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INTRODUCTION 

Providing public services and related 

facilities is a primary responsibility 

of the Grand Junction City Government. 

These facilities and services are funda-

mental elements in providing for the 

health, safety, and welfare of the com-

munity. Public facilities and services 

represent the major portion of the Grand 

Junction capital investments, capital 

improvements program, and annual City 

budget. 

Public facilities and services not only 

affect our quality of life, but the 

quality and quantity of growth in Grand 

Junction. 	Development in Grand Junction 

is determined by land use; that is, how 

people use the land. This, in turn, is 

significantly determined by the public 

facilities and'services available. The 

relationship between land use, the pub-

lic facilities and services provided by 

Grand Junction, other utilities, and 

where each is provided will strongly 

shape and influence the future of Grand 

Junction. 

This chapter will discuss these rela-

tionships as well as the public services 

provided in Grand Junction including 

water, 	sewer, 	drainage, 	irrigation, 

solid waste, police and fire protection. 

and related public buildings. 	It will 

also address the major issues facing the 

City and develop policies to be followed 

in the future. These policies will 

provide guidance for how and where Grand 

Junction grows in the future. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
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SEWER 

INTRODUCTION 

Sewer service in the Grand Junction 

Comprehensive Planning Area is provided 

by a variety of wastewater treatment 

plants and individual septic systems. 

The City of Grand Junction and several 

sanitation districts are served by the 

Persigo Wash Wastewater Treatment Plant 

which is the primary wastewater treat-

ment facility for the Grand Junc- 

tion/Mesa County 201 Service Area. 	For 

the boundary of the 201 Service Area, 

see Map 12-3. 

Background 

In February, 1984, the Persigo Wash 

Wastewater Treatment Plant came on-line. 

The plant is located at the west end of 

the 201 boundary on the Persigo Wash and 

is projected to provide quality sewer 

treatment for the 201 Service Area until 

the year 2000. Then, with the designed 

expansion capabilities, the plant will 

safely serve the full build-out popula-

tion of the 201 Service Area of 190,000 

people. 

Collection and Treatment System. 	The 

201 Service Area covers the City of 

Grand Junction, the Ridges Metropolitan 

District, the Orchard Mesa Metropolitan 

District, the Fruitvale and the Central 

Grand Valley Sanitation Districts. 	Also 

included are many smaller collection 

systems. The total service area is 

approximately 40,000 acres. 

Capital Improvements Program:  Grand 

Junction has been implementing portions 

of the 201 Plan such as installing in-

terceptors to connect to the Persigo 

Wastewater Treatment Plant. Equipment 

purchases and additional personnel have 

been planned in conjunction with the 

operation of the Persigo Plant through 

1990. 

Now that the Persigo Plant is on-line, 

the Horizon Drive and Scenic School 

Interceptors will be constructed for an 

estimated tentative cost of $3.3 mil- 

lion. 	The Plant is scheduled for expan- 

sion in 1990. 

Management Policies: 	By agreement with 

Mesa County (owner of the Persigo Wash 

Wastewater Treatment Plant and current 

EPA Grantee), the City of Grand Junction 

(as co-owner of the Plant site and as 

former EPA Grantee) is the designated 

Manager/Operator for the Persigo Plant. 

City of Grand Junction 	 The City has full responsibility for 

both the National Pollutant Discharge 

Area Served: 	The City of Grand Junction 	Elimination System Permit and grant 

is the lead agency for the Persigo Wash 	compliance. 
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The City of Grand Junction exercises the 

power to approve, condition, or deny any 

new sewer connection within the 201 

Service Area boundary. This power is 

exercised by requiring "sewer clearance" 

by the City Utilities Department prior 

to the issuance of any building permit 

required by the City or County, or sim-

ply by payment of sewer tap fees prior 

to conversion from septic systems. 

In addition, by agreement with Mesa 

County, developments outside of Grand 

Junction but within two miles of the 

City limits are required to either annex 

to the City or provide a Power of Attor-

ney Annexation Commitment as considera-

tion for being permitted on the Persigo 

System. The Power of Attorney allows 

annexation when the parcel is eligible. 

The Persigo Plant will operate under the 

City Sewer Fund which is a discrete and 

self-sustaining fund whereby revenues 

(through tap fees and service charges) 

are set by the City, County, and the 

connector districts in order to meet but 

not exceed the City expenses incurred on 

behalf of all sewer customers. The 

Sewer Fund budget is set annually by the 

City Utilities Department and is adopted 

by the City Council and Mesa County 

Commissioners. All non-city charges are 

scaled to the City rate. 

By agreement with connector districts, 

the City establishes a base rate. 	The 

actual rates for a particular district 

depend upon responsibility for mainten-

ance, collection system installation and 

rehabilitation, and other factors. 

The City has not allocated to the con-

nector districts specific volumes of 

sewage which it will transmit through 

its collection system or accept at the 

Persigo Plant nor has it allocated spe-

cific percentages of treatment capacity. 

At present, the only limitations are 

physical and are determined by the size 

of the connecting interceptors and their 

maximum flow rates. 	In the future, per- 

manent interceptor flow monitoring sites 

will be established at locations to be 

identified in the Grand Junction Sewer  
System Analysis. 	Until such time as 

collector or treatment capacity is ap-

proached, there are no plans to allocate 

sewage volumes or treatment capacity to 

the connectors. 

Both the billing program and the devel-

opment process dictate direct contact 

for good relationships between the City, 

as Manager/Operator, and the sewage 

customers in the Persigo 201 Service 

Area. Relationships with connector dis-

tricts will focus primarily upon rate 

structures, maintenance, pretreatment 

program development, and reduction of 

both groundwater infiltration and storm-

water inflow. 
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The City of Grand Junction has developed 

the Industrial Pretreatment Program 

which will require expansion of its 

current authority to enable it to physi-

cally interact directly with significant 
industrial contributors in any connector 

jurisdiction. The operating agreements 

with connector districts are currently 

being reevaluated for necessary revi-

sions. 

Development Policies:  The City will 
extend sewer lines to pockets of unde-

veloped land within the City. Devel-

opers must meet the cost of sewer im-

provements for raw land outside city 

boundaries. 	The City. as Manager/Opera- 

tor of the Persigo System, recovers the 

cost of interceptors through bonds, tap 

fees, and grants. 

Developers are required to oversize 

A "Storm and Sanitary Sewer Separation 	lines and bear the front end costs. 

Study" and "Infiltration and Inflow 	Grand Junction will rebate tap fees back 

Study" were conducted as part of the 	to the developer for the initial outlay 

sewer system analysis referred to above. 	on oversizing when new development comes 

Connectors are contractually bound to 	on-line. 	Grand Junction will issue 

reduce groundwater infiltration and 	revenue bonds for special improvement 

stormwater inflow where necessary. 	The 	districts within the City to finance 

sewer system study will identify poten- 	sewer improvements. 	This is not an 

tial sites and determine the feasibility 	option outside City boundaries: thus, 

of storm sewer separation and infiltra- 	developers can either finance front end 

tion and inflow reductions. 	 costs of oversizing themselves, or form 

a district and issue bonds to pay for 

The 201 Facilities Plan Update was 	oversizing. Grand Junction does not 

• completed in early 1985. 	This plan, 	encourage formation of new public utili- 

together with the Sewer System Analysis 	ty districts with quasi-governmental 

recommendation, will provide the meth- 	functions. Grand Junction does encour- 

odology and mechanisms to monitor treat- 	age local improvement districts for the 

▪ ment and collector capacity utilization. 	purpose of financing a project on the 

An additional feature of this plan will 	condition that once the initial bond 

be to accurately predict impact and 	issue is repaid, the district dissolves 

costs and to develop criteria for the 	and the City assumes ownership of the 

201 Service Area expansions in the fu- 	system. 

ture, if it is determined that such 

expansions are possible. 
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The boundaries of the 201 Service Area 	vice revenues to the City to cover these 

were based on physical characteristics, 	costs. 

The location of development. zoning at 

the time of the study. and the EPA'S 	Sewer Revenue Bonds of $8,225,000 were 
criterion of limiting funding to facili- 	issued by Mesa County in 1900. 	The 
ties needed for the next 10 years. 	The 	City, as system Manager, is repaying the 
City of Grand Junction and Mesa County 	debt from the net revenue of the Joint 
have adopted part of the 201 Study Area 	Enterprise Fund. 	The bonds have an 
as the Service Area for the Persigo 	average interest rate of 9.5 percent 

Plant. 	(Clifton Sanitation Districts 01 	with a schedule of increasing payments 
and 02 were part of the initial 201 	from the current level of $815,000 with 
Planning Area but decided not to be 	bond retirement scheduled for the year 
included in the regional service sys- 	2005. 
tem.) The City reviews all development 

proposals within the 201 region. 	Grand 	The City of Grand Junction has a small 
Junction is concerned over Mesa County's 	balance of municipal obligation debt 

approval of development outside of but 	which allows a margin of about $12.5 

adjacent to the 201 boundary. 	 million to incur additional general 

obligation debt (see also "Fiscal  Poll- 
Fiscal  Pol icy: 	The City of Grand 	cies"  in the Water section of the Public 

Junction and the Mesa County Sanitation 	Facilities and Services chapter.) 

Fund is a utility enterprise fund main- 

tained on a self-supporting basis and 

administered by the City. 	The Persigo 	Central Grand Valley Sanitation District 

System will generate revenues to cover 

operation and maintenance expenses and 	Capital  Improvements Program: 	A new 

debt service. 	Sources of revenues will 	north-south interceptor has been instal- 

be user charges and tap fees to provide 	led, 	costing approximately $750,000. 

♦ gross system revenues. Fees and service 	This serves the northern parts of the 

charges are outlined in Table 12-2. 	District and expands the system capacity 

to serve 42,500 people. Continued en- 

	

, Other sewer districts in the Persigo 	gineering studies and financial planning 

Service Area have the option of contrac- 	is provided by the District to rehabili- 

ting with the City for operation and 	tate existing sewers, such as the 

maintenance of the collection system. 	$200,000 D 1/2 Road sewer and to upgrade 

In these cases, a district remits an 	the collection systems as future devel- 

addi t ional portion of its monthly ser- 	opment needs demand. 
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Table 12-2 
WASTEWATER SYSTEM SUMMARY 

TOTAL TAPS 	 AVERAGE 	PEAK 
SOLD THRU 	AVERAGE DAILY 	PEAK DAILY 	PER CAPITA 	PER CAPITA 

9/84 	ELM 	FLOW 	FLOW 	FLOW 	SYSTEM CAPACITY 

MONTHLY SERVICE CHARGES TAP 	FEES 

SINGLE 	MULTI 

FAMILY 	FAMILY 	COMMERCIAL  

$10.80 	Based onsin le 	family 

SINGLE 	HMI 
FAMILY 	FAmIlY 	COmMIRflki 

$ 	750 	- 	PIF 	Based 	on 	G.J.SFER 
1,000 - 	CGV FIF 
1:750 
- 	500 - 	Rebate when developer 

Central Grand Valley 
Sanitation District 1 	3,867 	520,000 	950,000 	54 gpd 	98 gpd 	2.5 mgd 

equivalency rat o 	URI 
books 	on 	line 

$ 1,200 	- 	TOTAL 

Fruitvale  

f 	tation District 2 	3,200 	520,000 	1.1 	mgd 	80 gpd 	100 gpd 	1.25 mgd 	or approx. 

\%.,' 	 700 additional 	taps $ 	7.45 	Based on SFER 
$ 	800 	$000 Based 	on 	up 	ta 

4 	units 	SFER 
0,er 	4 	units 	• 	$8C,0 
x 	(1 	of 	units) 	A 	125 

City of 
Grand Junction 3 	10,200 	6.0 mgd 	14.2 mgd 	120 gpd • 	140 gpd 	5.4 mgd-Persigo 

(est.) 
Interim Plant 
1.0 mgd 

$ 	6.75 	Based on 	SFER 5750/min. 	P1F Based 	on 	SEER 

Orchard Mesa 
Sanitation District 4 	1,817 	

. 	
170,000 gpd 	(est.) $10 no 	$ 7.20 	same as 

per unit 	G.J. 
$1,000 	$720 	same 	as 

per 	unit 	G.J. 

Ridges Metro District 5 	465 	61,000 	152,000 	• 	55 gpd 	138 gpd 	2.6 mgd 

• • 

$10.00 	$10.00 	--- $ 	750 	Same 	as 	G.J. 

Note: 	All wastewater 	facility figures are as of September, 	1984. SFER • Single 	Family Equivalent 	Ratio 

GPO • Gallons 	Per Day 

MGD - Million Gallons 	Per 	Day 

P1F • 	Plant 	Investment 	Fee 

r 	notes '  

,.. _.._ 	
I Central Grand Palley Sanitation 	District 	is 	a 	collection system only with approximately 75 miles of pipeline. 	All 
wastewater is 	treated by the Grand Junction system. 	The areas of the District 	that utilizes 	15" or 18" pipeline 
has a daily capacity between 1.7 mgd and 2.7 mgd. 	. 
SOURCE: 	Larry Cockroft of Paragon Engineers; John Krissman, CGY Board of Directors. 

2  Fruitvale Sanitation District 	is a 	collection system which contracts with Grand Junction 	for sewage treatment. 
Peak 	flows and system capacity is 	based on a study by Gingery Associates, 	Inc. 
SOURCE: 	Art Crawford, Manager, 	Fruitvale Sanitation District. 

3 Estimates 	are by Grand Junction Utility Planning Department. 
SOURCE: 	Jim Patterson, 	Public Works 	Director. 

4 Orchard Mesa 	Sanitation 	District 	is 	a 	collection 	system which contracts with Grand Junction for sewage 	treatment. 
SOURCE: 	Deb Davis. Manager, 	Orchard Mesa 	Sanitation 	District. 

s SOURCE: 	Beverly Claney, 	Financial Manager, 	Ridges Metropolitan District. 
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Fiscal Policies: Maintenance is subcon- 	Fruitvale 

tracted to the City of Grand Junction. 

Approximately one half of the monthly 	Fiscal Policies: Maintenance is subcon- 

service charge is paid to the City for 	tracted to a private firm. Approximate- 

treatment and other costs. Similarly. 	ly one-half of the monthly service 

the District has a $1,750 EQR (equiva- 	charge is paid to the City of Grand 

lent to single family residence) tap 	Junction for treatment and other costs. 

fee: of which. $750 is forwarded to the 	Tap fees are $000 EQR. 	Of this, $750 is 
City to cover costs of treatment plant 	forwarded to the City for treatment 

expansion. 	In addition to these fees 	plant expansion. 	The District has no 

and charges, the District has a 3.99 	mill levy and no debt. Fees and service 
mill levy. 	It is repaying a general 	charges are outlined in Table 12-2. 
obligation bond. The annual payments of 

approximately $300.000 are applied to 	Development Policy: 	Developers are re- 
the June 1. 1984 balance of $B25,000, 	sponsible for installation of on-site 
with final payment scheduled in 1987. 	improvements to the City of Grand 
Fees and service charges are outlined in 	Junction standards. 	If ownership of the 
Table 12-2. 	 improvements is dedicated, the tap fees 

may be moved up to the cost of cons t ruc- 

Development Policies: 	The developer is 	tion: however, the lines must he in a 

required to extend the collection system 	dedicated street. 	The District bears 

to and within proposed developments. 	the cost of off-site improvement and 

The District pays expenses for required 	line oversizing. 

oversizing beyond the developer's needs. 

The District refunds up to $500 of in- 	A development may petition for service 

stallation costs per single family unit 	if it is within the District's legal 

(this amount varies for different uses). 	boundaries, and if all taxes for the 

The District bears the cost of pumps and 	development are current. 

the oversizing of interceptors through 

tap fees. 	The District provides design 

review. construction management and in-

spection of all new installations. All 

construction must meet the City of Grand 

Junction's standards. 
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Orchard Mesa Sanitation District 

Fiscal Policies: The District has a 

basic service charge which varies for 

different uses according to a single 

family equivalency (EQR). Forty-five 

percent of this is forwarded to the City 

for the costs of treatment. A $750 

plant investment fee is paid to the City 

for its system expansion, with a $1,000 

tap fee levied for extension of the 

District's collection system. A portion 

of this is reimbursed to the developers, 

depending on the value of improvements 

they have installed (see Development 

Policies.) Fees and service charges are 

outlined in Table 12-2. 

The District has a 3 mill levy which it 

is using to repay a $750,000 FmHA loan. 

Annual repayments are approximately 

$26,300. 

Operation and maintenance costs are 

covered by service charges and the ex-

cess is used to pay for line extension 

and system upgrading. 

Development Policies: Developers are 

responsible for installation, operation, 

and maintenance of on-site improvements 

to the City of Grand Junction standards. 

If ownership is dedicated to the dis-

trict, $500 of the tap fee is reim- 

bursed. 	The District bears the cost of 

off-site improvements FmHA loan, mill 

levy, and tap fees. 

The District does not have a policy on 

line oversizing. 	It extends lines on an 

as needed basis, but these are short 

extensions since most of the District is 

already served. They have considered 

expanding service to the east, but this 

would require enlarging the District 

which would be against the recommenda-

tions in the Grand Junction 201 Plan. 

Ridges Metro District 

Capital Improvements Program: 	The sys- 

tem will be expanded as development 

occurs in accordance with an already 

approved master plan. The Ridges Metro 

District was originally scheduled to be 

built out by 1992. Due to the housing 

market and economic changes following 

the 1962 economic downturn, additional 

major capital improvements are being 

delayed. 

Fiscal Policies: 	The District charges a 

base rate per unit for service: approxi-

mately three-fifths is remitted to the 

City for treatment costs. 

The tap fee and plant investment fee is 

$750 for both single family and mu I t i - 

family units. The entire fee is remit- 

ted to the City. 	This fee structure 

represents a price reduction of over 60 

percent on tap fees for single units. 

The reduction has been made in an effort 

to stimulate construction in the Ridges. 

Fees and service charges are outlined in 

Table 12-2. 
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In 1984, the Ridges Metro District had a 

levy of 44 mills to retire approximately 

$3.5 million in bonds. 	The 1984 annual 

payment is $325,000 for principal and 

interest. 	These bonds are being used 

for construction of all four services: 

water, sewer, irrigation, and recrea-

tion. The bonds are scheduled to be 

paid off in 1999. 	The District has a 

$10 million debt limit. 

Development Policies: 	All construction 

must meet city standards. The District 

designs and constructs main lines to the 

property line. Developers must install 

on-site improvements of a design and 

standard approved by the. District. 

ISSUES 

- The major issue for sewer treat- 

ment is the lack of agreements 

with all the service entities who 

provide services, development and 

extension policies, and rate set- 

ting. 	In a regional situation, as 

is being developed, it is essen-

tial that intergovernmental agree-

ments be established and followed 

to ensure consistent provision of 

service. 

- Grand Junction and Mesa County do 

not have a joint policy for local 

improvement districts for sewer 

interceptors and lines. 

- The Persigo Service Area was based 

on existing and anticipated zoning 

development patterns and physical 

characteristics at the time the 

boundaries were decided. The Per-

sigo Service Area was adopted by 

the City of Grand Juntion and Mesa 

County. However, developments 

have been approved outside and 

adjacent to the service area by 

Mesa County. 

If the County 'does not wish to 

✓estrict development to the pre-
sent service area, the boundaries 

o f the service area should be 

modified and the County should 

submit a new service plan to the 

State of Colorado showing how the 

additional volume of wastewater 

will be accommodated. 	If develop- 

ment is to be served by regional 

facilities, the development must 

be located within the service 

area. Land use planning and 

utility planning decisions must be 

consistent. 

The City of Grand Junction, the 

various local districts, and the 

County should develop mutual poli-

cies on service area development 

priorities and the formation of 

improvement districts. 
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DRAINAGE 

Introduction  

Generally, people consider drainage 

problems important only after major 

storms. Since precipitation in the 

Grand Junction area is usually light, 

drainage systems have not received the 

attention and priority that they re-

quire. Thus, when major precipitation 

does occur, both major and minor drain-

age systems are frequently unable to 

cope with the demands. This section 

will discuss the three prevalent types 

of drainage needs in our area. These 

are: 1) Irrigation return flows, 2) 

Natural drainage systems (creeks, 

✓ ivers, natural drains), and 3) Urban 
stormwater runoff. 

Pervious and Impervious Surfaces  

In any discussion of drainage charac-

teristics and problems, the considera-

tion of the ground surface is a critical 

factor. The Master Drainage Plan done 

For the City of Grand Junction in 1975 

calculated the average percentage of 

pervious and impervious characteristics 

o f various soils and land uses. Table 

12-3 identifies the percentage rates 

for various general land use classes 

while Table 12-4 correlates existing 

local zoning with criteria established 

by the Denver Regional Council of Gov-

ernments "Urban Storm Drainage Criteria 

Manual" 	(ORGOG Manual ). 	The DPCCC 

Manual was adjusted in the 1975 study to 

reflect local conditions of slope, vege-

tation, etc. 

Table I 2-3 

LAND USE VS. PERCENT OF INVERVICUSNESS (4) 

LAND USE 	 PERCENT 	PERCENT 
CLASS 	LAND USE 	 PERV1CUS 

I 	Downtown business area. 
Airport terminal. Shopping  
Centers. etc. 	 0 - 	5 	05 - 100 

2 	Residential Dense 	 40 - 55 	45 - 60 

3 	Residential Normal 	 55 - 65 	35 - 45 

4 	Residential. Lar ge Lots 	60 - BO 	20 - 	40 

5 	Perks. Greenbelts. Agri- 
culture. etc. 	 90 - 100 	0 - 10 

Table 12-4 

CORRELATION CF LOCAL VS. ORCOG" MAWAL 
LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS 

ODRODO CLASSI- 	CITY ZONING 	PERCENT 	PERCENT 
FICATION* 	CLASSIFICATION 	PERVIOUS 	IhPERVIOUS 

B-3. C-2. 1-2. C P 	 95 
8-2. C-I. C. I-1 	 90 
B-I 	 05 

RMF-16 thru Rh1F-04 	45 	 55 

3 	RSF-5 thru RM1V-16 	60 	 40 

4 	RSF-4 	 70 	 30 

None 	 00 	 10 

From Table 

Denver Reg ions! Council of Governments 
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Existing Drainage Systems  

The existing drainage system consists of 

widely varying types of facilities. 

About 80 percent of the Grand Junction 

area drainage is provided by storm 

sewers. Some of these are combination 

storm and sanitary sewers. The City is 

presently studying the sanitary sewer 

system to determine the extent and 

effects of infiltration. irrigation 

waste water, and storm runoff on system 

capacities, including the Persigo Waste-

water Treatment Facility. This study 

was required by the grant received from 

the EPA for the construction of the 

Persigo facility. 

Future Drainage Impacts 

The continuous loading of existing 

drainage systems with urban stormwater 

runoff is a major concern. The majority 

o f the present systems are barely ade-

quate to handle present loads and the 

introduction of additional flows will 

✓equire massive expenditures of public 
funds to upgrade and enlarge these sys-

tems. A more cost effective approach is 

to limit the introduction of additional 

flows by retention or detention systems 

in new developments. 

With proper design, parks, open space 

areas. streets, parking lots, and other 

facilities can and should all be used as 

retention or detention areas. The use of 

open drainage ways as greenbelt ameni-

ties should be seriously considered. 

(See also Chapter 5. Environment.) 

Aside from urban stormwater runoff. the 

o ther major impact on drainage capaci-

ties is cloudburst-type storms in the 

upper reaches of the drainage system. 

Controlling the effects of these poten-

tially damaging storms can be accom-

plished by the construction of a series 

of small retention facilities upstream 

of the urbanized area. These facilities 

would be relatively inexpensive to con-

struct and maintain and would distribute 

flows over a larger period of time. They 

would have the additional advantages of 

✓educing sediment loads which can clog 
pipes and culverts and also reduce the 

salinity entering the Colorado River. 

ISSUES 

- Additional urban stormwater runoff 

is stressing local drainage sys- 

tems. 	Improvement and expansion of 

these systems is costly and a 

strain on local tax revenue. 
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- Drainage in the Grand Junction area 

is managed by various agencies for 

different reasons. This makes 

overall coordination of drainage 

improvements difficult. 

- There is disagreement as to whether 

piping and covering of large open 

drainages usually results in less 

flow capacity and increases main-

tenance costs. 

- Combined irrigation and storm sewer 

drainage systems are generally not 

adequate to handle the additional 

demands of urban runoff. 

- Combined storm and sanitary sewers 

are adversely impacting the waste-

water treatment plant during per-

iods of high precipitation. 

- Rainfall in the upper reaches of 

the drainage basins north of the 

Colorado River (Bookcliffs area) 

are contributing excessive amounts 

of sedimentation and salinity down-

stream. Cloudburst storms in the 

upper basins may result in down-

stream flooding. 



MAP 12-7 
26 27 a 29 

IRRIGATION 
Existing Systems  

Untreated irrigation water in the Grand 

Junction area is supplied by four major 

canal systems with several subsystems 

(see Map 12-7.) Most of these canals 

were constructed during the early 1900's 

for the delivery of water to agricul-

tural operations. Agriculture was the 

primary economic base for the area at 

that time and the climatic conditions 

required an adequate and reliable deli-

very of irrigation water. 

GRAND VALLEY 
IRRIGATION 8 DRAINAGE 

U.S.B.R. Hiqhline Canal  

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Highline 

Canal is operated 	by the Grand Valley 

Water Users' Association. It carries 

water to the northern portion of the 

Grand Valley, including water supplies 

for Mesa County Irrigation District 

Palisade Irrigation District. 	

and 

Grand Valley Canal  

The Grand Valley Canal system is a pri-

vate water delivery system that covers 

the central area of the valley from 

Palisade to a point west of Fruita. 

Unlike the U.S.B.R. Highline Canal, 

water shares on the Grand Valley system 

are not tied to the land and can be sold 

or leased. 

Orchard Mesa Canals  

The Orchard Mesa Canal No's. 1 and 2 
receive their water from the U.S.B.R. 

Highline Canal. Water from the canal is 

carried under the Colorado River by a 

siphon to the Orchard Mesa Pumping Plant 

south of Palisade. The Pumping Plant 

lifts the water to the canals where it 

is distributed by gravity flow. 
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Redlands Irrigation System 	

- 

The conversion of agricultural ir- 

The Redlands Irrigation System receives 

its water at the Redlands Water and 

Power Diversion Dam on the Gunnison 

River south of Grand Junction. Because 

of topographic conditions, the Redlands 

Irrigation System is made up of a com-

plex network of canals, lifts, and 

laterals. 

Irrigation Problems  

All of the existing irrigation systems 

were planned for large acreage agricul-

tural irrigation. With the urbanization 

of the central Grand Valley. more and 

more of this-water is being used to 

water lawns and gardens in medium to 

small lot subdivisions. With a multi-

tude of users on small irrigation 

laterals, conflicts over water usage 

have increased. 

ISSUES 

- Use of potable water for irrigation 

purposes can incur significant pub-

lic and private costs because of 

the need to expand treatment fa-

cilities and the possible loss of 

landscaping investments during 

drought years. 

rigation systems for subdivision 

irrigation is generally inadequate 

and results in increasing conflicts 

between water users. 

- There is usually no identified 

responsibility for the maintenance 

and control of irrigation lateral 

systems. As a result, delivery 

systems may be poorly maintained. 

inefficient, and cause conflicts 

between users on the lateral. 

- Irrigation systems in the Grand 

Valley have been shown to contri-

bute significant amounts of sal-

inity to the Colorado River. 
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SOLID WASTE 

A solid waste disposal system is en 

often overlooked subject area but an 

essential service requirement. Grand 

Junction and Mesa County are very inter-

dependent in terms of mutual cooperation 

regarding this system. 

Types of Waste  

Mesa County is responsible for the man-

agement of the municipal waste stream 

either directly or through contractors, 

whereas specific industries are respon-

sible for their wastes. 

Much of the material for this section 

concerning the overall waste management 

was 	obtained 	from the 	Mesa County 

Waste Management Plan, February, 1983. 

HAZARDOUS WASTE 

Hazardous waste has been a controver-

sial, and newspaper-headline generating 

area of solid waste disposal. This is 

because of the possible damage to the 

environment and past and continuing 

problems with proper disposal of the 

wastes generated. 

Based on the Colorado Department of 

Health's survey and conservatively esti-

mating that 75 percent of Region XI's 

hazardous waste is generated in Mesa 

County, results in en annual tonnage of 

23 tons [equivalent to 110 barrels per 

year or 0.30 barrels per day). 

However, Mesa County's hazardous waste 

volume will remain relatively small. 

thus precluding consideration of off-

site hazardous waste disposal facilities 

in the County. 

Two major concerns to the City of Grand 

Junction will be, first, that under new 

federal hazardous waste regulations, the 

City will be impacted both as a trans-

porter and generator of waste. Second, 

that the new standards may promote the 

illegal disposal of hazardous waste. 

Since the closure of the Denver-Arapahoe 

Chemical Waste Processing Facility, lo-

cated ten miles east of Denver and oper-

ated by Waste Management, Inc— there is 

no facility available for the disposal 

of hazardous wastes in Colorado. 	The 

closest facilities available to Mesa 

County generators are located in Boise. 

Idaho: Wichita, Kansas: Ok I ahoma City. 

Oklahoma: and Houston, Texas. 	Transpor- 

tation costs to these facilities are 

significant: the Colorado Association of 

Commerce and Industry and a number of 

national waste management firms are 

pursuing the development of a hazardous 
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waste disposal site to better serve the 

needs of Colorado industry. 

These factors are significant in the 

location of industries which need the 

availability of these facilities in 

the areas they operate i n. 	It essen- 

tially precludes the location of certain 

types of industry in the Grand Junction 

area. Companies have the option of 

developing their own alternatives/sites 

but this has high costs. 

Siting  

The siting of landfills a primary area 

where City/County cooperation is needed. 

Grand Junction does not have any suit-

able land within its boundaries for a 

landfill. 

The problem of siting a major new land-

fill in Mesa County is not an immediate 

concern. 	The present site at the Or- 

chard Mesa landfill (see Map 12-8) is 

estimated to have a 15 year life expec-

tancy: this may be extended consider-

ably. Volumes are below original projec-

tions which may add additional life to 

the site. 

RECYCLING/RESOURCE RECOVERY 

The two principal approaches to resource 

recovery consists of conversion, (i.e. 

the recovery of resources through the 

conversion of wastes to energy--in most 

cases, steam and/or electricity], and 

recycling ( i.e. the separation of a 

waste material which can then he 

reused). 
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ISSUES 
Although changes have occurred in the 

Grand Junction area since this analysis. 

there still appears to be only limited 

potential for resource recovery in the 

area today and in the near Future. 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION COLLECTION SYSTEM 

Grand Junction's responsibility for 

solid waste collection and disposal 

stems from the concern that improperly 

stored or treated waste can feed and 

harbor disease-bearing pests and en-

danger public health. Grand Junction 

also has aesthetic interests in assuring 

that streets are clean, waste disposal 

does not make large amounts of land 

unfit for productive use. waste is 

treated as a productive resource as much 

as possible, that all operations are 

free of aesthetic insult [odors and 

noise), and that they are not a public 

hazard. 

L._. 	The Grand Junction solid waste collec- 

tion system is a house-to-house collec-

tion system. This involves the pick up 

of trash containers once per week. Com-

mercial service is available as needed 

between one and seven days. 	Residents 

place their trash in containers in 

alleys, backyards, or curbsides for pick 

up. 	An average of 12,355 residential 

customers are served per month and 9,995 

commercial buildings. 

- It is important for Grand Junction 

to work in close cooperation with 

Mesa County to reserve sites for 

landfills in as close a proximity 

to the City as possible. 	This will 

help to insure a place for waste 

disposal in the future as well as 

reduce hauling costs. 

- Under a new federal hazardous waste 

regulation, the City will be impac-

ted both as a transporter and gene-

rator of waste. 

Illegal disposal of wastes may he 

promoted by exclusion from regular 

waste stream collection. 

Many cities have found that con-

tracting with private companies for 

solid waste disposal services is 

more cost efficient and effective 

for the municipality. 	This issue 

needs to be more fully discussed 

and evaluated. This could be done 

by describing the parameters in the 

Comprehensive Plan or evaluating 

the issue in a separate study. 

The City should not knowingly ac-

cept or tansport regulated quanti-

ties of any hazardous waste as a 

part of its waste stream collection 

and disposal. 
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- There are very limited appropriate 

transportation and disposal facili-

ties for hazardous wastes available 

to the City and County. 

There are no clear Grand Junction 

policies and procedures regarding 

the collection. transportation and 

disposal of the EPA defined haz-

ardous wastes. 
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GRAND JUNCTION 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 

The Grand Junction Police Department, 

located at 314 South 6th Street, is 

responsible for the enforcement of state 

laws and City ordinances within the 

Grand Junction incorporated city limits. 

The area serviced by the Grand Junction 

Police Department has approximately 

30,000 persons within 13 1/2 square 

miles. The present police facility 

includes 11,400 square feet and there is 

a proposed expansion of an additional 

8,000 square feet to take place in 1984. 

In addition, the City of Grand Junction 

and Mesa County share the jail facility 

which is located at 555 Ute Avenue. 	The 

City pays a fixed amount to the County 

per person incarcerated. 

The Police Department performs several 

functions, one of which is central 

administration, overseen by the Chief of 

Police. 	The Operations Division Captain 

directs patrol and the investigative 

unit. The services Division Captain 

supervises the crime prevention unit, 

training and records section. 

The majority of the Grand Valley's 

service, retail and entertainment 

facilities lie within the Grand Junction 

city limits. A far greater number of 

people work, shop and utilize the 

entertainment facilities within the city 

limits than actually live there. There 

is no accurate way to assess the actual 

number of people within the City at any 

given time. However, out of 2.057 

accidents which occurred within the city 

limits of Grand Junction. 1,155 or 56% 

involved non-City residents. 

Considering the location of services and 

the regional trade center that Grand 

Junction serves, it may reasonably be 

assumed that this police department is 

understaffed. 

In 1983 the Police Department reports 

indicate a continued decline in major 

and minor crimes committed and the 

Department solved more of those crimes 

invest igated. 	One reason for this 

decreasing trend in crime is a greater 

cooperation among law enforcement 

agencies. The Police and Sheriff's 

Department law enforcement officers 

receive the Deputy Sheriff commission. 

This allows crossing into each other's 

jurisdiction in cases of extreme 

necessity. Other reasons For the 

decline in crime rate are due to 

increased community support and the 

Proactive Prevention Program. 
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School Resource 

the purpose of the School Resource 

'rogram is to establish positive and 

)roductive relationships between 

students and the police. Through the 

school system, the law enforcement com-

munity involves youth in learning about 
laws and responsibility, thereby redu-

cing juvenile involvement in drug abuse 

and crime. This program is one of the 

unique areas in crime prevention. 

Animal Control 

There was a reorganization of the Animal 

Control Center at the beginning of 1984. 

The services are now being provided 

by the County under a contract basis. 

The Center is responsible for the 

enforcement of local ordinances 

regarding animals. 

ISSUES 

The Grand Junction Police Depart-

ment provides a high level of 

sophisticated police services. 

These services are desired by the 

community and provide an incentive 

for businesses to locate within 

the city limits. 
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GRAND JUNCTION 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

The City of Grand Junction Fire De-

partment provides fire protection for 

the City of Grand Junction. 	The Fire 

Department also provides services 

through a contract, for the Grand Junc-

tion Rural Fire District which surrounds 

the City (see Map 12-10). 	The two fire 

districts agree to pay their own capital 

costs. Other charges 	to the rural 

district, such as manpower, 	are based 

on a percentage of the total number of 

calls in relation to the total oper- 

ating budget. 	This total service area 

includes approximately 97 1/2 square 

miles. of which 13 1/2 square miles 

constitute the city limits. 

The Grand Junction Fire Department has a 

mutual aid agreement with the fire 

fighting units in Clifton, Fruita, 

Central Orchard Mesa, East Orchard Mesa, 

Palisade and Glade Park. 	This mutual 

aid agreement basically states that the 

fire fighting units will assist each 

other in case of emergencies. 

Within the operational area of the Grand 

Junction Fire Department, there have 

been some problems identified. Of pri-

mary concern is inadequately sized water 

mains and a lack of sufficient fire 

hydrants. 	The problem of fire fighting 

equipment accessing streets and response 

time to areas that lack adequate cros-

sings is also a concern. Each of these 

concerns is compounded for the 

City of Grand Junction which is annexing 

some areas that have these particular 

problems. 

In order to make its resources more 

available to developing areas, the Grand 

Junction Fire Department has allotted 

$1,500,000 by 1988 for three capital 

improvement projects. Construction of 

Fire Station 115 is scheduled to begin in 

1984 or 1985 with a projected cost of 

$500,000. Fire Station 112 will be relo-

cated by 1988 at en estimated cost of 

$500,000. 

In addition, there are tentative plans 

of relocating Fire Station 113 to the 

Redlands area. Formal plans for this 

station should be developed by 1987. 

Finally, the Fire Department is pro-

posing a Fire Training facility to be 

built within the Grand Junction Fire 

Department service area by 1988. 

The standards concerning fire department 

location and operation are set forth by 

a rating bureau or the Insurance Service 

Office (ISO). This standard is a five 

minute response time from the fire sta-

tion to a high value district (commer-

cial, industrial, multi-family) and to a 

residential urban area. 
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The Bureau takes into consideration the 

location of fire hydrants, water main, 

sizes and response time, and rates fire 

districts on a scale of 1 to 10, with 

number 1 being the optimal rating. 	The 

City of Grand Junction is rated a "6," 

while the adjacent rural area is rated 

from "8" to "(J.'.  

Through application of the running area 

standards of the Insurance Service 

Office, there are three areas that lack 

sufficient fire protection: 	1) Airport 

Area. (2) Redlands Area and. (3) the 

Whitewater Area. 

There is currently an effort underway by 

local officials in Grand Junction to 

reduce the Insurance Service Office 

rating of the City of Grand Junction 

from a Class 6 to a 4. Major factors 

restricting this effort is response 

time, inadequate water flow and fire 

hydrants. It is recommended that the 

Fire Protection Program and the on-going 

improvements to water mains be con-

tinued. This would result in greater 

protection and potentially lower insur-

ance rates. 

ISSUES 

The Grand Junction Fire Department 

needs to continue to expand its 

fire fighting capacity through de-

velopment/redevelopment of fire-

stations. improvements to water 

flow lines, and additional fire 

hydrants. This will improve com-

munity safety as well as decrease 

costs of fire insurance for Grand 

Junction residents. 
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PUBLIC BUILDINGS 

The public buildings emphasized in this 

section include the City Hall/County 

Courthouse complex, the new State Office 

Building, and a brief discussion on 

city-owned properties within the down-

town area. (These are the buildings 

which serve the general public and not 

necessarily the specialized needs of the 

community.) 

Other major public buildings for spe-

cialized services will be covered in the 

appropriate chapters of the Comprehen-

sive Plan. Table 12-9 lists a partial 

inventory of the major local, state, and 

federal buildings located in the down-

town area. 

all levels of governmental administra-

tive offices. The new State Office 

Building, opened in mid-February. IMP!, 

has consolidated many of the state ser-

vices which were previously dispersed 

throughout the area. While it is gener-

ally desirable and convenient for most 

government facilities to centralize in 

one location, it is not always an alter- 

native. 	Many specialized public faci- 

lities are still dispersed throughout 

the area. 

A spatial analysis to determine the 

amount of additional space required for 

public buildings can provide an under-

standing of present conditions in rela-

tion to future demands. State and 

national standards for governmental 

space requirements can be utilized as a 

starting point in the spatial analysis. 

MAJOR PUBLIC 

Buildings 

Table 	I 2-9 
BUILDINGS IN THE DOWNTOWN AREA 

Location 	Sq. 	Footage 

Other 	factors, 	including 	cost/benefit 

analysis, 	location, 	forecasted 	popula- 

tion, 	timing. 	and 	joint 	City/County 

City Hall 5th/Rood 22.000 needs 	assessment 	and 	alternatives 	such 

Old City Shops River 	Rd. 21.500 as 	locating 	similar 	governmental agen- 
New City Shops 
County Courthouse 

River 	Rd. 
8th/Rood 

32.000 
57.850 cies 	should 	also 	be 	considered in 	a 

County Road Dept. S. 	9th 52.800 spatial 	analysis. 
Two Rivers Plaza 2nd/Main 27,000 
State 	Orrice 	Bldg. 6th/PitkIn 38.000 
Federal 	Office 	Bldg. 4th/Rood 42.350 
City/County Library 4th/Grand 33.575  

Total 325.075 ISSUES 

- There has been relocation and de- 

Currently within Grand Junction, the 
	

centralization of City and County 

trend has been towards consolidation at 
	

offices without a spatial analysis. 
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POLICIES 

 



SEWER POLICIES  

I. It is the policy of Grand 

Junction to work with all local 

governmental entities and special 

districts to coordinate short-

and long-term capital improvement 

needs, plans and projects. While 

maintaining its role as Manager. 

the City will work with all those 

concerned on questions pertaining 

to service, extension policies. 

rate setting and other management 

decisions. 

2 	The City of Grand Junction does 

not encourage the formation of 

special districts. 	If they are 

formed, it is the position of the 

City that once the initial debt 

is paid, the district should 

dissolve and the appropriate 

jurisdiction assume ownership of 

the system. 

3. The use of existing facilities 

and services should be maximized 

to ensure the use of present 

public investments. If develop-

ment locates outside the 201 

service area and desires to con-

nect to the Persigo system. the 

development and/or Mesa County 

should submit a new 201 service 

plan outlining how the additional 

volume of wastewater will be 

accommodated and any adverse im-

pacts mitigated. In addition, 

the development should pay its 

own way plus compensate for any 

lost revenues within the service 

area. As is the policy in the 

Grand Junction Development Code 

supports the concept that utili-

ties should guide the location of 

new development and should sup-

port planned land use patterns. 

DRAINAGE POLICIES  

1 	Generally, new developments should 

retain or detain drainage above 

two year historic runoff and up 

to ten year developed runoff on 

the site. Alternatives to reten-

tion or detention should be justi-

fied by appropriate engineering 

studies. Innovative site planning 

will be encouraged in order to 

accommodate these standards, in-

cluding arrangements with ad-

joining land owners to promote 

economy of scale. 

2. Responsibility for drainage sys-

tems coordination should be as-

sumed by one agency with proper 

and adequate staffing. 
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3. Whenever feasible, large open 

drainages, under the jurisdiction 

of the City of Grand Junction, 

should be improved but not piped. 

4. Mitigation of sedimentation, sal-

inity and flood hazards from upper 

drainage basins should be ex-

plored. 

associations can administratively 

combine and contract for mainten-

ance and operation. thus achieving 

economy of scale. 

5. Mitigation of sedimentation and 

salinity in irrigation systems 

should be considered in the design 

and construction of new systems or 

modifications to existing systems. 

IRRIGATION POLICIES 

SOLID WASTE POLICIES 

1. All new developments shall provide 

irrigation systems for untreated 

water wherever feasible and dedi-

cate appropriate water rights. 

2. Design of irrigation systems 

should be such that the efficient 

use of water is maximized while 

the potential for conflicts be-

tween users is minimized. 

3. All subdivision irrigation systems 

should be of sufficient scale to 

operate adequately and be under 

the control of a homeowners' or 

water users' association. 

4. Alternatives should be explored 

for assigning authority and re-

sponsibility for irrigation late-

rals. For example, subdivision 

1. Support Mesa County in its efforts 

to reserve additional land use 

sites. 

2. Cost effectiveness of the City's 

solid waste disposal services 

should be determined. 

3. The City shall exclude from regu-

lar collection the smallest por-

tion of the waste stream possible 

to reduce the potential for ille-

gal disposal of the wastes. 

4. The City shall not knowingly 

accept, transport. or dispose of 

any regulated quantities of haz-

ardous waste as a part of its 

waste collection and disposal pro-

gram. 
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5 	The City shall encourage the de- 

velopment of appropriate hazardous 

waste collection, transportation, 

and disposal facilities. 

6. The City shall cooperate with the 

Mesa County Health Department. the 

lead local agency on hazardous 

waste, in the development of fur-

ther policies. procedures and pro-

grams. 

POLICE DEPARTMENT POLICIES 

1. Cost benefit analysis for delivery 

of police service should be made 

regarding any major annexation. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT POLICIES 

1. Cost benefit analysis for delivery 

of fire service should be made 

regarding any major annexation. 

PUBLIC BUILDINGS POLICIES  

1 	The City of Grand Junction should 

consider current and projected spa-

tial analyses before departmental 

relocations are made. Any spatial 

analysis should be considered in 

conjunction with a Mesa County 

analysis where appropriate. 
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PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

IRRIGATION 

IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 

SEWER 

Work with the special district council 

to insure long range development coordi-

nat!on. 

Develop 201 service plan update and 

evaluation criteria for proposed inter-

ceptors, outside the present Persigo 

service area. that wish to tap into the 

Persigo system. 

ORA I NAIL 

Amend City regulations to limit drainage 

discharge from new developments. 

Agency responsible for Grand Junction 

area drainage should be determined. 

Review and update the 1975 Master 

Drainage Plan with segmented drainage 

analysis so that if retainage occurs, 

individual as well as collective retain-

age plans can be implemented. 

Discuss methods of retention and deten-

tion in the upper drainage basins with 

other affected county. state. and fede-

ral agencies, and where possible, adopt 

equivalent standards. 

Establish recommended designs for subdi-

vision irrigation systems. 

Investigate methods for improving the 

functioning of homeowners' or water 

users' associations. 

Work with irrigation suppliers to assign 

responsibility and authority for irriga-

tion laterals. 

SOLID WASTE 

Support Mesa County's efforts to appro-

priate additional landfill sites for 

future use. 

Develop a method of evaluating the costs 

of a City run disposal system vs. pri-

vate and service level delivery improve-

ments. 

The City shall further develop hazardous 

waste policies, procedures and implemen-

tation tasks in cooperation with the 

Mesa County Health Department. 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Maintain existing Police Department at 

present service levels. 

FIRE DEPARTMENT 

It is important to maintain Fire Depart-

ment services at the present ISO rating 

of 6 and work towards improving the 

rating of the department to that of 4. 

PUBLIC BUILDINGS 

The City of Grand Junction will review 

the need for a spatial analysis. 
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