Corners Management Systems) submitted a proposal but
it is geared more toward facilitation and team building. Staff recommends that this firm
be considered for a future team building process instead of helping with the Strategic
Plan Update. Their proposal discusses issues such as organizational cultures,
organizational culture and change management, board/council governance and
dynamics, decision making, the role of board or council members and other topics that
could be very useful for a Council retreat or team building session.

The other firm we contacted has a different focus or expertise and does not appear to
be interested in this type of work right now.

KezziahWatkins submitted a proposal and staff suggests that Council review this
proposal, make any desired changes or modifications to the proposal and then engage
this firm to help us with this current update. We believe that this firm can make the
desired changes to the process for this update and address the issues raised by
Council. We also think there is some value in continuity by using the same firm that we
have used before. They have a good background with our plan, they have reviewed
numerous other plans from Grand Valley organizations and they are very receptive to
making changes to the process so it won’t be exactly the same as it was for the first two
Plans.

When staff discussed this with KezziahWatkins we emphasized the suggestions offered
by Council at the May workshop and their proposal reflects these suggestions. As you
review their proposal you will see the changes that have been made and staff will
review these at the workshop on Monday night. Two of the main changes include
involving the original Vision 20/20 team and using community roundtables or focus
groups to better gauge our citizens’ vision for the future of our community.

The highlighted areas in the proposal are some of the issues that require additional
scrutiny, discussion and direction. Also, to help us review the original 20/20 Plan we
have included its Summary Statement (Page 16) and its Executive Summary (Page 17).

|

KEZZIAHWATKINS
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City of Grand Junction Strategic Plan Update

Proposed Scope of Work and Services

Background and Purpose

The City of Grand Junction currently operates with the guidance of a 10-year Strategic Plan
created and adopted in 2002 and consistently monitored and updated since then.

The initial 2002 plan was crafted through a comprehensive process that included:

An initial scan of all current relevant planning documents, including those internal to
the City organization as well as those from Mesa County and other community
agencies, and including the then-recent “A Community Vision for the Year 2020”;

The development of a clear Statement of Mission and the incorporation of values
developed by City employees;

A baseline of citizen perceptions about City issues and services established through a
statistically representative random sample telephone survey;

The identification and examination of critical issues facing the City and region;

Envisioning the resolution of those issues by establishing six long-range Solution Areas;

The development of shorter-term Goals and Objectives to ensure progress toward each
Solution.

It’s time now for a fresh look as the City undertakes the next two-year Update to the
Strategic Plan, building on the original data and work of the Council / Administrative Staff
Strategic Plan Team.

Proposed Approach

Building on our prior work with the City of Grand Junction, KezziahWatkins welcomes the
opportunity to propose a course of action that is designed to produce a Plan Update that is
both highly focused on City priorities and reflective of community beliefs. There are five
basic components to our recommended approach:
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Because fundamental ideals are unlikely to change over the course of 10 years, we
recommend that the Statement of Mission and related Values continue to serve as
guiding principles for the Plan Update;

. To check assumptions about the City’s role in achieving the 2020 Vision for the Valley,

it will be important to engage the community in discussion about the future, the issues
they see as critical to that future, particularly as they pertain to the City organization,
and the constructive role they expect the City to play in resolving those issues -
ranging from service provision to policy leadership to partnering with appropriate
community agencies. In addition, it will be important to test the existing Plan’s
Solution Areas with Grand Junction residents, particularly in light of the results of
these community discussions;

. There is an opportunity to track any changes in residents’ perceptions and attitudes
through an update of the original baseline random sample telephone survey. While
KezziahWatkins does not consider it an essential element of this Plan Update, and
possible to postpone until the next formal Update, it could be helpful in providing
additional trending data, if the budget allows;

In developing its initial plan in 2002, the City deliberately chose a strategic, rather
than an operational plan, meaning that the Plan’s focus is on policy initiatives rather
than on day-to-day ongoing services. KezziahWatkins recommends that the Plan and
its Update be evaluated to make sure that any initiatives that have now become
“operational” can move to direct implementation and no longer need to be included
as policy initiatives. The result will be a Plan that is streamlined and focused, making
tracking progress easier to accomplish.

. The Update project schedule needs to allow sufficient time for every member of the
Strategic Plan Team to review and reflect on proposed revisions. KezziahWatkins will
design Team work sessions to ensure that all proposed Plan revisions will include
review, discussion and agreement by the full Team before any Plan revision is made.

Proposed Process Steps and Schedule

Alternating between internal Plan development with the Strategic Plan Team, composed of
members of Council and the Administrative Staff, and outreach to the community,
KezziahWatkins recommends the following process steps:

Step One - Planning

June, 2006

. A meeting between the Grand Junction City Council and the Valley Vision 2020
Committee (member list on page 15) to provide a progress report on the City’s current
Strategic Plan and its process to develop a 2006 Plan Update.
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2. Aninitial meeting with KezziahWatkins and the Strategic Plan Team to:

- review / revise / confirm the proposed Plan Update intent, time frame, and
process steps and schedule;
decide whether to include an update of the random sample telephone survey;
confirm the scope of the Plan document, focusing on whether to include
ongoing operational goals and objectives or whether to limit it to policy
initiative goals and objectives only;

- suggest resources for the steps to follow, including optimum venues and
participants for the Community Roundtables (description follows);

- review / revise / confirm discussion topics for the Community Roundtables;

- review / suggest revisions to the 2004 survey instrument, if the decision is to
proceed with the telephone survey.

Step Two - Community Research July -
August, 2006

1. Community Roundtables
A series of eight focus groups to be held in diverse geographic locations
encouraging a mix of participants by age, gender and interest. The purpose of
these groups is to probe in greater depth residents’ attitudes and beliefs about the
future of the Valley and the City of Grand Junction in particular, emphasizing the
City organization’s role in achieving the desired future. Focus groups are reliable
indicators of perceptions and beliefs held by a larger population. KezziahWatkins
highly recommends focus group research as an invaluable tool in providing
residents’ insight and direction as the Strategic Plan Team crafts the 2006 Plan
Update.

2. Random Sample Telephone Survey (optional) (Page 9)
An update of the random sample telephone baseline survey conducted in 2002 and
again in 2004 would allow the Strategic Plan Team to identify and track trends in
citizens’ concerns and attitudes over time. While survey methodology does not
allow the give-and-take of a focus group discussion, it could provide additional
data for the City. Alternatively, it’s possible to delay a survey update until the
next formal Plan Update, likely to occur in 2008.

Step Three - Plan Update Development August - November, 2006

1. Strategic Plan Team Working Sessions
The Strategic Plan Team will meet at a series of consultant-facilitated sessions to:
- review the results of the roundtables and the survey (if the survey is
conducted); and
- integrate the community’s priorities into the Strategic Plan Update, beginning
with the broad Solution Areas, then moving to Goals and Objectives.

2. Neighborhood Meetings
The traditional late summer / early fall neighborhood meetings will be scheduled
to allow members of Council and senior staff to attend, addressing concerns
particular to each neighborhood as well as reviewing the Plan Update’s Solution
Areas and Goals, asking for residents’ responses.

3. A Review and Analysis of Plan Scope

Page 51 of 64



KezziahWatkins will develop and review a draft Plan Update, recommending
appropriate consolidation or division of the Plan document so that it is both
focused and manageable. Recommended revisions will be forwarded to the
Strategic Plan Team for consideration prior to a working session at which they will
be reviewed and revised as needed.

4. Final Discussion / Revision / Confirmation of Plan Update
One to two facilitated sessions with the Strategic Plan Team will be held to
consider revisions to the draft Plan Update, taking into account responses from the
neighborhood meetings and any other community contacts as well as careful
consideration of the views of City Council members before the Strategic Plan Team
makes decisions about final Plan revisions.

Step Four - Plan Adoption

December, 2006

Council will formally adopt the Strategic Plan Update as a matter of business, as
appropriate.

Scope of Services

» Preparation of all Strategic Plan Team session agendas and materials
= Facilitation of all Team sessions

» Documentation of Plan decisions from all Team sessions

= Assistance with recruitment of Community Roundtable participants

» Development of the Roundtable discussion guide and facilitation and documentation of
eight Roundtable sessions

= Preparation of a comprehensive and summary report of the Roundtable discussions
* Preparation of an agenda and response form for neighborhood cluster meetings

= Preparation of an digital version of the draft Plan

» Preparation of an digital version of the final Plan document

= (Optional) Oversight of the work of a professional telephone survey firm as a

subcontractor to conduct a random sample telephone survey and prepare a
comprehensive report of survey findings

Fees and Costs
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Step One - Planning
S 2,100

Step Two - Community Research
16,700
telephone survey) $ 25,900

Step Three - Plan Update Development
$ 11,000

telephone survey)$ 29,800

survey) $ 39,000

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this proposal.

(without telephone survey) $

(with

Total (without

Total (with telephone
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Telephone Survey: City of Grand Junction — Strategic Plan 2005-2006
Draft 4 - July 28 - Final

Hello. I'm from Dan Jones & Associates, an independent public opinion research
firm. We are conducting an opinion survey for the City of Grand Junction. The purpose
of the research is to get resident's ideas about the future of their community. May | speak
with someone age 18 or older?

1. What is your zip code? (CHECK ZIP CODE)

81501 (49%)

81503 (Orchard Mesa / Redlands / Riverside) (18%)
81504 (2%)

81505 (10%)

81506 (21%)

AN

2. How would you rate Grand Junction as a place to live?

Excellent
Very good
Good

Only fair
Poor

Don’t know

OO WN -

3. Why do you rate Grand Junction that way?

4. What do you like most about living in Grand Junction?

5. And, what do you like least about living in Grand Junction?

6. What would you consider to be the most important issue facing Grand Junction
today?

7. What other important issues are facing Grand Junction?

Please tell me how concerned you are about each of the following issues in Grand
Junction... using a 1-7 scale, with one meaning "not at all concerned" and seven meaning
"very concerned."

Not at all Very Dont
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concerned concerned

know (VOL)
*8. neighborhoods in general: 1 2 4 5 6 7
*9. neighborhood parks: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. population growth: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. air quality: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. a safe healthy environment for youth: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. a small town atmosphere: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. the local economy: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*15. open-spaces: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*16. agricultural lands: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. the transportation system: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18. affordable housing: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
19. physical appearance of Grand Junction: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*20. culture and arts: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
21. the transient population in Grand Junction: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Now, a few questions about some specific subjects...

22. How would you describe the "ideal" neighborhood - that is - what things would make
it good?

(YOUTH)

23. The City of Grand Junction has recently formed a Youth Council. What activities,
issues, or projects would you like to see them working on?

24. Would you like to see more youth programs or activities implemented in Grand
Junction?

Definitely

Probably

Neutral / don’t care either way
Probably not

Definitely not

Don’t know (VOL)

OO WN -

25. IF YES, What would you like to see implemented?

(BALANCING GROWTH/HERITAGE)
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26. In your opinion, does Grand Junction have a small town feel?

OO WN -

Definitely

Probably

Neutral / don’t care either way
Probably not

Definitely not

Don’t know (VOL)

27. |F DEFINITELY / PROBABLY: What kinds of things give it that feel?

28. |F DEFINITELY NOT/ PROBABLY NOT: What kinds of things detract from it?

29. As Grand Junction grows it will be increasingly difficult to maintain a small-town feel and
character. How important is it to you that Grand Junction have that small-town character?

A OwON-=-

(ECONOMY)

Very important
Somewhat important
Not very important
Not at all important
Don't know (VOL)

Now a couple of question about business and economy in Grand Junction...

30. How would you rate the overall economy of Grand Junction? Would you say itis...?

AN

Excellent

Good

Fair

Poor

Don't know (VOL)
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31. In your opinion, should the City of Grand Junction work to promote better paying jobs
in Grand Junction?

Definitely
Probably
Probably not
Definitely not
Don’t know (VOL)

A OWON -

(TRANSPORTATION)

Now a few questions about transportation issues...

32.

What concerns you the most about transportation in Grand Junction?

How would you rate Grand Junction on the following:

33.
34.
35.

36.

37.

Don't

Poor Fair Good Excellent know
Pedestrian system (sidewalks & walking paths): 1 2 3 4
Bus system: 1 2 3 4 5
Bicycle system: 1 2 3 4 5

Overall, how satisfied are you with the road system in Grand Junction?

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Not very satisfied
Not at all satisfied
Don't know (VOL)

A wWON -

What specific things could the City do to improve transportation for the future?

(HOUSING)

The next couple of questions are about housing in Grand Junction...

38.

In your opinion, is there adequate affordable housing in Grand Junction?

Definitely
Probably
Probably not
Definitely not
Don't know (VOL)

AL wON -

39. Should the City of Grand Junction work to promote affordable housing for the
citizens of Grand Junction?
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1 Yes
2 No
3 Don’t know (VOL)

40. Should the City of Grand Junction develop programs to assist it's neighborhoods?

Definitely

Probably

Neutral / don’t care either way
Probably not

Definitely not

Don’t know (VOL)

O, WN-=-

41. IF DEFINITELY / PROBABLY: What types of programs should be developed?

(BEAUTIFUL CITY)

42. Grand Junction has grown substantially over the past 10 years. Overall, would you
say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the aesthetic appearance of the City?

1 Very satisfied

2 Somewhat satisfied

3 Somewnhat dissatisfied
4 Very dissatisfied

5 Don't know (VOL)

43. What things do you feel could be done to improve the appearance of the city — what
would make it a more beautiful city?

Now, some questions that will help us analyze the data...
44. Gender: (DO NOT ASK)

1 Male
2 Female
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45. Into which of the following age categories do you fit?

1 18-24  (12%)

2 25-34  (15%)

3 35-44  (19%)

4 45-54  (18%)

5 55-64  (12%)

6 65-74 (11%)

7 75 orover (13%)
8 Refuse (VOL)

46. How long have you lived in Grand Junction?

Less than 2 years
3-5 years

6-10 years

11-20 years

21 or more years
Refuse (VOL)

OO WN -

47. Are there children under 18 years living in this household?

1 Yes
2 No
3 Don't know (VOL)

48. Do you have children or grandchildren in the following age categories living in Grand

Junction?
YES NO
Under 5 1 2
6-12 1 2
13-18 1 2

Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions.
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VISION 20/20 STEERING COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Name

Business

Robert Bray

Bray & Company

\ Brian Mahoney

| Moody-Valley Ins.

‘ Sally Schaefer \ Hilltop

\ Rebecca Frank \

| Bill Petty | Wells Fargo

\ Rich Baca \ Mesa State College
\ David Ahuero \

\ Dan Prinster

\ St. Mary’s Hospital

\ Steve Meyer

\ Shaw Construction

Mike Gallagher | Mesa State College
Lyle Baldwin
City of Fruita
Jeannine Opsal
Palisade
STAFF
Elizabeth Rowan Mesa County
\ David Varley \ City of Grand Junction
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Grand Valley Vision 20/20 Statement

It is the year 2020 and the Grand Valley is a distinctive geographic area with a
sustainable unity of the physical, social, and economic environments. Agriculture is
flourishing due to honoring the natural wealth of the landscape within which the valley,
its discrete communities, and wildlife thrive. Innovative talents, born out of the historic
roots of isolation have fostered and developed an atmosphere where civic
entrepreneurs are thriving. The economy is diversified and self-sufficient, architecturally
unique villages with parks and other friendly areas necessary for healthy living dot the
landscape. Today people make a living wage and salary thereby providing time and
resources for the continued enrichment of life for individuals, families, elderly and
minorities. Civic stewardship based on strong, healthy neighborhoods, where citizens
generate their energy, has produced a livable environment no longer dependent on cars
as a sole source for moving people, with foot and bike trails from Palisade to Fruita (the
rule still applies that people can travel to anyplace in the valley within 15 minutes).

The valley’s current state of health is evidenced by the following: What was Mesa State
College is now a University and is nationally recognized for its cutting edge curriculums,
events center, and research activities. The University acts as a magnet for attracting
intellectual capital, that in turn generates new opportunities for diversified prosperity
compatible with, and improving upon, our natural and human landscape. Health care
delivery including affordability and accessibility is recognized as a model for the nation.
Medical research centers in collaboration with Mesa State University and other
international health science centers, attract top professionals and practitioners to the
Valley. The riverfronts are beautiful and accessible, providing continuity and integration
with the flourishing downtowns where historic districts, buildings and gathering places
provide a wonderful variety and elegance for the enjoyment and interaction of our
residents and visitors. Equitable access to government and institutions has been
insured with the various governments, individually and cooperatively, facilitating citizen
partnerships to resolve issues, run projects and create programs, producing citizen
ownership in governance, reducing the need to govern through regulations.

The Grand Valley commits to carry on this journey to “grow our own” future that has
guided us to this long-term stability of our people and individual communities. We will
continue to be a valley of spiritual strength, as evidenced by the number of churches
and our inspirational setting. We who are here and those who will join us can be
assured that the Grand Valley will persist in building a future of promise, caring, and
opportunity for ourselves, our children, and our grandchildren. We are an example to
communities around the world who look for inspiration to ensure that their environments
are in productive harmony with the natural riches that sustain us.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Major Findings from the Fieldwork

Centrally located between Denver and Salt Lake City, Grand Valley’s growth was
shaped by its geographic isolation. The early settlers created and grew their own
institutions and gave birth to a set of strengths that are embedded in the fabric of the
Valley’s culture to this day. Three major strengths of the people are as follows:

Resilience: The ability of citizens to recover their strengths, spirits, and good humor
quickly after the boom and bust of wild card economies is the best evidence of Grand
Valley’s resilience.

Self-Sufficiency: The settlers of the Grand Valley had to make do with whatever
resources the Grand Valley had to offer them in order to survive and progress.

Caretaking: A natural and organic function of a healthy community is its members’
ability to care for one another. This has been a historically great strength of the people
of the Grand Valley mainly due to its geographic isolation and intimacy of place. JKA
team members found that caretaking remains a strong asset in the present-day Grand
Valley.

Three major strengths of the community are as follows:

Absorption: Absorption is the ability of individuals and the community to incorporate
changes and impacts in a manner that does not result in the disruption of the natural
social system. New services and industries coming into town can be brought into
alignment with the strengths of the community, and, therefore, are absorbed into the
culture.

Adaptability: Adaptability is the community’s ability to diversify, incorporate and
respond to shifts and changes in its external environment in order to survive and remain
healthy. By being adaptive, changes that strengthen the existing community are
accommodated while potential disruptive elements are rejected.

Stabilization: Stabilization is the dynamic process in which a community has the

capacity to maintain a physical, social and economic balance in a manner consistent
with its underlying culture.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (cont.)
Major Recommendations for Achieving the Vision
Five key strategies are discussed in Part Two. Briefly summarized, they are ...

Honor Civic Protocols: A civic protocol is the respect people assign to the geographic
area within which they live or the courtesies of precedence that people assign within
their culture. Hence, respecting cultural values is a function of civic protocol. A
protocol is “place-based” and is created and owned by the people of that place. Civic
protocols are often violated when people unfamiliar with the local culture view this
culture from their perspective and self-benefit rather than from the perspective of the
people who “own” the protocol.

Build Capacity: Capacity is the ability of individuals, networks and groups to create,
participate in, and absorb events that affect one’s life.

Develop Social Capital: Social capital is the continued accumulation of public good
that results when citizens engage the events and issues that surround them in a manner
that produces confidence, caretaking, equity, choice, relaxation and cohesiveness
through face-to-face interaction.

Enhance Diversity: Three main types of diversity were found in the Grand Valley.
They are: (1) social, which ensures the presence and interaction with people who are
unique; (2) economic, which ensures that there are opportunities to function at one’s full
potential; and (3) natural, which provides various landscape forms with which people
can interact through work and play.

Ensure Predictability: Predictability is the ability to anticipate and plan for the future.

These strategies should be considered sequentially in application. The following
questions need to be asked: are there civic protocols that need to be honored in order
to develop a cooperative spirit? Does capacity (citizen, business and governmental)
have to be built in order to solve this issue? Does the action build social capital?
Enhance diversity? Ensure predictability?

The first three strategies are building blocks. The remaining two strategies, enhance

diversity and ensure predictability, are key to making decisions that increase
participation and ownership in civic life by the people in the Grand Valley.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (cont.)
Alignment Actions

In developing the Model of the Grand Valley (Figure One), the major findings are the
strengths. The major recommendations are the strategies. The third major leg in this
triad is recommended actions. These elements are all represented in the Grand Valley
Model presented immediately after this section (and again at the end of Part Two as a
summary of the report). The model serves as an outline--a guide for the body of the
report.

The action component, described here as Alignment Actions, provides a road map for
getting from here to there - setting the stage for implementation of the strategies to
achieve the vision. Vision and strategies represent intention. Action is carried out
through issue resolution, projects, policies, and programs. The Grand Valley will be
most successful in realizing its vision when there is alignment between intention and
action. The recommended action levels are:

Remove barriers: picking the low hanging fruit, thus freeing energy. Low hanging fruit
refers to the relatively straightforward issues that have not been resolved in the normal
course of events and have thus become the focus of citizen frustration. These issues
tend to grow in their perceived importance until they consume much of the citizens’
mental and emotional energy. See the Alignment Actions section in Part Two for more
description.

Generate momentum: supporting citizens in resolving issues. The optimal action for
building positive momentum is to deal with issues at their emerging or existing stages in
the informal systems; assist the citizens to resolve their own issues. This usually calls
for some level of government and/or organizational facilitation and expenses are often
manageable at this early stage. When the momentum is encouraged in this manner the
people know they are taking charge of their own destiny and they perceive
government/organizations as being responsive to their issues. See the Alignment
Actions section in Part Two for more detail.

Engage: opportunities for involvement through cooperative effort. Cooperative
endeavors are a level of action where different entities can be more effective by working
together rather than separately. The cooperative endeavor requires a level of trust with
each entity doing its share. These endeavors may be between citizens and business,
government and citizens, etc. See the Alignment Actions section in Part Two for more
detail.

Integrate: citizen ownership through stewardship activities. After citizens and
governments/organizations have been mobilized into action to resolve an issue, it is
often best for the governments and other formal groups to let go of the project and
participate only in a monitoring and advisory role. See the Alignment Actions Section in
Part Two for more detail.
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