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INTRODUCT ION

The phase II effort of the Downtown Development

Strategy Plan has two major areas of emphasis; an

analysis of Downtown parking and market considerations

for retail, office and housing. The following sections

of this report treat each of those areas of interest

in a separate section. The surveys that were under

taken as a basis for these investigations are described

in general terms in a separate section also, but the

specific findings used in the market and parking

studies are included within the bodies of those reports.

Application of the findings included here will be

evaluated in the Phase III effort which considers

the use of this base information in alternative design

and market strategy scenarios.
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SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS .



DOWNTOWN SHOPPER/PARKER SURVEYS

An important element of the Phase IT effort was
directed at gaining local insight into the tercep
tions of shoppers, parkers and other general users
of the Downtown area. The intent was to assemble
a data base of public opinion and observations taken
in the field, to use as a comparison with the data
which was more suited to technical measurement
gathered during the parking and market analysis
studies.

While future design and/or alterations to the Downtown
area cannot be based wholly on Downtown shoppers
opinions, their perceptions of problems concerning
finding places to park, ability to shon in a convenient,
leisurely fasion, and the Downtown’s overall “attitude”
toward the shopper, (whether real or imagined), are going
to be part of the decision that guides the potential
shopper Downtown to make purchases or elsewhere to competing
areas. Since perceptual observations can be highly
individualized, the most reasonable approach to learning
these perceptions was to interview the individuals while
those perceptions were being formed or experienced.

Surveys were conducted during the week of September
22-27. The days chosen for sampling were a Wednesday
through Saturday period to include mid-week, Friday zievening and Saturday shopping/parking peaks. SurvevsJ
were conducted all day long, from the time of store openings
to closings and through the noon lunch hour.

Interviews were conducted as shoppers returned to their
cars on both sides of Main Street and on side streets on5)
each block between 2nd and 7th, as well as in the larger
narking lots located behind Main Street stores on Colorado
and Rood.

Several areas of interest were covered during the inter
views to avoid the necessity for separate surveys.
questions concerned 2 major areas of investigation;
A) The market area served by the Downtown and the general
nature of the shopping trip and B) The shoppers observations
concerning parking in the Downtown as to convenience, ease
of locating a space and the distance travelled on foot
from parking to destination. Other, more peripheral
questions were also asked during the interview related
to feelings about public transit and store hours Downtown,
but the major emphasis was placed on the two basic areas
of interest noted above.



One of the benefits of an on-site survey conducted
over several days is that subtle adjustments to the
format on interviewing procedure may be made after
the initial responses begin coming in, to “fine-tune”
the survey instrument. This allows for more detailed
information to be gathered about specific problems or
areas of interest that become obvious after the first
day. For example, times of the year when parking
problems seemed greatest could be identified by
questioning on the second day of interviews, once it
became apparent that the parking “problems” shoppers
were generally describing were not occurring on the day
of the interview.

The results of the ShoDper/FQrkeEL suzvey have been
utilized in preparing the Market Analysis and Parking
Analysis section of this report. A synopsis of the
general shoppers’ observations surveyed as well as
the observations of the survey team may be of interest
here.

In terms of probleimidentification, the issue that
was raised repeatedly was parking. When all parking-
related existing problems or suggested improvements
were tabulated, approximately 7O7 of the sample
indicated a concern of some type with parking. At the’
same time, only 30°h of the total sample indicated that
they had experienced problems in finding parking on
the day of the interview. This pattern of a “general”
complaint concerning parking but an absence of a parkinF
problem on the day of the interview was consistent
throughout the interview period. Once this pattern
became obvious (essentially after the first morninc’
of sampling) interviewers were instructed to ask whenparking problems were experienced. The response inapproximately 7O7 of the sample indicated the Christmasshopping season as the prime parking problem veriod.The consistent indication of Christmas time as the mostcommonly experienced problem period implied that theparking difficulties encountered then were had enough ofand impact to be remembered for the rest of theshopping year. This once-a-y.ar major parking problemmight be discounted as bein!%ignificant because of itsrinfrequency. At the sane time, a large proportion of (Downtown retail revenues are the result of Christmasshopping. With the advent of a competing shopping areain Mesa Mall, shoppers’ perceptions of parking problemsin the Downtown during this high-volume season could havea serious negative effect on expenditures.
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Another perceptual observation arising from the
interview concerns metering. Approximately 277 of
those interviewed advocated removal of parking meters
on Main Street. While this is less than a third of
the total, this question was open-ended and did
not directly ask for an opinion concerning meter
removal. A 27Z unsolicited response is fairly signi
ficant, particularly since it was second only to the
“need for more parking” as a suggested improvement
by those interviewed.

Follow-up questions identified meters as a way of
“charging them to shop”. They felt their expendi
tures in the Downtown should be sufficient reason
to provide parking without what they expressed as a
“penalty” for shopping. Naturally the 5Z of the sample
who had received parking tickets were more vehement
in their comments, but overall thepatternof objection
to the highly visible metered parking was consistent.

Another lO7 of the sample,again in response to an
open-ended query conceiQing improvements Downtown
mentioned removal of one-way streets. This received
the third highest percentage response of the open-
ended questions and related primarily to the difficulty
in circulating through the Downtown to find parking.

Questions concerning other means of transport besides
automobiles to the Downtown received a limited response.
Interviewers were instructed to survey bike-riders
whenever possible to assemble a database for this
shopoer type. In all, 6 bicyclists were interviewed
during the survey period. Their concerns in every case
reflected what they felt was a lack of adequate bike-
racks for locking-up their bikes. The concrete front-
tire restraint bike holders currently in use are not
suited to the majority of alloy or light steel-rim
10-speed bikes. They cause bending of the wheel-rims
and do not atford adequate locking positions for both
wheels and the frame without considerable lengths of
cable. Bicyclists also uniformly indicated the lack
of safe access to the Downtown for bikes and identified
this lack as a real deterrent to shopping by cyclists.

Two questions conce&ng public transport were included
in the sample - one relating to bus service to the
Downtown as a correlation to the County-wide public
transportation study, and one relating to circulation
withjj Down;own. Sixty-one percent of those surveyed
said they would (ride a bus from their residence to the
Downtown if onejwere available. The location identified
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as the most desirable stop was between 5th and 7th
on Main Street. Fifty-three percent of those surreyed
indicated that they would ride a downtown trolly-bus
from parking areas to their shopping destination, but
almost all qualified that response by saying that it
should be very inexpensive or free.

Shoppers preferences concerning shopping hours were also
surveyed as a secondary question during the interviews.
The largest percentage of respondents, 36Z, indicated
Friday night as the time they would most prefer
Downtown stores to be open. Thursday night was second
with 24Z and Wednesday night third with 227,. The survey
also indicated that 73Z of the sample preferred stores
to stay open until 9:00 or 10:00 at night. The next
highest percentage, 147,, indicated they would prefer
stores to open earlier in the morning.

A count of stores open on Friday night indicated that
a total of 34 stores were open along Main Street until
at least 8:00. Ten stores specifically indicated that
they would he open until 9:00. Three restaurants were
open along Main Street as well as both movie theatres.
Additionally 2 restaurants were open in close proximity
to Main Street on 7th. The most active block in terms
of open stores was between 5th and 6th with 14 stores,
a restaurant and a movie theatre.. Main between 3rd and
4th had the least number of stores open but contained
an interesting mix of uses with a restaurant, book-paper-
magazine shop and quality clothing store open at the sante
time.

Overall street-activity fell off rapidly in the Downtown
soon after 5:00 P.M. Shoppers who appeared after this
time had specific destinations rid spent virtually no
time browsing.

Shonpers overall evaluations of the Downtown were surveyed
with a nine-category question in which they could rate
aspects of shoirning, parking, convenience, service, quality,
store hours, etc. as excellent, good, fair or poor. The
results of this survey were tabulated separately for
those shoppers from Grand Junction and from outside Grand
Junction. The categories, ratings and percentages are
shown on the following table.

In general, the Downtown was rated highly in terms of
customer service, quality, and value received for dollar
spent. Parking and convenience were the notable high
scores in the “poor” category.
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DOWNTOWN SHOPPER SURVEY RESULTS

El

______________________ _______________________________

PERCENTAGESCHARACTERISTICS

___________

H E G F P

Shopping Value

D Grand Junction 17.3 52.4 20.5 9.7
Other Than 27.1 54.2 18.6 0
Total 19.6 52.9 20.0 7.4

[1 Prices Grand Junction 3.8 25.5 39.9 20.7
Other Than 5.2 51.7 24.1 19.0
Total 4.1 39.4 36.1 20.3

Customer Service Grand Junction 10.9 63.4 17.5 8.2
Other Than 17.9 64.3 14.3 3.6
Total 12.6 63.6 16.7 7.1

Convenience Grand Junction 6.6 50.2 15.8 29.5
Other Than 12.3 66.7 12.3 8.7
Total 7.8 53.3 14.8 24.2

Parking Grand Junction 2.8 17.6 16.6 62.9
Other Than 1.7 36.7 25.0 36.7
Total 2.5 2.2 18.7 56.6

Cleanliness Grand Junction 20.6 63.9 12.8 2.8
Other Than 17.2 77.6 1.7 3.4
Total 19.7 67.2 10.1 2.9

Quality Grand Junction 1Q.9 59.9 24.7 4.3
Other Than 19.3 68.4 12.2 0
Total 12.9 62.0 21.8 3.3

Value Grand Junction 4.4 52.8 29.4 13.3
Other Than 6.6 65.6 21.3 6.6
Total 4.9 56.0 27.4 11.6

Store Hours Grand Junction 10.2 42.2 22.2 25.1
Other Than 3.6 63.6 14.5 18.2
Total 8.7 47.4 20.4 23.5



RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS



COMPARISON GOODS - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS

Comparative goods retailing comprises the majority
of the business activity in Downtown Grand Junction.
Red34lin’ largely sets the tone of the downtown area
as a major regional trade center. Because of this
focal role of retail activity, the analysis of the
retail market is a critical factor in assessing the
direction of future downtown development. As major
new competition, such as Mesa Mall, makes its effects
felt in the Western Slone retail picture, downtown
Grand Junction must carefully assess its position.
Is downtown’s traditional role as the major retail
center still viable? Should downtown’s retail
activity he aimed at a more specialized retail
market? Will office and governments activities take
over as downtown’s major activity, leaving retailing
as a secondary function? All of these questions
require market research for informed judgements.

Specific market data, such as the size of the retail
market area, the buying power within that area, and
the strength of current and future competition will
affect the answers to these important questions.
These issues are explored in the following pages
prom a market analysis point of view. This analysis
examines the purchasing power of the current and
nrojected nooulation within a defined market area.
B” then rojectinw the market share which the downtown
is likely to capture in the future, the total downtown
retail sales and floor space which can potentially be
sunorted results.

The market analysis defines the potential downtown
sales. It does not determine, for example, if a new
downtown denartment store could be built given the
existing downtown development, financial conditions
or public and orivate incentives which might be
offered. The market analysis looks only at sales
notential and the “normal” sales required to justify
a given quantity of sales area.



Market Area

Any retail activity draws the vast majority of its
sales from a definable market area. By determining
the area from which Grand Junction draws its compari
son goods buyers, the current and projected future
sales generated from that area may be determined. The
following paragraohs describe how the market area was
delineated.

In order to determine the importance of population
and purchasing power growth in Grand Junction’s
regional market area, both the Primary Market Area
(PHA) and Secondary Market Area (SMA) were defined.

The Primary Market Area is the smallest area from
which 80 percent of all sales originate. The Secondary
Market Area is the smallest area from which the next
ten percent of all sales originate. The PMA should

.-,

also include all of the area for which Grand Junction I (j,’
is the closest or most convenient comparison shooping
center. The SMA should include that area for which
Grand Junction is a primary competitor to other local
comparison shopping areas.

For example, the City of Delta provides some comparison
shopping opportunities, but Grand Junction is probably
a major competitor because of its reasonably close
proximity and ease of access.

Objective determination of the PMA and SNA was
accomplished through several means. First, a check
cashing survey was conducted for downtown retail stores
banking at irst National Bank and at U.S. Bank.
All che :s deposited on Monday, August 25, including
the nighc depositj from the previous Friday, Saturday
and Sunday, were included in the survey. Classified by
type of store, (such as devartment stores, clothing
stores, and furniture stores, ) the amount of the check
and the home address indicated on the check were
recorded. Tabulation of this data indicates the
percenta4e of total sales paid for by check, originating
from vatious areas.

This means of analysis provides a very detailed and ob
jective method of delineating market area. It takes Sinto account the amount of purchase as well as the
frequency of purchase. It also avoids perceptual
inaccuracies which sometimes cause merchants to over
estimate the size of their market area. Large purchases



from distant areas sometimes create more significant
impressions than the frequent smaller purchases made
by locals.

The results of the check cashing analysis for deoartment
and apparel stores are shown in Table 1. (There were not
a sufficient number of other store types to protect the
confidentiality o the information in reporting the
results.)

Of all purchases made with checks in the downtown
denartment stores during the time period covered, 65.2
oercent of the dollar value originated from Grand
Junction addresses. A slightly higher oercentage of
anparel store sales came from that area.

As the initial results of the check cashinv survey were
discussed, some merchants indicated that out-of-town
customers were more likely to pay with cash or credit
cards rather than checks. If this were the case, then
the check cashing survey would tend to overestimate the
Grand Junction area share of the market and underestimate
the more distant share. In order to evaluate this
possibility, the home address of intervin’c in a
shonoer/narker survey, conducted as people returned to
their parked cars in the downtown area, were also
tabulated as shown in the third column of Table 1.

Based on these results, it was estimated that the
flrand Junction Area, including Clifton and Fruitvale,
conorise antroximately seventy percent of the total
market. The remainder of Mesa County adds another
ten oercent of the market.

Mesa County’s boundaries nrovide a good aporoxination
of the Primary Market Area. Looking into surrounding
areas, Delta and Montrose Counties each contribute
aporoxinately three percent of the market while Garfield
County adds another 4 1/2 oercent. Although Rio Blanco
and C-rand Counties showed smaller shares because of their
small nopulations, it was felt that Grand Junction was
the logical major shooping location for these areas.
The total of this five county SMA contributes slightly
over ten percent of total sales. The remaining sales
were widely dispersed, ranging from tourist sales from
California, Ohio and Colorado Front Range cities to more
regional addresses like Craig, Durango and flunnison.



Because some sales losses from within the PMA and
SMA naturally occur, for example, as people travel
ot vacation, it was assumed that the remaining ten
percent of the Grand Junction market coming from
beyond the SMA would be equally offset by sales losses
or “leakage” to other areas from within the PMA and
SMA.

9



TABLE 1

GRAND JUNCTION RETAIL MARKET AREA

CHECK CASHING SURVEY
(% OF $ SPENT) SHOPPER/PARKER SURVEY

.AREA DEPT. STORES APPAREL STORES (% OF INTERVIEWS)

- V
F]GND JUNCTiON 65.2 69.2 61.0

CLIFTON 6.9 3.2 5.8

H FRUITVALE 1.7 1.9

GRAND JUNCTION AREA 72.1 74.1 68.7

OTHER MESA COUNTY 11.4 6.9 10.4

F] TOTAL MESA COUNTY 33.5 1 .0 79.1

U DELTA 1.4 1.1 0.8

OTHER DELTA COUNTY 3.3 1.5 1.9

U TOTAL DELTA COUNTY 4.7 2.6 2.7

F];.;ONTROSE 0.8 2.3 2.7

OTHER MONTROSE COUNTY 1.2 1.0 0.8

J TOTAL MONTROSE COUNTY 2.0 3.3 3.5

DRIFLE 9.6 0.8 1.9

GLENW000 SPRINGS 0.5 1.5 0.4

OTHER GARFIELD COUNTY 2.6 3.6 1.2

TOTAL GARFIELD COUNTY 4.7 5.9 3.5

F]RANGELY 3.3 -

OTHER RIO BLANCO COUNTY 0.1 0.7

F] TOTAL RIO BLANCO CO. 3.4 0.7
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TABLE 1 - CONT. PAGE 2

CHECK CASHING SURVEY
(% OF $ SPENT) SHOPPER/PARKER SURVEY

AREA DEPT. STORES APPAREL STORES (% OF INTERVIEWS)

-D
-__-__

__________ __

}MOAB 0.3 — 1.2

OTHER GRAND COUNTY 0.8

TOTAL GRAND COUNTY 0.3 0.5 1.9

U5 COUNTY SECONDARY 13.3 13.0 11.6

D
MARKET AREA

OTHER 3.2 6.0 9.3
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Market areas are influenced by the factors of
accessibility and competition. Figure 1 shows
the PMA and SMA in the context of their regional
setting and relative proximity to other cities
and their trade areas within the two-state region.
Grand Junction is fortunate in its crossroads
location. Easy accessibility is provided south
to Delta and Montrose Counties along U.S. 50; east
to Rifle and Glenwood Springs and west into Grand (7’\
County along 1-70 and U.S. 6, and north to Rangelv
on Colorado 139.

Beyond the Secondary Market Area, simDle distance
limits Gand Junction drawing power. Ouray, for
example, is nearly 100 miles from Grand Junction;
Cunnison is 125 miles, Craig is 150 miles. While
residents of these areas may occasionally shop in
Grand Junction, they are part of the tertiary market
which comprises less than ten oercent of total retail
sales. Competition from the larger retail centers
of Salt Lake City and Denver also limit the SMA.
The center of Eagle County is 130 miles from Grand
Junction, but only 120 miles from Denver. Vernal is
140 miles from Grand Junction, 150 miles to Provo and
180 miles to Salt Lake City. The larger retail
offerings of these larger cities are likely to
attract most of Vernal’s business. Figure 2 shows
the Primary and Secondary Market Areas in greater
detail and locates the major incorporated cities
and towns within that area.

Because some sales losses from within the PMA and INSMA naturally occur, for example, as neople travel —‘

or vacation, it was assumed that the remaining ten
percent of the Grand Junction market coming from
beyond the SMA would be equally offset by sales losses
or “leakage” to other areas from within the PMA and
SMA.

The current and projected populations of the Primary
and Secondary Market Areas are shown in Table 2. Family
and household incomes are shown in Table 3 for the PMA
and SMA.

Ii
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TABLE 2. POPULATION PROJECTIONS, PRIMARY & SECONDAP” MARKET AREAS

1980 1985

Primary Market Area

Mesa Count” 7954Q1 118,7451

Secondary Market Area

Delta County 21,6OO 29,2OO
Montrose County 25,ZOOi 3f,600iGarfield County 23,Ol3iRio Blanco County 611112 19,392i
Grand County 8,100 8,90O

Total 84,024 142,786

P’4A AND SNA 163,564 261,531

1. Colorado ‘1est Area Council of Governments, August 1980
2. Colorado Division of lanninR, “topulation Estimates

and roections”, August 1979
3. U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980 Census preliminary

results

Sources:

4. State of Utah 2oulation Projections
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TABLE 3. FAMILY AND HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION

FAMILES AND UNRELATED INDIVIDUALS. HOUSE
HOLD INCOME IS THE TOTAL AVAILABLE INCONE
IN THE AREA.

2. ALL FORECAST FIGURES ARE EXPRESSED IN 1980 DOLLARS.

PRIMARY MARKET AREA

©

SECONDARY MARKET AREA

17.7
36.8
21.7
3.5

20933
18241

1°70 1980 1985 1970 1980 1985
CENSUS FORE- FORE- CENSUS FORE- FORE

% CAST 7, CAST 7, 7, CAST 7, CAST 7,

7.2 8.7 3.2
6.0 7.1 3.1
7.3 7.9 3.L

15.4 9.0
35.4 40.1
23.4 37.9
2.2 3.6

20410 26023
18102 20886

12.2 5.0
9.2 5.2

10.3 5.4
15.6 10.6
32.2 39.7
18.8 31.4
1.8 2.9

18203 23617
15837 21017

rVAMILY INCOME

‘$ 0 — 4999 27.2 2.6 29.7
$ 5000 — 6999 14.9 2.6 16.0

15 7000 — 9999 22.1 2.9 23.0
J$ 10000 - 14999 23.1 10.3 19.6

• $ 15000 — 24999 10.1 41.4 9.3
q$ 25000 - 49999 2.3 34.7 2.2
[js 50000 UP 0.3 5.5 0.2

UAVG FAN INC $ 9070 26366 8549
r.DIAN FAM INC $ 8070 22645 7553

[1 HOUSEHOLD INCOME

0 — 4999 38.4 4.4 38.7
5000 - 6999 13.4 4.5 14.5
7000 — 9999 18.9 5.1 20.1

10000 — 14999 18.9 12.0 16.7
15000 — 24999 8.2 40.7 8.0
25000 - 49999 1.9 28.7 1.9
50000 UP 0.3 4.6 0.2

AVG FAN INC $ 8267 23963 8037
r€DIAN FAN INC $ 6722 20886 6559

IMPORTANT: 1. HOUSEHOLD INCOME INCLUDES THE INCOME OF

rius
S

ns

11. 1
8.0
9.9

17.7
33.1
17.4
2.8

18643
15996

SOURCE: CACI, ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA



Analysis of Retail Sales Potential

Retail expenditures by the populations within the
primary and secondary market areas were examined for
specific gonds which were determined to he appropriate
indicators of the overall retail sales market. The
intent of this evaluation was to arrive at a reasonably
accurate estimate of 1rand Junction’s retail sales
potential for these specific goods for both primary
and secondary market areas. A descriotion of the
methodology employed to provide the background data
and subsequent evaluations is perhaps in order before
oroceeding to an analysis of the findings.

In the 1972-74 period the Bureau of the Census
conducted the Consumer Expenditure Survey. This
survey of buying habits detailed the expenditures
made by 43,000 households on 2300 specific products
and services along with the demographic characteristics
of the households.

The results of this rather detailed research were
provided in a comnuter-readable format allowing for
the develooment of statistical models of buying habits
as they relate to demographic characteristics of income,
age, race, household and family size, occupation and
education. The base information also allowed a
distinction to be made between metropolitan and non
metrooolitan areas in each region of the county.
Statistical models applied to a snecific area can
therefore use local demographic information to
estimate retail expenditures snecific to that area’s
current demograohic characteristics. The resulting
expenditure estimates and specifies not only to the
region and the metropolitan/non-metropolitan character,
but also to the soecific lad demograuhic characteristics
of the area being examined.

Table 4 shows the 1980 per capita expenditures for
various products within the defined P”A and SMA for
Grand Junction. It should be noted that oer capita
sales were adjusted for inflation using 1979 Colorado,
sales tax figures. The expenditures noted in Table t/1P
reflect this adjustment.

1 Per capita sales were adjusted for inflation using
1979 Colorado sales tax figures.



TABLE 4

ANNUAL EXPENDITTJRES BY MERCHANDISE LINE

/

lENS AND BOYS APPAREL 161.72

PER CAITA GRAND JUNCTION
1€RCHANDISE LINE ANNUAl MThTAL EXPENDITURES (Sl,000,s) GRAND JUNCTION POTENTIAL SALES

/7,1 EXENDITURES 1980 1985 OF SMA 1980 1985
t I ‘I) PMA SMA PMA I SMA PIIA I SM.A

WOMENS AND GIRLS APPAREL 179.92

586)

FOOTWEAR

HOUSEHOLD TETILES

HOUSEHOLD FURNITURE

FLOOR COVERINGS

MAJOR APPLIANCES

RADIO, TV, RECORDINGS
TV
STEREO
RECORDS & TAPES

HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS
SMALL APPLIANCES
HOUSEWARES
MISC. FURNISHINGS

142.48

162.24

65.52

39.52

82.16

52.00

140.92

77.48
23.40
21.84
32.24

46.80
5.72

12.48
28. 60

63.96

41.60

87.88

54.08

146.64

82.16
24.44
24.44
33.28

48. 36
5.72

12.48
30.16

(POP=79, 540) (P0P=84,(4)

12,863.2 J.9.2W21

14,310.8

5,087.4

3,308.9

6,990.0

4,301.5

11,663.7 1L<847.7

6,535.0

3,846.6 3,93<3

(POP- 118, 745) (POP=144

19,203.4 20,600.6

21,364.6 23,457.6

7,594.9 9,473.3

4,939.8 5,714.0

10,435.3 11,87g.2

6,421.7 7,518.5

17,412.8 20,375.1

9,756.1 11,202.5

I.

1
5,742.5 6,766.6

50

SO

40

20

40

40

60

70

40

18,827. 7

21,121.9

7,290.8

3,973:4

9,753.0

6,050.2

18,772.3

11,094.9

5,420.5

2,443.6

29,503. 7

33, 093. 4

11,384.2

6,082.6

15,187.0

9 , 429. 1

29,637.9

17,597. 9

8,449.1

3,884.1JEWELRY 17.64 17.68 1,403.1 2,094.7 2,556.3 70
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Applying these per capita expenditures to the 1980
PMA and SMA populations yields total potential
retail expenditures made by the population of
these areas. Using this data to project future sales
is somewhat more involved. Obviously, some demographic
characteristics will change as Grand Junction grows.
Energy development is likely to result in somewhat
higher incomes, a relatively small household size,
and proportionately more younger households. Unfortu
nately, the specific characteristics of these changes
are as yet unknown and cannot be used to specifically
alter expenditure patterns. Per capita expenditures
are likely to increase as more income is made avail
able. Increases will, be different for different types
of products. Table 4 takes the conservative view that
1q85 per capita expenditures will remain at their
current level and shows the distribution of those
expenditures for the representative merchandise lines.

Of the potential sales from the SMA, Grand Junction
should expect to capture only a portion of those sales.
That potential capture was estinated by examining 1979
retail sales tax figures for each SMA county. Those
figures were used to determine current capture rates
within the various counties for each type of comparison
good. The remainder of the potential sales was
considered as potential sales for Grand Junction.

For 1985, it was assumed that the SMA would continue
to build its 1979 market share. While total sales in
the SMA counties will increase, none of the smaller
competing market towns will grow large enough to
support stores more competitive with Grand Junction.
Grand Junction, on the other hand, is growing large
enough to offer a wider variety of shopping goods /9
which will strenghten its competitive position.
In the long run, Grand Junction will continue to be
the regional shopTEEinter or the Secondary Market
area as evidenced by the projections given for each
of these areas within the SMA.

Market share estimates for Grand Junction range from
70 percent for jewelry to 20 percent for household
textiles, as shown in Table 4 . The majority of
all merchandise items fall around fifty percent. .a’I’’
of the PHA exvenditures will be potential Grand
Junction sales. Adding the MA annual expenditures
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to the indicated proportion of the SMA expenditures
results in total potential sales in the Grand
Junction area, shown in the final column of Table 4.

Retail sales in particular types of stores are
derived by distributinR merchandise line sales
into the store1types which handle the majority
of those sales. The store types selected were
those which comprise the bulk of comparison goods
retailing. There are general merchandise stores
(including department, discount and variety stores)
men’s, women’s and family apparel stores, shoe
stores, furniture, hone furnishings, apnliances,
stereo-TV-recordings, and jewelry stores. The
distribution of merchandise line sales by store /j’

types was taken from the 1972 Census of Retail t.Z

Trade, the most recent data available.

Current sales patterns may not match these distri
bution exactly. For example, a large proportion
of Grand Junction’s general merchandise stores are
discount stores, such as K-Mart, TempoandGihson’s.
These stores quite likely have lower sales in the
furniture, malor apoliances, and jewelry categories
than do all general merchandise stores state-wide.
By 1985, Grand Junction’s growth is likely to bring
it to the statewide averages. Without specific
data available for flrand Junction, use of the
statewide figures is reasonable.

Total sales in the merchandise lines snecified in Table 5
indicate only a portion of sales for each store type.
In most cases, the snecified merchandise lines comprise
well over ninety percent of the total sales by that
tyne of store. For example, for the men’s and boy’s
apoarel stores the merchandise lines of men’s and
boy’s apparel comprise 94.4 percent of those stores
total sales. The adjustment to 100 percent sales is
made in the line labeled “Specified Merchandise as
Percent of Total Sales.” In the case of general
merchandise stores, only 63.1 percent of total sales
are in the merchandise lines shown.

Because these stores sell such a wide variety of items,
other merchandise lines such as “auto tires, batteries
and accessories” with 5.2 percent of total sales and
“hardware and electrical supplies” with 2.5 percent,
comprise the remaining 36.1 percent of total sales.

Census of Retail Trade: 1972 “Merchandise Sales,
Colorado”, Bureau of the Census, Table
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TABLE 5. GRAND JCTION SALES POTENTIAL BY STO TYPE, 1980 and 1985

POTENTIAL SALES GENERAL MERCHANDISE MEN’S & BOY’S APPAREL

($1,000’s) SALES 7. OF LINE SALES Z OF LINE
I€RCHANDISE LINE 1980 1985 1980 1985 1980 1985

________

Men’s and Boy’s Apoarel 18,827.7 29,503.7 9,526.8 14,928.9 50.6 5,’234.1 8,202.0 27.8

Women’s and Girl’s Apparel 21,121.9 33,093.4 11,553.7 18,102.1 54.7

Footwear 7,290.8 11,384.2 2,945.5 4,599.2 40.4 218.7 341.5 3.0

Household Textiles 3,973.4 /6,082.5 2,499.3 .. 32o4) 62.9
/15,137.1

Household Furniture 9,753 0 3-,46-7—4- 3,667 1 5,710 3 37 6

Floor Coverings 6,050 2 9,429 1 1,052 7 1,640 7 17 4

Major Aopliances 18,772 3 29,637 9 7,208 6 11,381 0 38 4

Stereo, TV, Recordings 11,094.9 Q77>9 2,729.3 4,329.1 24.6

Housewares and Misc. 5,420.5 8,449.1 2,731.9 4,258.3 50.4
Furnishings

Jewelry 2,443.6 3,884.1 623.1 990.4 Z5.5

44,538.0 69,765.9 5,452.8 8,543.5

Specified Merchandise as
Percentage of Total Sales .631 7 .944

TOTAL MARKET POTENTIAL 70,583.2 110,564.0 5,776.3 9,050.3



TABLE 5. CONTINUED 2

WON’S AND GIRL’S APPAREL F1ILY APPAREL FOOTWEAR
SALES 7. OF LINE 70 OF LINE 70 OF LINE

1980 1985 1980 1985

___________

1980 1985

Men’s and Boy’s Apparel 376.6 590.1 2.0 2,579.4 4,042.0 13.7

Women’s and Girl’s Apparel 5,259.4 8,240.3 24.9 2,745.8 4,302.1 13.0 1,161.7 1,820.1 5.5

Footwear 255.2 398.4 3.5 612.4 956.3 8.4 2,850.7 4,451.2 39.1

Household Textiles 127.1 194.6 3.2

Household Furniture

Floor Coverings

Major Appliances

Stereo, TV, Recordings

Housewares and Misc.
Furnishings

Jewelry 41.5 66.0 1.7

5,932.7 9,294.8 6,064.7 9,495.0 4,012.4 6,271.3
Specified Merchandise as

Percentage of Total Sales
.912 4 .964 4 .961

TOTAL MARKET POTENTIAL 6,505.2 10,191.7 6,291.2 9,849.6 4,175.2 6,525.8
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TABLE 5. CONTINUED

FURNITURE HO? FURNISHINGS APPLIANCES

700FLINE 700FLINE 700FLINE
1980 1985 1980 1985 1980 1985

__________

Household Textiles 651.6 997.5 16.4 278.1 425.8 7.0 83.4 127.7 2.1

Household Furniture 6,134.6 9,952.6 62.9 751.0 1,169.4 7.7

Floor Coverings 756.3 1,178.6 12.5 3,841.9 5,987.5 63.5

Major Appliances 1,182.7 1,867.2 6.3 5,913.3 9,934.9 31.5

Stereo, TV, Recordings 499.3 791.9 4.5 843.2 1,337.4 7.6

Housewares and Misc. 119.3 185.9 2.2 189.7 295.7 3.5
Furnishings

Jewelry

‘/73.1
9,343.8 1440%7 5,060.7 7,878.4 6,839.9 11,frOLO

.969 4 .940 4.884

452.1 MS-O
TOTAL MARKET POTENTIAL 9,642.7 15,QJ-&9 5,383.7 8,381.3 7,737.4 12,397.1
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Table 6 uses the 1980 and 1985 sales potential for
each store type to indicate the floor space which
could be suuoorted by the level of sales. The
exoected sa1s per square foot is based on av2ilable,
standards for store-type surveyed, subsequently
adjusted with the comhiaed experience and research

TABLE 5 CONTINUED

STEREO, TV, RECORDINGS JEWELRY

SALES CL OF LINE ‘L OF LINE
1980 1985 1980 1985

__________

Household Textiles

Household Furniture 312.1 486.0 3.2

Floor Coverings

Major Applicances 1,276.5 2,015.4 6.8

Stereo, TV, Recordings 5,880.3 9,326.9 53.0

Housewares and Misc. 151.8 236.6 2.8
Furnishings

Jewelry 1,505.3 2,392.6 61.h

7,468.9 11,828.3 1,657.1 2,629.2

+ .934 4 .874

TOTAL MARKET POTENTIAL 7,996.7 12,664.1 1,896.6 3,008.2
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Table 6 uses the 1980 and 1985 sales potential for
each store type to indicate the floor space which
could he supported by the level of sales. The
expected sales per square foot is based on avi1ab1e,
standards for store-type surveyed, subsequently
adjusted with the combined experience and research
of Larry Smith and Associates and Development Control,
Inc. These two members of the consulting team
utilized wide experience in both market research and
in shopoing center development and management to
nrovide an estimated sales figure awpronriate to
the Grand Junction area. Table 6 also compares
the floor space supported with existing floor
snace. The inventory of existing floor space outside
of Mesa Mall and excluding general merchandise,
furniture and appliance stores, was discounted by
fifteen percent to account for the inefficiencies

‘—‘ inherent in the older store buildings. Because
the sales per square foot figures reflect highly
space efficient modern shopping centers, this adjust
ment brings the existing space into “shopoing center
equivalent” values.

It should also be noted that the existing soace
figures inc3.ude a fully occupied Mesa Mall. Actual
and exnected occupancy at the new center was deter
mined by examination of the existing and proposed
uses at the Mall itself. That examination indicated
the following occupancy figures:

Mesa Mall Existing and Proposed Occupancy (Sq.Ft.)

Existing
Conmdtted Proposed

General Merchandise 286,000 286,000
Food sales 2,200 8,600
Food service 7,200 28,700
Annarel 67,600 97,900
Shoes 19,100 21,000
Home furnishings 2,100 11,100
Stereo/Vt/Record 5,000 13,400
Hobby/Special Interest 4,400 12,800
Gifts/Specialty 10,700 23,000
Jewelry 6: Cosmetics 9,400 10,900
Drugs 15,000 15,000
Other Retail 1,400 9,200
Personal Services 0 7,000
Recreation/Community 16,600 18,300

Total 446,700 562,900



TABLE S

RETAIL SACE DEMAND

1980 and 1985

STORE TYPE ANNUAL SALES ($1,000’s) EXPECTED SALES FLOOR SPACE SUPPORTED EXISTING SPACE*
t’ 1980 1985

PER Sn. FT.
1980 1985

,.

GENERAL MERCHANDISE 70,583.2 110,546.0 $100.00 705,800 Sq.Ft. 1,105,550 582,500
. (295,500)

MENS MID BOYS APPAREL 5,776.3 9,050.3 $125.00 46200)
72.4001

W0S AND GIRLS APPAREL 6,505.2 10,191.7 i 79 nfl 52;0O0 j148 ,50) 81, 5OO32, 700 202,200

( (104,30G)
FANILY APPAREL 6,291.2 9,849.6 S125.0C 5(1300) 78:800) )
SHOES 4,175.2 6,525.8 $125.00 33,400 52,200 47,700

. (26,700)
FURNITURE 9,642.7 15,070.9

‘ $ 60.OC 160:70o 251,200 153,000
. (153,000)

HOME FURNISHINGS 5,383.7 8,361.3 $ 85.1W 63,290 98,600 34,100
(23, 000)

APPLIANCES 7,737.4 12,897.1 $ 90.00 86,000 143,300 41,000.

(41,000)
STEREO, TV, RECORDINGS 7,996.7 12,664.1 $150.00 - 53,300 84,400

JEWELRY 1,476.5 2,341.6 $250.00 7,600 12,000
(14400)

U *lncludes estimates of fully occuppied Mesa Mall space; numbers in ( ) exclude Mesa Mall. existing store areas, excepting general merchandise.
S . — C - I r - - r I -. I



Excluded from the existing general merchandise
figures is the Montgomery Wards store, scheduled
to close in December.

A comparison of the existing and potentially support
able floor space shows that additional general
merchandise space is warranted by current sales
potential. An additional 120,000 square feet could
be supported in 1980, growing to 520,000 square
feet by 1985. Apparel stores are currently overbuilt
by apvroximatel 50,000 square feet, assuming a fully
occupied Mesa Mall. With 30,000 square feet of that
space not yet leased, this study suggests that leasing
of that spce may take some time until demand catches
up with supply. Shoe stores are currently overbuilt
by 14,000 square ft. Growing demand will slightly
surnass the current supoly by 1985. Furniture
stores are currently in appropriate relation to demand,
although an additional 100,000 square feet will be
needed by 1985. Home furnishings, apoliances, and
stereo/TV/recordings stores are insufficient for current
demand by wide margins. By 1985, tripling of existing
store space will be oossible. The opposite appears
to be true of jewelry stores. Current supply, even
before the addition of Mesa Mall, is nearly twice
the amount warranted. With the addition of Mesa Mall
jewelry stores, this situation would theoretically
continue into 1985. Fierce competition and many
casualties are indicated by this supply/demand mismatch.

While some of this discreoancv may be due to unusual
factors not considered in the’analysis, the magnitude
of the indicated oversupply of this merchandise type,
assures that a significant problem exists.

The retail market analysis results show important
implications for the future of downtown Grand Junction:

1. ExistinR and future demand shows need for
additional department store space. Current
demand would allow for one additional department
store of 80,000 to 100,000 square feet. By 1985
several additional stores would be possible.
However, no department stores are likely to enter
themarket until the effects of Mesa Mall can be
determined. Sufficient general merchandise demand
will exist in 1985 to support the opening of
another three-anchor mall. However, demand for
additional apparel stores would not be sufficient
to fill the shots implied by such a development,
if existing clothing stores continue to operate
Th their current locations.



2. The furniture, home furnishings, appliances,
and stereo/TV/recordings stores are currently
in demand. While downtown locations are not
ideal for these space-extensive types of
stores, a share of this demand could be met by
downtown locations. The possibility of creating
a “hone shooping” district could affect some
potential disadvantages of downtown.

3. Some jewelry stores are likely to become
casualties of an oversupply situation, with some
of those casualties in downtown locations.

In terms of dottotm development scenarios, two
possibilities oresent themselves.

1. Downtown could attract one or two department
stores to re-anchor the downtown shopping
park as a major retail center. While this
solution would be ideal, the realities of
downtowns comneting against shopping centers
for department stores makes this scenario a
long-shot. Modern shopping centers are very
efficient merchandising operations and therefore
very attractive to anchor stores. Because of
unified ownerships, malls are able to offer
space bargain5to department stores and to be able
to recoup this this expense from high rents on
smaller shop spaces. Unified control of malls
also allows efficient advertising and merchandising
of the entire center. A downtown areas’ fragmented
ownership and frequent lack of unified cooperation
among merchants makes them less attractive as pros
pective department store locations. The potential
of this scenario will be examined in greater
detail during the continuation of this study.

2. Downtown could re-fashion a portion of it’s
shonping area “specialty” center, catering to
higher priced fashion goods. This scenario
would build on the strength of the existing high
quality downtown stores, the restaurants, and
the historic character of the area to improve
upon downtown as a place for fashion merchandising.
The feasibility of this scenario is strengtheped
by proposed plans for the Coimnons office tot.’er,
new hotel and cultural arts center, in addition
to the Two Rivers convention facility and the
current tourist trade. This scenario would
require intensification of specialty shopping
stores into an area of nerhaps three of the exi’fting
four blocks of the shopping park. Along with retail
stores, the addition of more restaurants and
personal service establishments is necessary for
a successful soecialty center.



The market analysis ooints toward several potentially
workable possibilities for downtown. Although some
store types are currently overbuilt, this situation
will be rectified in all but the case of jewelry
stores by 1985 market growth. None of the potential
retail development possibilities for the downtown
mentioned here have been eliminated by the market
analysis. This is particularly encouraging in light

U of the recent development of Mesa Mall, as the effect
- of that project on the Downtown’s market was essentially

unknown but was felt to be significant. Specific
analysis of that project’s impact on Downtown shopping
will have to await a longer historical period of ob
servation; particularly through the seasonal shopping
peaks at Christmas and the back-to-school period.

Recent Downtown market shares of the clothing, shoe
and department stores’ sales are shown in Figure 3
for the “East North Avenue Shopoin Center”, “Central
Downtown” and “Other Areas” (which includes the opening
of Sears at Mesa Mall). The effects of the Mesa Mall
opening on Downtown sales are not yet available.



FIC-URE 3.

Market Shares in Clothing, Shoes and Department Stores

]of Total Sales
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CONVENIENCE GOODS - RETAIL MARKET ANALYSIS

In contrast to comparison on shopping goods, convenience
goods are purchased frequently, are fairly low priced,
and are fairly homogeneous. Primary examples of con
venience goods are grocery and drug store items, including
food beverages, personal care products and housekeeping
supplies. Convenience goods buyers usually base their
store choide on easiest access, although some store
image and price competition also affects choice.

Convenience gooq’3ores constitute a small part of
the study area’ retail offerings. The major convenience
goods stores in the study area are City Market, Grand
Avenue Rexall and Mesa Drug. The market area for these
uses is typically defined by a five minute driving time.
From within this area, about 70 percent of total sales
should be drawn. In general terms, this provides a
market area extending north to North Avenue, east to
Twelfth Street and south and west to the Colorado River.
The 1980 population in that area is:

HOUSEHOLD
AREA POPULATION HOUSEHOLDS SIZE

Tract 1 444 268 —-r54—
Tract 2 2116 1193 4-r$-7 [
Tract 3 1400 786 -94 /fl8
Tract 9 (G.Jct. Pt. 769 291 2---74

only)

Total Market Area _4&&9 2538

Per capita food tore sales in Colorado approximate
$1,100 annually. Applying this figure to the market
area, total food store expenditures should be $5,135,900
per year. Based on 1979 actual food stores sales in 2the Central and Greater Downtown areas of $4.05 million
downtown food stores capture 55 percent of their market
area’s expenditures. Given the close competition from
North Avenue’s competing store, this capture rate is
excellent. Improving uton the market share is not
orohable. Increased sales are likely to come only
through population growth within the market. The
housing section of this report examines that possibility.

Drug stores sales approximate 14 percent of food store
sales nationally. Applying this percentage the market

1 Colorado Sales Tax Reports.
2 City of Grand Junction Sales Tax Statistical Comparison Report.

Survey of Current Business, August 1980.



area food stores expenditures implies drug store
exneditures of S719,000 from market area residents.
Actual 1979 sales were $1,095,750. Obviously drug
st’ps in the downtown are drawing from a larger
market than the typical convenience market. A
large part of their market is based on sales to area
employees and to comparison shoppers who are in the
vicinity for other primary purposes. Drug store
sales in this situation are better related to the
size of the area as a retail shopping center and to
the offibe employment. Both of these factors are
as yet speculative. Existing proposals for office
space would increase the study area inventory by
about 75 percent, while realization of the total
1980-85 demand would more than double the existing
inventory.

Downtown retail future is less clear. If new anchor
denartment stores are attracted to locate on Main
Street, then stabilized or increasing retail activity
is likely; therefore additional drug store space is
justified as part of the shopping area. Without
new department stes, departure of the existing
stores will result in decreased retail activity.
In this case, office develooment will compensate for
this loss, but no additional drug store space will be
needed.
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CULTURAL/ENTERTAINMENT MARKET OVERVIEW

Cultural and entertainment uses are an important
thoughnot particularly large part of the downtown
mixture of uses. Downtown has two movie theatre&,_Y

restaurants (excluding fast food) and fe.Wars.
Downtown is a major entertainment location for the
Grand Junction area, rivaled by North Avenue and
Horizon Drive. Unlike those areas, downtown offers
the opportunity to walk from one entertainment
facility to another through pleasant surroundings.
Planned future developments in the downtown, notably
the Commons office building and the proposed hotel,
indicate the need for expansion of existing facilities
in the downtown.

Restaurants in the inunediate downtown area are
primarily expensive “tablecloth” or diner types.
Choices of other restaurant types, including fast
food and ethnic restaurants is very limited. This
lack of sufficient restaurant offerings seems
particularly noticeable at noon, when the area’s
office workers are looking for an eating place.
Provision of a multiple-offering eating facility,
where many individual vendors offer different food
items from separate booths or carts surrounding
a central eating space appears to be quite marketable
in the downtown area. The festive atmosphere which
could be created by such a facility would also
strengthen downtown’s specialty shooping image, if
that is selected as a preferred option.

Downtown’s ease of accessibility to Orchard Mesa,
Redlands and the rest of the Grand Junction area is
advantageous for restaurant locations. With Grand
Junction’s rapidly growing population, demand for
evening meal restaurants will growproportionately.
Location in terms of specific areas’convenience to a
market area is of little importance for this market.
The area’s demand for evening meal restaurants is
likely to increase by fifty percent along with the
Dopulatlon. Adding five new restaurants to the
downtown would maintain the existing market share.
However, sufficient unmet demand exists so that doubling
of the downtown eating establishments seems warranted by
1985, if orojected office demand and replacement of
two downtown department stores is realized. It should



be noted that success of any restaurant operation is
much more dependent upon the quality of operation
in the individual establishment than on the location.

More theatre demand is measured by an accepted indus
try standard calling for one scrten per 10,000 popu
lation within a five mile radius. That measurement
would justify 6 screens (excluding drive-ins) in the
Greater Grand Junction area currently and nine or teZ
screens by 1985. Currently,.Vmovtescreens operate in
Grand Junction, with two downtown and three at North
Avenue. An additional two screens will be added at
Mesa Mall. This will satisfy demand through 1982.
Additional movie theatres are most likely to be built
in multiple-screen configurations. Because of the
building size and parking requirements of such
facilities, downtown would not be an attractive
location for a new theatre. The primary concern
for downtown is in retaining the two existing theatres.

A stage theatre does not currently exist in Grand
JunctionS Development ofaperforming arts center has

proposed on the property bounded by First, Road,
econ and ‘Nite. The ‘rand JunctIon roa’s current
population would support a performing arts center
in terms of total numbers. Communities of similar
size have successfully operated art centers with
community or semi-urofessional theatrical companies
and a mixture of other art, craft and educational
functions. Growing population will bring with it
new residents who expect performing and visual arts
to he available. Population by itself does not of
course accurately describe demand for a performing arts
facility except in general terms. A more reliable
indicator is levels of education of the attending
oopulation which generally has some direct correlation
with income.

Incomes in the $15,000 to $24,999/yr. range are projected
to increase from approximately 9100 households to 18,500
households in the five year period from 1980 to 1985.
Incomes in the $25,000 to 49,000/yr. range are projected
to increase from approximately 5,000 households to 13,100
households. $50,000/yr. households are projected to
increase from 840 to 2,101 during this same period.

1 w Helton, regional manager, American Multi-Cinema.



These figures indicate a total of approximately 17,800new households in the $15,000 to $50,000 income rangeover the next 5-year period. These increases appearto additionally support the contention that theofferings of a performing arts facility which wouldhave considerable appeal for mid and upper-level incomehouseholds will gain supnort in C-sand Junction.

The location of such a facilicy Downtown, and particularlyin the vicinity of the Two Rivers Plaza would seem bothlogical and highly desirable. Such a location woiJdstrengthen other aspects of downtown development aswell as creating more general activity in an area ofdowntown in need of that type of an energy-generator.
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OFFICE MARKET ANALYSIS
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GRAND JUNCTION

OFFICE MARKET ANALYSIS

Downtown Grand Junction has traditionally been the
center of the financial, legal, and governmental
communities of Mesa County. Until the recent period
of rapid growth, most of Grand Junction’s non-medical
office space has been located in the study area. Heavy
demand for office space in more recent times has been
answered by developments along Horizon Drive, North
Avenue and in Foresite Industrial Park. This trend
toward outlying office locations has serious implica
tions for downtown and its future role in satisfying
Grand Junction’s future office demands. This analysis
will focus on recent trends in office utilization,
orojection of future office demand, and estimation of
the downtown area’s share of the future demand.

In order to narrow the focus of the office market
research to that type of office space which would
affect downtown, only major office space will be
considered. Major office space is defined as office
buildings containing 5,000 or more square feet of
leasable office area. It should be noted that other
small offices will also develop in the market.

Recent Trends

The recent period of office construction has brought
significant changes to downtown. Construction of the
Valley Federal Savings and Loan building in 1974, Mesa
Federal Savings and Loan in 1974 and the new U.S. Bank
Building in 1978 brought 158,000 square feet of new
office/financial institution space into downtown in
the last six years. Of this total new space, however,
only 85.100 scuare feet was in soeculative offices.
the remainder being used by the financial institution/
developer. In the same period, 250,000 square feet of
major office buildings have been built in other Grand
Junction locations. While financial institutions have
been the owners and major tenants of downtown office
space, more speculative office development has been
the rule in other locations. Tables 1 and 2 show major
existing office spaces downtown and in other Grand
Junction locations.

Vacancy rates in the Grand Junction office market
appear negligible. Of the 18 existing projects
contacted, 12 reported occupancy of 95 percent or
greater. Overall occupancy rates are 94.4 percent
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Jallev Federal
Savings and

- Loan

Enterprise
Building
(marginal)

Main Street
Arcade

Professional offices,
mortgage companies,
connnodities, law
offices, low traffic
users with longevity.

Lawyers, accountants,
professional offices

Securities companies,
attorneys, CPA’s,
insurance companies,
union oil

Professional offices,
architects, engineers

Federal office and
U.S.G..s.

Bank may expand into existing
office space in next 3-5 yrs.
take an additional 7,500 sq. ft.
Existing bank structure is built
to add another 1 or 2 stories on
the rear 1/2 of both buildings.

S
GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE ANALYSIS

EXISTING PROJECTS
(DOWNTOWN)

US Bank

First National
Bank

SQ. FT. 7 OCCUPANCY % OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHTTOTAL
IN YEAR BUILT WHEN BUILT CURRENTLY AVERAGE SO. FEET COl’t€NTS/OBSERVATIONS

PROJECT NA’fE SQ. FT. OFFICE

40, 000

39,000

100, 000

10,400

18, 000

12,000

14,500

10, 000

8, 000

70, 700

10,400

4,400

12, 000

7, 000

Commercial
Building

Mesa Federal

1978

1974

1951

1974—75

1975

6O7

0

1977 - 907

10 OZ

60% in 1977

940/

1007.

10 07

1007

10 07

1007,

3 story walk-up.



TABLE 2.

GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE ANALYSIS
EXISTING PROJECTS
(OUT OF DOWNTOWN)

957,
(90% in 1977)

Accountants, insurance
cos., attorneys, avg.
sq. ft. 700, 400 small
est, largest 2000.

2500 avg s9.ft., 200
sq.ft. on ‘ executive
concourse” suites, 240
avg. Exploration, ener
investment companies.
Real estate, detitists,
professional offices
avg. 200-1000 sq. ft.

Engineering, construc
tion offices, federal
offices, energy con
cerns, CBS construc
tion.

Avg. spaces 1000-5000
sq. ft. real estate
offices, engineers,
accountants, mining
cos., avg. sq. ft. 400

Credit cos., “law
office” users, mining
firms, state offices.

l1 federal government
tenants.

31,000 sq. ft. of structure is
used foz furniture store.

4-story bldg. - 10,000 sq. ft. is
used for restaurant, 1571 used fcr
liquor store. $1l.25-$15.00/sq.ft

ry executive concourse. All spaces
to °o to l2+/sn.ft. if leacod no’.

Liquor store uses 3000 sq. ft. if
total sub-shop uses, approx.
1,000 sq. ft., 1 suite not least
of 800-1000 sq. ft.

25 story building

Located 2000 N. 12th; full ser
vice offices, phone secretarial
services $270-400 month. 1200
remaining unleased currently.

1700 remaining va.cant, State
Labor Dept. has 1200 sq. ft.,
State Health Dept. has 450 sq.ft

Sq. rr. 7 OCCUPANCY 70 OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHTTOTAL
IN YEAR BUILT WHEN BUILT CURRENTLY AVERAGE SQ. FEET C0?IIIENTS/OBSERW TIONS

PROJECT NAME SQ. FT. OFFICE

Parkwood Plaza

Horizon Coro1eç

Centennial
Plaza

Crossroads
Plaza

Pinyon Center

Mesa United
Bank

Horizon Bldg.

60, 000

55.000
(net)

20,000

23, 000

15,500

42, 000

39,000

1973

June 1979

1976

Sept. 1979

1978

1978

29,000

43, 329

16,000

20, 000
(net)

13,000
(net)

8,700

39,000

707,

lO07

50%

05%

887,

9770

90-957.

10 07

9570+

8 07

1007.



C PROJECT

Foresight

I Treece Building

in the downtown and 96.6 percent in other areas.
If financial institutions which own buildings are
excluded from the calculations, occupancy rates drop
to 89.7 percent downtown and 96.1 percent in other
areas. These high occupancy rates indicate a very
strong office market.

TABLE 2.
(cant’ d)

GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE

EXISTING PROJECTS
(OUT OF DOWNTOWN)

ii

Horizon Drive is
Tenants use approx.
3-4000 sq. ft. each.

$8 sq. ft. cost in 1977-78
probably go to $12 sq.ft. +
if leased today. Current
tenant lease expires April
1981 and Occidental will
take that space over.

-a-

‘ A&J tfl.
r;cj:;.r.

.1

1
-l

*

Plaza

ANALYSIS

TOTAL SO. FT. ‘h OCCUPANCY 7c OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHTNAME
SQ. FT. 0FtCE YEAR BUILT N}IEN BUILT CURRENTLY AVG. SQ. FT. COIVNENTS/OBSERVATIONS

14, 500

13,780

16,320

32,960

Plateau

fl 4 Resources

14,200

13,000

16, 000

32,960

1978

1979

1978

1977

927.

100

1007,

1007.

757

10 05

I 007D

Located 25 & F Road, 1200
sq. ft. , State Health Dept.
has 450 sq. ft.

Occidental

I
I
I

ii.

RI
r
I
ml

Professional offices,
service cos, computer
cos., exploration pipe
cos.

Engineering cos.
surveyors, FM.

Used entirely by
Plateau Resiurces

All space used by
Occidental, with
the exception of
one tenant - engineers

Horizon Drive: same con
struction as Treece Bldg.



in the downtown and 96.6 percent in other areas.
If financial institutions which own buildings are
excluded from the calculations, occupancy rates drop
to 89.7 percent downtown and 96.1 percent in othet
areas. These high occupancy rates indicate a very
strong office market.

Projected Office Demand

Demand for Grand Junction office space is likely to
result from two major sources. First, energy companies
and the related services which they generate will
require offices. Past experience has shown that
energy companies tend to locate their administrative
facilities in Grand Junction where scheduled airlines,
motels and support services are readily available.
Similarly, Grand Junction is the logical location for
suppliers of materials, equipment and services to the
energy development companies. A second source of office
demand is the services required to meet the needs of
a growing population. Additional medical, legal,
financial, government and other office-using services
will be required in direct proportion to the population
served.

While conceptualization of these office demand factors
is relatively simple, projecting future demand is much
more difficult. Projecting office demand requires
considerable subjective judgement to arrive at
realistic potentials. Two methods of projection were
used. A conservative projection of office space was
developed from historic rates of employment growth, shown
in Table 3 . First Mesa County’s annual average employ
ment by industrial sectr was projected to 1985 based on
the 1975 to 1979 trend (using straight line linear
regression analysis). Based on the industrial sector
in which the employment increase fell, a percentage of
the new employment was assumed to require office space.
These ludgements were made in light of the sometimes
peculiar characteristics of Mesa County employment
patterns. Half of additional mining employment was
assumed to require office space because of the tendency
for energy companies to locate administration functions
in Grand Junction for operations located in surrounding
counties.

1Mesa County Capital Improvements Program Draft, ODA,
1980, p. 6

i-jI



TABLE 3. ¶

GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE DEMAND BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

1979 — 1985

1979-85 L IN MAJOR NEW OFFICE OFFICE DEMAND
SECTOR EMPLOYMENT CHANGE OFFICE SPACE EMPLOYMENT @ 225sq.ft/ EMPLOYEE DOWNTOWN

1979 1985 SQ.FT.

MINING 1,654 2,649 995 507 498 112,050 10 11,205

CONSTRUCTION 2,837 4,763 1,926 57. 96 21,600 - -

MANUFACTURING 2,624 3,235 611 - - - - -

TRANS., COFTh4., UTILITIFS 1,716 2,043 327 307. 98 22,050 50 11,025

WHOLESALE AND RETAIL 7,745 10,823 3,078 5Z 154 34,650 50 17,325TRADE

FINANCE, INSURANCE, R.E. 1,160 1,804 644 907O 580 130,500 50 62,250

I SERVICES 5,809 8,602 2,793 40’h r 1117 . 251,370 40 100,550

I GOVERNMENT 5,009 6,386 1,377 507 689 155,025 70 108,520

727.265 310,875



Exploration firms which require office space, also
tend to centralize in Grand Junction. Construction
finns are expected to keep only five percent of
their Mesa County employees in offices. While this
may still seem somewhat high, it should be considered
that major contractors and developers will likely
locate their regional offices in Grand Junction for
their Western Slope operations. Manufacturing
employment is not expected to require any office
space separate from manufacturing plants. The trans
portation, couununications and utilities categories
covers a wide variety of types of employees, from
drivers and service workers to administrative staff.
Thirty percent of the new workers are estimated to be
involved in office-based activities. Five percent
of the wholesale and retail trade employees are
expected to require office space separate from other
operations. Included in this group are the manufac
turer representatives and service staffs selling
supplies and equipment to energy companies, whole
salers whose offices are separate from warehousing,
and retail operations, such as business machine
retailers which sale from an office base. The finance,
insurance, real estate group will require office space
for virtually every employee. However, some of
that space may be provided in non-major office spaces,
such as on-site real estate sales offices, small owner
occupied insurance offices, etc. The category was
discounted by ten percent to account for this.

Service uses include such a wide variety of functions
that they are the most difficult to estimate. While
services include medical, legal and accounting employ
ment which would require offices, it also includes repair,
cleaning, motel, entertainment and others which are not
office functions. It was conservatively estimated
that forty percent (based on 44% of Colorado service I?
employment in health and business services) of new
employment will require major office building space.
Government emplownent is heavily dependent on office
space. Discounting for government educational employment
and non-office government services, but also remembering
Grand Junctions’ position as a regional center, fifty
percent of government employment growth is expected to
require major office accoumiodations.

Total new employment in major office space, resulting
from these estimates, is shown in Table 3 . Using a
standard of 225 square feet of office per employee,
total projected office space required by each industry



over the 1980-85 period is calculated for the GrandJunction area. Estimates of the percent of requiredoffice space which might locate downtown were alsodeveloped. While the downtown study area currentlycontains 41 percent of Grand Junction’s major officespace, future development potential was evaluatedseparately for each industry. Mining offices haveshown a heavy preference for Horizon Drive locations.Conversations with these companies indicate theirlocations to be heavily influenced by access to theairport, motels, and 1-70. This location preferencewould be difficult to overcome in favor of downtown.Therefore, only a 10 percent market share of miningoffices was allocated to downtown. Coumnunicationsand utility offices have traditionally located withinthe study area, though recent developments in theGrand Junction news media have violated that tradition.In recognition of these recent precedents, half ofthis industry group is expected to find downtownlocations. The wholesale and retail trade officesare also expected to split equally between downtownand oti-er locations. Finance, insurance and realestate offices have long been downtown strengths.However, convenience of location to the customer havelured much of the development in this industry to moresuburban locations. The more specialized aspects ofthis industry will likely remain downtown, while thecustomer-oriented functions disperse elsewhere. Again,an even split of downtown and other locations is likely.

Service functions in office spaces are primarilybusiness and medical services. It is expected thatbusiness services will locate primarily downtown,while medical services will locate primarily elsewhere.A forty percent downtown market share results.

Government offices have and will continue to locatearound downtown because of its central location andproximity to other government offices. Onlygovernment offices with unusual requirements, suchas storage areas, will remain in other locationspermanently. Overall, 70 percent of new governmentoffice employees are expected to work downtown.

The results of these assumptions place Grand Junction’soffice market at 727,000 additional square feet ofoffice space over the six year neriod. Annual cons truction of over 120,000 square feet of offices is justified.Of this demand, downtown is likely to capture nearly59,000 square feet per year on the average, or a totalof 353,000 square feet over the six year period.
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Proposed Office Oevelonment

Tables 4 and 5 show known office development proposals
which appear to be live projects. A total of 223,000
square feet are proposed in the downtown area through
1982. This includes 88,000 square feet of financial
institution space and 135,000 square feet of general
office space. Outside of downtown, 223,720 square
feet of office development are proposed for completion
by the end of 1981. This space includes only 4,500
square feet for Western Federal (Valley Federal’s
building size is not yet known). Approximately
65,000 square feet of that space are pre-leased or
committed. Reported rents ranged from $8 to $14 per
foot, while the majority of the triple net leases
were in the $9 to $12 range. In the downtown, only
the Commons is not being built by a financial institu
tion which eventually expects to occupy the entire
building.

Proposed office space appears to be planned somewhat
in excess of avarage annual demand. However, pre
leasing is proceeding favorably both in and out of
downtown. Failure of some of the proposed projects
should also be expected as a natural part of the
development process.

Conclusion

Further downtown office development is warranted by
market demand. Approximately 130,000 square feet of
office space beyond that now planned, will be required
by 1985, according to the conservative estimates. Care
hsould be taken not to overbuild the downtown market
in the early years of the 1980’s. A successful Commons
project will do much more to assure continuing downtown
office demand than would early overbuilding. Eer1
important, overbuilding outside of downtown should be’
discoaraged to prevent rate cutting competition for
downtown office projects.



TABLE 4.

GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE ANALYSISPROPOSED PROJECTS
(DOWNTOWN)

Sq. rr. 0h OCCUPANCY 7 OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHT
TOTAL

IN YEAR BUILT WHEN BUILT CURRENTLY AVERAGE SO. FEET C0tTNTS/OBSERVATIONS
PROJECT NW SQ. FT.

OFFICE

First National 140,000 60,000 1981-82(? 0 0 Professional Offices Banks short-intermediate tenr Bank
no averages given needs are for 60-80,000 sq. ft.

Ultimate expansion is to
100-140,000 sq. ft.

he Coimnons 120,000 83,000 March 1982 30,000 0 Professional offices 6 story building, 25,000 sq. ft.
ground floor space is set aside
for retail uses. Restaurant will
use 4,500 sq. ft. of this total.
Demand is seen as being for spac
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. Most
tentants looking for space inLi excess of 2,500 sq. ft.

Valley Federal 8,000 0 1982 All bank 0 Bankexpansion
8,000

Columbia 15,000 0 1982 All bank 0 Replacement of
8,000 existing structure.

Totals: Bank: 88,000
Office: 135,000
Off ices

& Bank: 223000
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TABLE 5.

CPND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE ANALYSIS
PROPOSED PROJECTS
(OUT OF DOWNTOWN)

SQ. FE. YEAR BUILT) Z OCCUPANCY °h OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHTTOTAL
IN To be Corn-i WHEN BUILT CURRENTLY AVERAGE SQ. FEET COFU€NTS/OBSERVATIONS

PROJECT NAE SQ. FT. OFFICE 2jted) I
3 story bldg. w/helipad locatedHorizon Park 67,000 65,440 April 198. 5O7 pre-leasEd 0 Energy related uses off Horizon Dr. A. 5,000 sq.ft.Plaza

- $12.50/ft. WI 5 yr. lease
R 13 50/ft. 5,000 so.ft.Plaza Del 10,000 10,000 Feb. 1981 0 Dentists/doctors 1 story 9.6O sq. ft. locatedSol

on 30th and E (Rocky Mt. Realtors)
Enterprise 26,500 6,000 Oct. 1980 0 0 Small professional Located North Ave., Melody LanePark offices 1 story (Les Smith)(warehousing)

Crossroads (2 bldg)
Business :ast -

Center 44,000 14,040 Feb. 1980 907, leased Energy related 2-story buildings, ground floors(warehousing) lest - (net) 0 may be retail,whblesaling, ware-44,000 14,040 May 1980 7.800 leased housing (Dale Muff)(net)

Western Federa
- ( 2

Bank bldgs

5 26500
*

Oct. 1981 0 0 Energy related users Two three story buildings, second
story of smaller bldg. will be ona

*(4 500 short lease to allow for bank exI ‘

pansion. 24 1/2 & F Road
1ese) 2 acre site (McWilliams)

Valley Federal (1 new Summer 0 0 Light service-related 1 bank building, possiblity of 2bank 1981 uses other office buildings on 6-acrebuilding site. Moose lodge site
(Homer Brown)

Foreight, 14,500 14,200 Fall 1980 0 0 Service, energy-
related

(2nd bldg.)



TABLE 5
ccont’ ci)

GRAND JUNCTION OFFICE SPACE ANALYSIS

Walnut Office
Cter

Sherwood Park
Plaza

N

(7

Bank on 1st floor at
3-4000 sq. ft. Real
estate professional
offices.

Professional offices,
attorneys, accts.
Offices ranging from
400 to 3400 sq.ft.

Service center for
architects and pro
fessionals.

Financial institu
tion.

2 story bldg. $9.50
sq. ft. total net,
approx. $12.50 “with
everything”, rent in
cludes lighting, car
peting and devising
walls. (Sinclair Assct

2 story bldg.
$9.00 sq. ft.

$l2-$12.50 complete

2 floors - 3240/floor
$9.50-l0.00 sq. ft.
triple net - up to
$14.00 complete

F Road & 32nd

YEAR BUILT Z OCCUPANCY 7, OCCUPANCY TENANT TYPES SOUGHTTOTAL SO. FT.
PROJECT NAME IN (To Be Com- WHEN CURRENTLY AVERAGE SQUARE FEET

CO?II€NTS/OBSERVATIONSSO. FT. OFFICE pleted) PRE-LEASED

z//8

Professional office
users.

12, 600

15, 000

6,900

21, 000

4,500

Dec. ‘81

June ‘81

Spring
‘81

Sept. ‘81

12, 600

15, 000

6,900

21,000

4,500

0

0

0

Village Fair

607 pre-leased

0

0

0

)LJ

‘I

4

/

$8-12.0O sq. ft. -

no committed tenants
(Earl Jensen)

/



As a check against the conservative “straight line”
projection, a second and more optimistically based
projection of total office demand was also developed.
Using the :Greater Grand Junction Area” population
projection developed by Colorado West Area Council
of Governments (COG), office development was related
to population growth and projected into the future.
First, office occupancy in the 1977-80 period was7
determined through interviews with major office (4?)
building managers. During that period, 186,000
square feet of office space was constructed and
occupied, exclusive of financial institutions.
Population during the same period increased by 6,878
resulting in 27 square feet of new office space for
each person added to the population. If the 1977-80
office space/employment/population relationships

ue through 1985, then a 1985 population of
4,8 will require 1,089,300 square feet of

a jitional office soace (exclusive of financial
institutions). This methodology shows results nearly
fifty percent higher than the previous methodology.
This methodology tends toward the very optimistic
picture. By basing the projection on a period of
modest population growth and rapid office
development, excessive office space results from
a future period of ranid population growth.

To illustrate an opposite extreme, if the ratio of
major office space to total population were maintained
at the 1980 level of 9.3 square feet per capita, only
an additional 374,000 square feet of office spa it
would be indicated by the 1985 projection of 8
It seems, thea that the original demand for 727,245
added feet of major office space is the most reasonable.

1/9



HOUSING:
MULTI-FAMILY MARKET OVERVIEW



Housing Market flveniew

Prolected population growth in Mesa County will create
demand for unorecedented housing production over the
next five years. County ?onulation growth of 39,200
nersons from 1980 to 1985 will create 15,700 new house
holds over the next five years. Housing industry
response to this demand nay create new housing patterns
in terms of unit tynes not previously available on the
market in the Grand Junction area. This overview of the
housing market is nrimarily concerned with demand for
multi-family housing which might be located on re
develonment or infill sites within the downtown study
area.

Demand for multi-family housing in Mesa County is under
going some significant changes in the current shift
toward smaller households, high mortgage interest rates
and ranidlv inflating building costs. Multi-family
housing was virtually synonymous with rental housing
twenty years ago. ooularitv of condominiums and town
houses as ownership units and the accnmnnying variety
of housing prices has marie analysis of the multi- family
market much more complex as it is often only a question
of individual buyer oreference that make it distinguishable
.[rom the demand for a conventional single family unit.

Overall housing demand will be a function of orolectéd household
growth. Annual household growth was computed from
CWACOG ponulation urojections for Mesa County, as shown
in Table 1 A 49 oercent population increase will combine
with slightly falling household size to produce a 52
nercent increase in households overall. Annual household
growth will be uneven over the five year period, ranging
from 1322 new households in 1981 to 4961 in 1984.

The distribution of these housing units into housing
types and costs will be determined by household size, age,
and income characteristics. Trends in these factors are
examined in the following paragraphs.

The size of households has shifted substantially in the
last decade. Nationally, average household size dropped
from 3.14 persons in 1970 to 2.81 persons in 1978. A
continued decline to22.73 oersons in 1980 and 2.58 persons
by l85 is exoected. Mesa County has exoerienced a similar
decline from 2.97 persons in 1970 to 2.65 persons in 1980.

1 CWACOC Population projections by 1980
2 Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, p-25,

No. 805, May l79.
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The number of households in each household size in Mesa
County is shown in Table 2 . Over the 1970-78 period
one and two-terson households increased much more
ranidlv than larger households. A continuation of this
trend is likely as more rapid household growth occurs
overall.

TABLE 1. MESA COUNTY POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLfl GROWtH

End of
1 Household2 Annual New

Year Population Size Households Households

1980 79,540 2.65 30,015
1981 82,730 2.64 31,337 1,322
1982 90,319 2.63 34,342 3,005
1983 99,218 2.62 37,869 3,527
1984 111,787 2.61 42,830 4,961
1985 118,745 2.60 45,671 2,841

1 Colorado West Area Council of Governments, August 1980
2 1980 household size is from preliminary results of 1980

Census; continued slow decline in household size is
assumed.

Since smaller households have been observed historically
to be mobile, rapid population growth will strengthen
the declining household size. If the household size dis
tribution of the 1970-78 new households approximates the
1980-85 growth, household size distribution of that
growing population can be projected to be as follows:

Household Size No. of New Households

U 1 oerson 7,139 45.6
/ JCL/ 2 person 4,164 26.6

,
/ CL’I. 3 person 2,239 14.3

U 4 person 2,192 14.0
5 nerson 720 4.6
6+ oerson -798 -5.1

15,656 100.0
Total



U 5c%

j HOUSING MARKET OVERVIEW

El Table 2. Households by Number of Persons, Mesa County

1970-78 New

U 1970 1978 Households

NUMBEP OV PERSONS NO. 7, NO. 7, NO. 7,

All hciseholds 17,640 100.0 26,000 100.0 8,360 100.0

1 3,259 18.5 7,073 27.2 3,814 45.6

2 5,771 32.7 7,998 30.3 2,227 26.6

3 2,719 15.4 3,917 15.1 1,198 14.3

4 2,663 15.1 3,833 14.7 1,170 14.0

5 1,702 9.6 2,083 8.0 381 4.6

6+ 1,526 8.7 1,096 4.2 —430 —5.1

Sources: 1970 Census of Housing, 1979 Survey of Buying Power
Data Service

/e5
°
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An examination of the figures in the New Households table
indicates that over seventy percent of the net new house
holds will beth the one and two person categories.
Higher density multi-family housing is particularly
appropriate to these smaller households.

Age of households also affects housing choice. Young
households and older Temptv nesters” are more attracted
to multi-family configurations, while middle-aged
households tend to prefer conventional detached single
family living. Table 3 examines 1970-78 changes in the
age of household heads in Mesa County. The largest
:1ncrease in a ten-year age groun was in the 25 to 34
year-old household heads (Note that the 45 to 64 year
old groun covers twenty years; therefore each ten year
group accounted for about half of the 26.9 percent gain.)
The elderly population (though not strictly a ten-year
group) registered the second largest gain. More rapid
growth will not be likely to maintain the same proportion
of elderly households. Much of the elderly household
increase has been due to simple aging of the population
rather than to an influx of new older population. With
more rapid growth, this process wilt be a less signifi
cant share of total growth. Taking this into account,
1980-85 household growth is estimated to be as follows:

Age of Household Head No. of New Households

Under 25 1,879 12
25 — 34 4,697 30
35 — 44 2,348 15
45 - 64 4,384 28
65+ 2,348 15

Total 15,656 100

Rapid growth of households with heads under age 35 and
ones age 65 indieats favorable conditions for multi
family development based on general buyer trends and
desirable patterns in Mesa County.

Additionally, incomes of the areas’ households will
of course have a direct effect an housing choices.
Combined with housing affordability resulting from
mortgage interest rates, incomes will indicate the price
levels of housing demanded by new households. Income
levels are derived from 1970 Census, 1976 Survey of
Income and Education, and from Bureau of Economic Analysis
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total income estimates. projections are based on
extensions of the historic trends using a recursive
model. Table / shows 1970, 1980 and 1985 households
by income (1985 incomes are stated in 1980 dollars).
The income distribution of the new households from
1980 to 1985 is projected to be as follows:

Income No. of New Households

$ 0 - 4,999 —1,322 —8.4
5,000 — 6,999 —346 ,?N —2.2
7,000 - 9,9°9 —642 4 1 —4.1

10,000 - 14,999 168 1.1
15,000 - 24,999 8,653 55.3
25,000 — 49,999 7,885 50.4

50,000+ 1,261 8.1

Total 15,656 100.0

Increasing incomes amonR existing households will combine
with the relatively high incomes of newcomer households
to produce a considerably higher overall income
distribution. This high level of income will favor
ownership over rental housing

units.c

CAd, Inc., 1979
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Table 4. Household Income, Mesa County

1970 1980 1985
ANNUAL INCOW NO. 7, NO. NO.

All Households 17,640 100.0 30,015 100.0 45,671 100.0

$ 0 — 4,999 6,781 38.4 3,332 11.1 2,010 4.4

$5,000 — 6,999 2,371 13.4 2,401 8.0 2,055 4.5

$7,000 — 9,999 3,330 18.9 2,971 9.9 2,329 5.1

$10,000 - 14,999 3,328 18.8 5,313 17.7 5,481 12.0

$15,000 — 24,999 1,440 8.2 9,935 33.1 18.588 40.7

S25,000 - 49,999 342 1.9 5,223 17.4 13,108 28.7

$50,000 + I 51 0.3 840 2.8 2,101 4.6

Sources: Households from 1970 Census and CWACOG projections,
income distributions from CAd, Inc.



An examination of housing affordability relates incomes
to housing purchasing power. Table 5 shows affordable
housing for household incomes assuming a maximum nayment
of 28 percent of income (qualifying criteria for flifiA
mortgages). Fluating interest rates make tremendous
differences in levels of affordability. Assuming that
interest rates level out at eleven nercent over the
long term, an income of $20,000 could buy a $48,000
dwelling. Adjusting the income distribution for the
1980-85 new households to account for the increased
incomes of low income households (that is the loss house
holds in the lower income ranges) affordable housing
demand at ll7 interest is calculated as follows:

—

5r7

Income 1980-85 New
(1,000’s) Households Affordable Housing

15 - 20 2,604 36,000 - 48,000
20 - 25 3,907 48,000 - 60,000
25 — 30 2,365 60,000 - 72,000
30 — 35 1,971 72,000 — 84,000
35 - 40 1,577 84,000 - 96,000
40 - 45 1,182 96,000 - 108,000
45 - 50 789 108,000 - 120,000
50+ 1,261 120,000+

Patterns of buyer preference or housing purchase decision
based upon criteria of affordability can also be evaluated
by examining housing construction trends.

Recent residential construction patterns in Mesa County
orovide some indication of the housinp oreferences
of the growing pooulation. Table 6 shows building
cermits issued in Mesa County during the 1975-1979 period.
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TABLE 5. AFFORDABLE HOUSINrT -- BY INCOME AND INTEREST FATE

(ROSS ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME

15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000 40,000 -
50,000

r Gross Monthly Income

4vajlah1e ITI nanent @ 28

Available mortgage navment if
taxes and insurance = l27 of
PIT I

Mortgage amount sunoorted w/
30 yr. amortization, interest
rate of:

1 3Z
127,
in
1

Maximum housing purchase
once with 1/4 yr. income
as down oavment.

137,
1 27,
in
i0z

1,250 1,667 2,083 2,500 2 17 3,333 4,167

350 467 583 700 817 933 1,167

308 411 513 616 719 821 1,027

27,800 37,200 46,400 55,700 65,000 74,200 92,800
29,900 40,000 49,900 59,900 69,900 79,800 99,800
32,300 43,200 53,000 64,700 75,500 86,200 107,800
35,100 46,800 58,500 70,200 81,900 93,600 117,000

31,500 42,200 52,700 63,200 73,800 84,200 105,300
33,700 45,000 56,200 67,400 78,700 89,800 112,300
36,100 48,200 60,200 72,200 84,300 96,200 120,300
38.900 51,800 64,800 77,700 90,700 103,600 129,500
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TABLE 6. SA COUNTY HOUSING UNITS

Single Multi- ‘h Multi
Family Family Total Family

El 1975 815 189 1,004 18.8
1976 984 467 1,451 32.1
1977 1,235 392 1,627 24.1

El 1978 1,554 313 1,867 16.8
1979 1,313 495 1,808 27.4
1975—79 Total 5,901 1,856 7,757 23.9

Annual Average 1,180 371 1,551 23.9

Continuation of this five year average into the 1981-85
period would result in multi-family demand of:

Multi-Family Unit Demand

1981 329
1982 748
1983 878
1984 1,235
1985 707

Total 3,897

(allows for 47, vacancy)



Table 7 provides an estimate of the total number
of housing units required in Mesa County during the
1981-85 period and assumes a percentage breakdown
for both condo/townhouse and condominium/apartment
unit types. This determination utilizes the 5-year
average of building permit activity for multi-family
units as ahasis for this projection and assumes
an increase of preference for the lower-maintenance,
higher density unit-type in Mesa County as housing
costs continue to climb and the number of 1 and 2
person households entering the market increases.

The percentage of capture that the downtown area
will exercise over the total multi-family market
will depend largely upon the lengths to which the
City is willing to go to attract multi-family
housing downtown. Increased cultural, entertainment
and professional-office activity and development will
certainly strengthen the downtowns’ draw for such
a market. The availability of land jn”transitional”
stages of use close to the downtown core will also
offer attractiveness.

Since the concept of a high-quality multi-family
project downtown is without a recent comparable
precedent the success of such a project is somewhat
speculative. At the same time, even if we were to
assume a highly conservative capture rate of fl of
the condominium unit-type market, this allows for a
36 unit project on an appropriate downtown site in
the 1981-85 period. With the proper incentives
such a “pilot” project should be realizable and can
serve as the impetus for similar developments. A
live-in population is a critical factor in enhancing
the viability of a downtown area. In the next design
phase, specific residential alternatives will be
tested in the “transitional” use areas at the
downtown’s periphery to evaluate site feasibility
as well as the necessary land acquisition or
financing requirements.



C EZD C C C C C C C C C C C C C

Table 7 Estimated Multi-Family Demand, 1981-85, Mesa County

1981-85 Total

(or rental
Housing Units Townhouse Condo/Apt.

equivalent)
equire No. 7 No.

$36,000 - 48,000 2,604 20 54 70 1,823

$48,000 — 60,000 3,907 30 1,172 20 781

$60,000 — 72,000 2,365 10 237 5 118

$72,000 - 84,000 1,971 10 197 1 20

$84,000 — 96,000 1,577 5 79 0 0

S96,000 - 108,000 1,182 2 24 0 0

S1o8,000 — 120,000 789 2 16 0 0

S120,Ooo+ 1,261 0 0 0 0

Total 15,656 11.4 1,179 17.5 2,742

28.9°!, of all new
housing in multi
family housing types

N
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PARKING INVENTORY/ANALYSIS



I,

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

PARKINg ANALYSIS

In order to determine the profile of existing parking
use in downtown Grand Junction, certain inventories,
count programs and surveys iere conducted. The data
derived from this effort has provided a base for the
evaluation of current problems and needs, and for the
development of future needs based on proposed changes
in the downtown character and development pattern.
The following were done:

• Parking inventory
• Parking turnover survey on-stieet
• Parking turnover survey in selected off-street

lots
• Parking utilization counts in other off-street

lots
• Parker interviews, and,
• Field observation and evaluation by professional

personnel

Parking Inventory

A detailed inventory was conducted within the study area.
Field investigations were supplemented with available
data from other studies, aerial photographs and other
information. This inventory provides a detailed assess
ment of all public and private parking spaces available
in the area, meter or time limits, type of space (parallel,
diagonal, etc.), no parking zones, parking restrictions,
and other teatures. in addition, the inventory also
identitied one-way streets, traffic control signs (ston,
yield) and traffic signals. These features and facilities
are shown on Figure 1.

There are 3986 total parking_spaces in the inventory areat
2120 are public and 1866 are private. Of those public
aeuIs4Ear-striet and 574 are off-street. There
are 1326 parking meters in the study area; 62.5°h of total
public spaces. Of the remaining 794 public spaces, 73 are
signed for a certain time limit and 721 are essentially
unlimited, unrestricted parking.

Parking Turnover Survey

Within the central downtown area more extensive and de
tailed analyses of parking use were carried out. In the
area bounded by Grand Avenue on the north, Seventh Street
on the east, Colorado Avenue on the south, and Second
Street on the west, there are 903 public on-street parking



spaces. About 85 percent (796 of the on-srrt

spaces are metered and 88 percent 331 of the oft-
street spaces are metered.

On August 20, 1980 all 903 on-street spaces within
this central area were monitored and checked every
half hour from 10:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. On October
20, 1980, a similar survey was conducted in four
off-street public lots. The characteristics of
use in each category is important in defining
oroblems and deriving conclusions.

License plates were recorded for each space if
occupied to develop a picture of the use of every
space on each block face and street inthe area.
From this it was possible to determine the average
length of stay, the average spaces available, the
average number of cars using the spaces during the
day and other factors related to space use, supply
and demand.
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PARKING INVENTORY BY BLOCK

LOCATION NO. SPACES TYPE

2nd Street

Grand to White (W) 9 Unmetered
CE) 9 Unmetered

White to Rood (W) 6 Unmetered
CE) Unmetered

Rood to Main (W) 9 M-2
CE) 6 M—2

Main to Colorado CW) 2 M-2
CE) 2 N—2

3rd Street

Grand to White (W) 10 Unmetered
CE) 10 Unmetered

IThite to Rood (W) 5 M-O
(W) 3 M—2
CE) 10 M-lO

Rood to Main (W) 16 14-2
CE) 13 M—2

Main to Colorado CW) 10 M-2
CE) 6 M—2

4th Street

Grand to White CW) 3 Unmetered
CE) 3 14—2

CE) 5 M—2
White to Rood (W) 5 24 minutes

(E) 5 24 minutes
CE) 4 14-2

Rood to Main CW) 10 M-1
CF) 17

Main to Colorado (W) 4 24 minutes
CE) 11 M—1

5th Street

Grand to White (W) 2 24 minutes
(W) 4 14—2
(E) 4 14-2

White to Rood (W) 2 14-1
CE) 9 24 minutes

Rood to Main CW) 6 M-1
CE) 9 14-1

Main to Colorado (W) 7 N-i
CE) 6 14-i

2

:7 .**.



6th Street

Grand to White (W) 10 Urimetered
(E) 18 Unmetered

White To Rood (W) 10 24 minutes
(E) 11 H-i

Rood to Main (W) 10 H-i
CE) 11 H—i

Main to Colorado (W) ii H-i
CE) 11 H-i

White Avenue

2nd to 3rd (N) 11 5-2
(5) 13 S-2

3rd to 4th (N) 6 M-2
(N) 6 24 minutes
(5) 7 M-2
(5) 7 24 minutes

4th to 5th (N) 8 M—2
CS) 12 M—2

5th to 6th (N) 13 M-2
(5) 13 H-i

6th to 7th (N) ii M-i0’
(N) i H-i
(5) 3 H—i
(5) 4 M-iO

Rood Avenue

2nd to 3rd (N) 8 14-10
(5) 10 M-iO
(5) 2 M—2

3rd to 4th (N) ii M-2
CS) 12 M-2
(5) 7 24 minutes

4th to 5th (N) 22 M-2
(5) 8 14—2
(5) 6 24 minutes

5th to 6th (N) 23 H-i
(5) 24 14-2

6th to 7th (N) i3 M-2
(N) 2 24 minutes
(5) 10 14-2
(5) 5 24 minutes



Main Street

2nd to 3rd (N) 21 M-2
(5) 13 M-2

3rd to 4th (N) 9 M-1
Cs) 10 M-1

4th to 5th (N) 10 M-1
CS) 10 M-l

5th to 6th CN) 10 M-1
(5) 9 M—1

6th to 7th (N) 10 M—1
(5) 10 M-1

Colorado Avenue

2nd to 3rd (N) 13 M-2
(N) 7 M-10
(5) 8 M—2
(5) 3 M-1
(5) 11 M-10

3rd to 4th (N) 10 M-2
CS) 17 M—2

4th to 5th (N) 23 M—2
(N) 1 24 minutes
(5) 23 M—2

5th to 6th (N) 1 24 minutes
(N) 4 M-2
CS) 17 M-2

6th to 7th (N) 15 M-4
(N) 5 M—10
(5) 9 M—2
(5) 9 M-10
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On- Street Turnover

As shown in Table 1, the overall average occupancy of
all on-street spaces was 63Z. During the period surveyed,
3,890 cars parked in these spaces, an average of about
4.3 cars per space during the 8 hour period. Almost 6
percent of all cars parked were there for 4 hours or more
and almost 14 percent of all cars exceeded the meter
limit at which they were parked.

Some additional key points indicated from the data in
Table 1 includes:

• Parking use on Main Street is the highest,
averaging 82 percent during the 8 hour
period between 2nd and 7th Streets (If N

you look only at spaces between 3rd and
7th, the rate increases to a very high
94 percent average use, and between 10 00
A.M. and 5:00 P.M. in the same area, it
increases to 96 percent )

.

• Spaces along Colorado Avenue experience
the lowest overall use of those on any
street, at only 45 percent.

• Rood Avenue and Main Street realize the
highest number of cars which park over the
designated limit, but 5th and 6th streets
had the highest percent of total cars parked
overtime.

• Overall, about 13.6 percent of all cars
parked on-street in the central area parked
for longer than the posted limit.

Most of the time controlled spaces in the area are short- >.

term (2 hours or less). As shown in Table 2. 701 o the
903 total spaces (78%) are short—term. Almost 12 parcent ‘—‘

are unmetered and only about 10 oercent are long-te in
meter controlled.

Also shown in Table 2 is the percent use of each type
space based on total actual spaces available and the
percent occupancy of the practical capacity based on
the realization that all spaces cannot be occupied at
any one time. This adjustment from theoretical (l0O7)
to practical capacity has the primary function and
realization of reducing the need for motorists to circu
late in search of a vacant space and that certain turnover
must take place. (For metered on-street soaces this
elationship jjercent of total capacity eauai& 9



practical average capacity.

A few key data items to come from Table 2 include;

• Overall, the practical capacity within the
area ntaining 903 total spaces is about

• The spaces are utilized to only about 73
percent of practical capacity. —

Ten hour and four hour meters are greatly
underutilized.

One hour meters appear to have a high per
cent utilization, but this is attributable
in large part to the number of cars which
are parked over the limit.

A look at only the metered spaces is shown in Table 3.
There are 796 metered spaces. Almost 3,130 cars parked
in those spaces duringti_the survey, an average of 3.9
cars per space. The average length of stay for each
meter type is shown, with shorter-term spaces having
a higher tendency for an average length of stay which
exceeds the maximum proscribed limit. For example,
in 24 minute meters, the average length of stay was
about 38.4 minutes and for one hour meters, it was
over one hour. This again reflects the lack of enforce
ment and the tendency to overpark rather than park in
the appropriate meter length spaces provided elsewhere.

On-Street Accumulation

As shown in Figure 2, the average utilization, or pro
portion of cars parked in the central area was relatively
constant from 10:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M., dropping as low as
63 percent and reaching a highest total use between 2:00
P.M. and 2:30 P.M. at 74 percent.

Accumulation in short-term only spaces shows an even
greater relative evenness, varying only 8 percent from
10:30 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. This indicates that short-term
spaces are being used at about the same degree of con
sistency as long-ten spaces.
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TABLE 1

ON-STREET PARKING ANALYSIS I

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

TURNOVER N0.OF NO. OF PERCENTNO. AVERAGE NO. NO. OF CARS CARS OARS PARKEDSPACES UTILIZATION CARS CARS PARKED PARKED OVER LIMITPARKED PER SPACE OVER 4 flu. OVER LIMIT

2nd Street 51 6O’L 115 2.2 22 11 9.6%

3rd Street 83 249 3.0 30 7 2.87

4th Street 62 74°h 433 7.0 5 40 9.2Z

5th Street 49 7fl 299 6.1 7 54 18.17

6th Street 92 7fl 416 4.5 30 76 18.37

White Avenue 115 657 398 3.5 41 63 15.8Z

Rood Avenue 163 63% 679 4.2 43 115 16.9,

Main Street 112 827 799 7.1 13 123 15.47o

Colorado Avenue 176 45°h 502 2.9 29 40 8.07

903 63% 3,890 4.3 220 529 13.6t



FIGURE 2
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On-Street Comparison

In 1974, a similar study in generally the same area
was conducted. In order to see what conditions had
changed and whether problems had changed emphasis,
a comparison of certain relevant findings was conducted.
Current 1980 data had to be adjusted to correspond
with that in 1974, so some results may differ slightly
from figures shown previously in this report.

Table 4 reflects these pertinent comparisons in tens
of percent use of spaces by street, overall areawide
utilization and average length of stay. As shown,
neither percent utilization of space on any street, or
overall, nor the average length of stay has changed
considerably from 1974 to 1980. This tends to indicate
that parking conditions, needs, and demands have remained
relatively constant in the area.

0ff-Street Public Lots

As indicated earlier, turnover and accumulation data
was gathered in four selected lots. These are identified
as:

A. 400 Block of Colorado, northside
B. 500 Block of Colorado, northside
C. 600 Block of Rood, southside
D. Southeast corner of White/6th intersection

As shown in Table 5, these lots represent 278 spaces, all
2-hour limit. This equals 847 of all off-street metered
spaces in the central area.

Although one lot, Lot 0, across from the County Courthouse
was 87 percent utilized, other lots were not so consistently
used. The major lots on Colorado (A and B) were occupied
at a rate of less than 50 percent. The primary reason
for higher use rate of Lot 0 was the higher percent of
spaces which were used all day, ostensibly by employees
in the area taking up short-term spaces.

This higher than desirable long-term use rate is seen in
all lots surveyed except Lot A, and the average lengths
of stay are well over two hours, up to almost four hours.

Although the overall average space use in all four lots
is only about 537, the average length of stay reaches
almost two and one half hours, in part the result of
187. of all spaces being used by all day parkers.



9ir

PRACTICAL 70 OCCUPANCY
SPACE NO. 7. OF AVG. NO. AVG. 7. CAPACITY OF PRACTICAL
LIMIT SPACES TOTAL OCCUPIED USE OF SPACES CAPACITY

a a aUnmetered 107 11.8/a 56 52/a 102 55/,
No limit

10 HR. 80 8.97. 46 567. 68 687

4 HR. 15 1.67. 6 407. 13 467.

2 HR. 393 43.5% 237 607, 334 717.

1 HR. 238 26.47. 188 797. 202 937.

24 MIN. 70 7.87. 39 56% 60 657.

903 100.0% 592 63% 779 737.

TABLE 2 (5
ON-STREET PARKING SPACES

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

Cl
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c .1

U

9

U



TABLE 3

METERED PARKING SPACES ON-STREET

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

NO. TOTAL NO. OF TOTAL AVG. CARS AVG. STAYMETERED OF OF CARS EXCEEDING PER SPACE PER CARS SPACES USING SPACES METER LIMIT

10 HR SO 98 OZ 1.2 4.02 hrs.

4 HR 15 27 770 1.8 1.80 hrs.

2 HP qrq 1,022 14’h

1 HR. 238 1,499 147 6.3 1.01 hrs.

24 MIN. 70 483 * 15°h 6.9 .64 Ins.

JeC 3,129 13.67 J--%flrs.

. ..:



TABLE 4

COMPARISON OF ON-STREET PARKING DATA

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

PERCENT UTILIZATION
STREET

1974 1980

957 937Main - 3rd to 7th

Rood - 3rd to 7th 7OZ 69Z

Colorado - 3rd to 7th 457, 497

Third - Rood to Colorado 6Th 6O7

Fourth - Rood to Colorado 87Z 8O7O

Fifth - Rood to Colorado 797 827

Sixth - Rood to Colorado 77Z 73°h

70Z 697

Average length of stay 1.37 1.43
(in hours)

31
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- TABLE 5

fl SELECTED PER STREET LOTS
Li DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

NO. TYPE AVG. Ch CL SPACES AVG. LENGTHLOT SPACES SPACE USE USED ALL DAY STAY (HRS.)

A 134 2hr. 43Z 4CL 1.62

B 51 2 hr. 50CL 37Z 3.11

C 65 2 hr. 63CL 23Z 2.38

0 25 2 hr. 87Z 427, 3.96
3 lhr.

278 537. 187. 2.46



Average accumulation throughout the day was also much
lower than in the on-street spaces, reaching a high
use rate of only 59 percent, that at about 1:00 P.M.
and remaining at about 5fl through 2:30 P.M.

Parker Surveys

Downtown parker surveys were conducted from September
24th through September 27th, 1980, from the hours of
10:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M. These were face to face inter
views in which a number of marketing and perceptual
questions were asked, as well as selected inquiries
about parking. Some key findings included:

• 307 indicated some difficulty in finding a
parking space, and over 937, of those said
it was because they could not find any
available spaces close to destination.

• 697 parked within 1 block of their destina
tion and 897, parked within 2 blocks or less.

• 887 of those interviewed arrived downtown
by car, and 617 said they would ride a bus
if it was available.

• 4fl of respondents wanted more parking, but
based on other answers, only if it was
within one block of destination. When
comparing this to the availability of exist
ing spaces a short distance away, it indicates
that many parkers are not aware of, or do not
choose to use available spaces around the
perimeter of the central area.

• 277 of respondents mentioned the removal of
meters.

• Over 457, of those surveyed stayed between 15
minutes and one hour, and almost 80 percent
stayed less than 2 hours.

• The average length of stay was about 1.42 hours,
which compares favorably with that found in
the turnover surveys.



Conclusions

Based upon an analysis of the data gathered and
presented, a series of conclusions have been developed
which relate to the existing parking supply, demand
and utilization. These are not necessarily all inclu
sive and are certainly not listed in order of importance.
They do form the foundation of evaluation of current
conditions and potential corrective actions and will
serve as a guide to future needs based on development
and change projected later in this report.

• People clearly choose parking spaces because of
the location rather than the length of allowable
stay. It is easier to feed the meter (which is
allowable) rather than park a couple of blocks
away in a longer limit space.

• The lack of enforcement for overstay on meters
(not marking tires) reinforces the idea that
meters are for revenue only, not parking control
and management.

• The tendency to overpark is no greater in 1 hour
meters that it is in 2 hour or 24 minute meters.
All types of short-term spaces experience about
the same percent of cars parking over the meter
limit.

• The average length of stay for all short-term
meters also indicates a tendency to overstay
regardless of meter length, but particularly
those of shorter duration.

• There appears to be insufficient traffic volume
and peak hour directional traffic flows to really — y /7
warrant the one-way streets or Rood/Colorado and
4th/5th. This one-way street pattern and circula
tion affects parking selection and space utilization.

People tend to look for spaces as soon as possible and
as close to destination as possible. Since they are
not restricted to time limits they do not generally
search out appropriate meters. Regarding circulation
and its effect on parking selection, the following
items should be noted:



a. Rood tends to act as a primary entry route /9
in downtown.

b. Traffic on 4th Street from the north tends
to turn right on Rood or left on Main,
not reaching Colorado.

c. Traffic on 5th and 7th from south tends to
turn west on Main and Rood, not east on
Colorado.

d. Traffic from north and west on 1st Street
and White also tends to circulate on Main
and 4th Street pattern.

e. Colorado Avenue acts as a primary “exit”
route, resulting in lower parking utilization
because many cars do not “reach” Colorado
before selecting a space elsewhere.

• Main Street experiences an almost unheard of
utilization rate of 967 between 3rd and 7th
Streets. This equates to over 1137, of practical
capacity and indicates that there are autos
circling the blocks, double-parking, waiting in
the traffic lane almost continually to achieve
this type of intense use.

• One hour meters in the central area are utilized
93 percent of practical capacity and experience
an average length of parking stay of 1.01 hours.
This is a high rate, but is attributable to the
prime locations of 1 hour meters (Main Street and
close thereto) and the “no enforcement” olic
more than to the “desire o s ay onger , as ample
space are available in 2 hour or longer zones.

• Accumulation throughout the day from 10:00 A.M.
to 4:00 P.M. is relatively constant, ranging from
a low of 571 cars (out of a total 903 available
spaces) to a high of 666. This indicates relatively
constant demand for existing spaces. An analysis
of various streets and blocks does show some slight
variations in peaking by time of day but nothing
unusual or atypical (i.e., Main Street showed
957 occupancy at 12:00 Noon, while 4th Street had
its highest occupancy (Bfl) at 10:30 A.M. and Colorado
at its highest occupancy (607w) at 3:00 P.M.



• The overall problem of “over-limit” parking and
abuse of short-term spaces does not appear to be
that the time limits are “too short”. There is
ample available capacity in the 2 hour spaces on
Colorado and Rood and in the off-street lots along
Colorado and Rood. General abuse of the hour and
24 minute spaces is generally attributable to the
meter locations, driver perceptions, and lack of
enforcement practices.

• A survey of occupancy of long-term public off-
street lots (10 hour meters) shows a very high
utilization, approaching 93 percent in the lots
surveyed. However, use of on-street spaces for
long-term use was only about 56 percent. It is
not clear that there is a shortage of long-
term spaces except in the immediate vicinity of
the Courthouse/City Hall area. Spaces in the
northwest and southwest quadrants of the area
are generally underutilized (overall only about
55 percent of practical capacity). However, in
view of the tendency to use off-street spaces
more extensively for long-term use and the
number of cars parked in 2 hour (or less) meters
both on-street and off-street, there appears to
be a need to provide more long-term spaces in
conveniently located lots. This could be
balanced by converting some 10 hour on-street
spaces to shorter time intervals.

Findings/Conclusions of Other Reports

In the report “Expanded Shopping and Parking for
Downtown Grand Junction” in November, 1976, the
Downtown Parking Committee made the following
observations:

• Make all off-street public parking lots at no
charge to customers, and at a cost to the business
man/property owner which is reasonable in relation
to benefits the tenant receives, and

• Increase cost for on-street meters to raise some
additional revenue to assist in providing the
free off-street parking.



• In 1975, approximately 327 of parking revenue came
from off-street lots. (Since then, this proportion
has increased to 387w in 1976, 397 in 1977, and 427,
in 1978, making it increasingly difficult to make
up those funds lost if off-street meters are removed.)

• Controlling the new free parking must receive
careful attention so that it works for the
shopper (possibly 3 hour limits, enforced by
tire marking and tickets issued to violators.)

• Parking for downtown employees should be pro
vided in designated areas with parking authori
zation decal issued. Violaters would be ticketed.

In June 1979, the “Report from the Grand Junction
Parking Authority” to the Grand Junction City
Council made the following points:

(In their opinion--)

• There is need for additional parking and
• remove the meters to provide “free” parking.

The report stated, however, that there is no such thing
as “free” parking and that the costs of continued
parking availability would have to be paid one way or
the other.

The report further stated:

• “we do not have a good definition of the need”
• “oerhaps it’s not possible to determine exactly

the nwnber of spaces that are needed”
• “If 8O7 of the spaces are occupied on normal

business days throughout the year, additional
spaces will probably be needed and could be
justified.

• “When 957 are occupied and utilized during
peak shopping seasons, additional spaces will
be needed”

• “We feel that at the present time, there is a
need of 150 to 210 spaces in the downtown area”



Parking Availability

Within the central area of downtown Grand J.. otion, 4
there are 1,278 rniblic spaces, 903 on-street nd
jfl.off-street. The inventory of spaces by :
is shown in Table 6.

Over 5O7O of all parking spaces in the central area
are two hour metered spaces and almost 2O% are one hour
metered spaces. Although only ll.27 of all spaces
(not counting irnmetered spaces) are for long tern
parking. This is moderated somewhat by the fact that
the unmetered spaces are primarily ±or long-term
use and additional long-term spaces are available
immediately adjacent to the central area along Third
Street and IRe Avenue and in lots on Sixth Street
and under Two River Plaza.

The average use rate of these spaces is shown in
Table 7. From these use rates and turnover of
spaces it is possible to calculate the number of
cars which could have parked if existing spaces
were used to the level of practical capacity
attributable to the space type.



TABLE 6

EXISTING CONDITIONS

PARKING AVAILABLE WITHIN AREA

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

4

TYPE SPACE ON-STREET OFF-STREET TOTAL PERCENT

10 Hour SO 43 123

Hour 15 6 21 1.6°h

2 Hour 274 667 52.27,

1 Hour 238 2 240 18.8%,

24 Minutes 70 6 76 6.0%,

Unmetered 107 44 151 11.8%,

TOTAL 1,278 100.07.
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TABLE 7

AVERAGE USE OF EXISTING PARKING

BY TYPE
DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

ON-STREET (1’ (2) P-STREET(1) (2)
TYPE SPACE SPACES ‘h USE AVG. STAY TURNOVER SPACES 04 USE AVG. STAY TURNOVER

10 Hour 80 5604 4.02 1.2 43 967 5.62 1.4

4 Hour iS 40t 1.80 1.8 6 837w * *

2 Hour 393 6O7 1.82 2.6 274 53% 2.46 1.7

1 Hour 238 7904 1.01 6.3 2 877 *

24 Minutes 70 567 .64 6.9 6 6304

Unnetered 107 5204 4.80 0.9 44 *

\j N

(1) in hours
(2) number of cars per space
* unknown



For example, as shown in Table 8 the total number
of cars which could park during a given day assuming
achieving practical capacity (roughly 85% of total
capacity) and assuming current usage rates and en
forcement patterns. Existing metered spaces could
accorodate approximately 5,000 cars in an average
day, about 357 more vehicles in available capacity
over what is presently using the spaces.

Table 9 shows the total number of vehicles which could
use the existing spaces if enforcement of time limits
was initiated and resulting usage factors and lengths
of stay per meter tvoe adjusted to anticipated levels
shown. In this event, existing spaces could accormno
date almost 8,000 vehicles in an average day or
60 more than current practical capacity and over
l007 more than currently use the spaces under exist
ing use patterns.

Under enforcement, changing use pattern will effect
the number of cars which can use each space type.
Table 10 shows the comparison. If enforcement is
successful, it will result in a decreased capacity
in long term spaces and an increased capacity of
short term spaces. In general, almost 90 less cars
will be able to use 4 hour and 10 hour meters due
to these shifts, which will increase the pressure to
provide more long term spaces. Because of the excess
capacity which will result in short-term spaces it
will be possible to balance out these space needs
by making adjustments to space types by time
limit without the need to increase the total number
of spaces.

This analysis does not finalize supply/demand relation
ships, not indicate future parking needs based on
potential development changes. It does indicate,
however, that available existing parking in total
will accommodate current need if properly localized
and utilized.

Parking Policy

There are two basic parking policy options which
address themselves to the local concerns and perceived
parking problems and needs. The two policies and the
likely results of each are summarized on Tables 11 and
12.



The question of meters or the removal of meters is
a policy and revenue question. Either system can
be implemented and will function whether meters are
continued or discontinued. Enforcement of parking
limits, will be necessary under Option 2 in either
event.

Each of these policies dictates different specific
corrective actions with regard to location and
types of spaces. These different actions, coupled
with alternate future developments will cause
different approaches to be taken and different
recommendations to be made.

The program for change and future parking needs can
be developed only considering these decisions and
prospective development actions.



TABLE 8

PRACTICAL CAPACITY OF EXISTING Th’WTERED SPACES

UNDER EXISTING USAGE PATTERJS

ON-STREET SPACES
No. Spaces Average Stay Potential
Practical No. Cars With
Capacity ( Hours) Practical Caoacity

10 hour 68 4T.02 135

4 hour 13 1.80 58

2 hour 334 1.82 1,468

1 hour 202 1.01 1,600

24 minutes 60 .64 750

4,011

OFF-STREET SPACES

(1)

10 hour 43 5.62 76

4 hour 6 1.80 26

2 hour 247 2.46 803

1 hour 2 1.01 16

24 minutes 5 .64 62

983

(1) on-street length of stay used when off-street
average not available.

Total potential cars which could
be parked under practical 4,994
capacity limits.
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TABLE 9

PRACTICAL CAPACITY OF EXISTING METERED SPACES

UNDER ENFORCEMENT

AND ANTICIPATED RESULTING USAGE PATTERNS

ON-STREET SPACES

No. Spaces Anticipated Avg. Potential No.
Practical Capacity (in hours) Cars With

__________________

Stay Practical Capacity

10 hour 68 6.0 90

4 hour 13 2.5 41

2 hour 334 1.4 1,908

1 hour 202 .6 2,693

24 minutes 60 .3 1,600

6,332

OFF-STREET SPACES

10 hour 43 6.0 57

4 hour 6 2.5 19

2 hour 267 1.4 1,411

lhour 2 .6 26

24 minutes 5 .3 133

1,646

Total potential cars which could 7.978
park in existing spaces under
practical capacity limits and
enforcement.
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TABLE 10

COMPARISON OF PARKING CAPACITY SHIFTS

P DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION
LI Potential No. Potential No. Net Change

Cars With of Cars With In Numbers

U Existing Use Enforcement of Cars Per
Patterns

_____________

Space Type

10 hour 211 147 -64

J 4 hour 84 60 -24

2 hour 2,271 3,319 ‘+1,048

1 hour 1,616 2,719 +1,103

24 minutes 812 1,733 + 921

4,994 7.978 2,984
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TABLE 11

OPTION 1 AND LIKELY RESULTS

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

1. Make it easier for people to stay longer in
the downtown area through strategies which
encourage longer-ten space use, low parking
rates and small fines for any violations
which occur.

• Increase average length of space use.

• Decrease turnover

• Make it more difficult to find parking
spaces close to Main Street destinations.

• Increase vehicle miles and circulation
looking for spaces (may encourage standing,
double parking, parking in “no parking” zones
and misue of handicapped spaces.

• May discourage more people from continuing
to come downtown because of increased
difficulty in finding prime spaces.



TABLE 12

OPTION 2 AND LIKELY RESULTS

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION

II. Discourage over-limit parking and encourage
correct utilization of parking spaces and
areas to promote parking management and control.
(This does not discourage people from staying
2-4 hours; it merely requires them to use proper
spaces).

• Decrease average length of space use in
short-ten space.

• Encourage use of properly located longer
term spaces (2 hr. and 4 hr.).

• Increase turnover in short-term spaces, tend
to make short-ten parking easier to find.

• Provide adequate spaces, properly located,
to accommodate longer term (2-4 hours or

longer). This may actually encourage shoppers
to relax and stay longer since they will not
have to worry about “feeding” meters.

• Will tend to remove some of the negative
feelings regarding meters for revenue (tax)
only.

• May attract additional persons to the area
that had not come downtown because of diffi
culty of finding a parking space.
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Since operational changes and parking needs will
vary for each policy option, it is imperative that
decisions be reached regarding the role of parking
in the downtown area and how it will be used to
complement future development need. At that point,
corrections to existing condition and needs can be
tied to long-range needs so that short-range programs
are compatible with overall downtown plans.
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LOCATION AVERAGE WEEKLY VOLUMES

STREET DIRECTION BETWEEN

5th NB (one-way) Grand/Ouray 7623

4th SB (one-way) Grand/Ouray 5667

7th NB Grand/Ouray 5682

7th SB Grand/Ouray 7619

5th NB Ute/Pitkin 7888

5th SB Ute/Pitkin 5906

Grand EB Bth/9th 5591

Grand WE Sth/9th 2367

Main EB 7th/Sth 2097

Main WE 7th/Sth 3341

Grand LB lst/Znd 6811

Grand WE lst/2nd 5854

4th SB Ute/Pitkin 4718

Ute WE 7th/8th 11,603

7th NB Ute/Pitkin 2371

7th 83 Ute/?itkin 3213 0

‘I,

‘l)

Kfr/k1
tC

k’V



MEMORANDUM

Synopsis of TDP Reports

Grand Junction Downtown Development Strategy Plan
September 17, 1980

The purpose of this synopsis is to present an evalua
tion of the three DAVE consulting TDP working papers
in terms of their effect on the Downtown area. A
brief description of the contents of each working
paper is presented followed by a discussion regarding
the effects. The discussions presented are meant to
highlight possible effects only.

Working Paper #1

This working paper is primarily a review of the exist
ing transportation systems available to the residents
of Grand Junction and Mesa County. Currently there is
no strictly public transportation system operating
in the county but there are several private non-profit
services available. These are primarily dial-a-ride
services available for the elderly and the handicapped
and are funded by local, state and federal sources.
Continental Trailways and Yellow Cab are profit related
transportation alternatives.

The other transportation alternatives available to a
very limited number of residents are encouraged
through incentives provided by private business to
carpool, vanpool, or in some cases ride in a company
vehicle.

Of all the alternatives reviewed only one has the
potential to alleviate problems experienced in the
downtown; that being incentives for carpooling etc.
which possibly would help alleviate parking congestion
or circulation problems. Virtually none of the other
alternatives, if expanded, would dramatically increase
the market share for the downtown.

Working Paper #2

The purpose of working paper #2 was to analyze needs,
patterns and demands for public transit. The important
elements which relate to the downtown study area are
summarized as follows:
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• highlights travel destination as employment
centers, government facilities, medical com
plexes and schools. (The first two easily
apply to the downtown study area.):

• reviews population projections to analyze
potential user groups.

• indicates general adult population ages 18
to 60 would most.likely use public transit.
(This group however also has more transpor
tation options available to it - particularly
the private automobile.

• discussion of areas within county most likely
to generate highest demand for transit use.

The last item could be important as it is based on
socio-econmic characteristics of census tracts within
Mesa County. Even though the study does not deal
specifically with areas most likely to generate auto
traffic a similar methodology could be employed which
did so. The result would be the identification of
areas generating the most auto traffic for the down
town. This then could be acknowledged and utilized
when the design alternatives are conceptualized.

Working Paper #2 clearly indicates that at this time
the downtown is considered the primary trip generator
and is the most concentrated of all the activity
centers. The result is that in Paper #3 the downtown
becomes the logical transfer point in all the alterna
tives presented for public transportation. Also, because
the downtown is considered the major trip generator
for public transit, the assumption can be made that if
public transit is implemented a certain percentage
decrease in parking demand can be expected. It
appears that a projection of that decrease in parking
demand could be made with relatively little additional
study.

Working Paper #3

Working Paper #3 discusses alternate levels of services
to meet all or part of the demand of the projected
transit demand identified in Paper #2.



Level 1 consists of an increase in specialized
services but no implementation of general public
transportation. It is keyed to the elderly and
handicapped and would have virtually no effect
due to the relatively small number of users.

Level 2 is comprised of two alternate fixed route
transit systems. Each alternative would satisfy
minimum effect service criteria. Both alternatives
identify the downtown as the system transfer point,
the benefits of which would be positive in terms
of increased people in the downtown area, the
possibility of extending hours to match house of
transit service and contribution to the identity of
the downtown as the hub.

Alternate 1 differs in its effect on the downtown
as opposed to Alternate 2 primarily because the Mesa
Mall and North Avenue shopping districts are serviced
by one-way bus routes. The effect is that shoppers
utilizing the bus to either of those areas is committed
to a longer total trip time to and from the downtown
transfer point. The result is that people may decide
to go to downtown rather than transfer to other districts.
Alternate 2 provides for 2-way transit service and
basically negates the argument presented above.

Non-urban systems are also presented but have negli
gible effect on the downtown so are not discussed here.

Other alternatives discussed are those involving
transportation support systems. This involves
promoting ride sharing or similar transit options.
Included are promoting employer sponsored alternatives
or possibly utlizing the concept of a publically funded
transit ttbrokerli whose job it is to connect various
service options with demand.

Respectfully submitted,

Rahenkamp/Oldham, Inc.

T omas W. Kopf
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