To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, MARCH 21, 2018
250 NORTH 5™ STREET
5:15 PM — PRE-MEETING — ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM
6:00 PM - REGULAR MEETING - CITY HALL AUDITORIUM

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025

Call to Order, Pledge of Allegiance, Moment of Silence

Proclamations

Proclaiming April 16, 2018 as National Healthcare Decisions Day in the City of Grand
Junction

Proclaiming April 8 - April 14, 2018 as National Public Safety Telecommunicator Week
in the City of Grand Junction

Proclaiming March 31, 2018 as César Chavez Day in the City of Grand Junction

Citizen Comments

Individuals may comment regarding items scheduled on the Consent Agenda and items not
specifically scheduled on the agenda. This time may be used to address City Council about items
that were discussed at a previous City Council Workshop.

Council Reports

CONSENT AGENDA

The Consent Agenda includes items that are considered routine and will be approved by a single
motion. Items on the Consent Agenda will not be discussed by City Council, unless an item is
removed for individual consideration.

1. Approval of Minutes
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City Council

March 21, 2018

2,

3.

4,

a. Summary of the March 5, 2018 Workshop

b.  Minutes of the March 7, 2018 Regular Meeting

Set Public Hearings

All ordinances require two readings. The first reading is the introduction of an ordinance and
generally not discussed by City Council. Those are listed in Section 2 of the agenda. The second
reading of the ordinance is a Public Hearing where public comment is taken. Those are listed on
the Regular Agenda.

a. Legislative

2018 Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance for Expansion of
School Resource Officer Program and Setting a Hearing for April 4,
2018

An Ordinance Amending Chapter 2 of the Grand Junction Municipal
Code regarding Ballot Title Protests and the Deadline for Write-in
Candidate Affidavits and Setting a Public Hearing for April 4, 2018

An Ordinance Amending Ordinance 4772 Concerning the Issuance
of DDA Bonds and Setting a Public Hearing for April 4, 2018

b. Quasi-judicial

Consider a Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for the
Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting
a Hearing on Such Annexation, Exercising Land Use Control, and
Introducing Proposed Annexation Ordinance for the York
Annexation of 5.943 Acres, Located at 2122 H Road

Contracts

a. Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Community Solar Garden
Subscription Agreement with Oak Leaf Solar XXXI LLC

Resolutions

a. A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to
the Department of Local Affairs for the Two Rivers Convention Center
Improvements Project



City Council March 21, 2018

b. A Resolution Authorizing and Ratifying a Contract with Sunshine
Polishing

5. Other Action Items

a. [|-70/29 Road Interchange Memorandum of Understanding Between the
City of Grand Junction and Mesa County

REGULAR AGENDA

If any item is removed from the Consent Agenda by City Council, it will be considered here.
6. Public Hearings
a. Quasi-judicial

I Public Hearing to consider a request by REgeneration LLC for
review of a Service Plan for the proposed Lowell
Village Metropolitan District

ii. A Resolution Accepting a Petition for the Annexation and
Ordinances Annexing and Zoning the Camp Annexation CSR
(Community Services and Recreation) and C-1 (Light Commercial),
Located at 171 Lake Road

7. Other Action Items

a. Consider a Request by Two R & D, LLC to Accept the Dedication of
15.06 Acres of Open Space in the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision Instead of
Payment of the City’s Open Space Dedication In Lieu of Fee

8. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

This is the opportunity for individuals to speak to City Council about any item and time may be
used to address City Council about items that were discussed at a previous City Council
Workshop.

9. Other Business

10. Adjournment



Grand Junction

\@ State of Colorado
3 PROCLAMATION

=
%

4 WHEREAS, Advance Care Planning is the act of making decisions about the
medical care you want to receive if you become unable to speak
{ for yourself. These decisions are based on personal values,
preferences, and discussions with loved ones; and
Sioe0

WHEREAS, heightening awareness in the 18-30 year old age group around the
need for young people to create advance medical directives is
critical; and

WHEREAS, only about 35 percent of people in Colorado have executed an
advance directive. Moreover, it is estimated that less than 50

percent of severely or terminally ill patients have an advance
directive; and
WHEREAS, it is likely that a significant reason for these low percentages is
that there is both a lack of knowledge and considerable confusion
in the public about advance directives; and

§

WHEREAS, one of the principal goals of National Health Care Decisions Day
is to encourage medical professionals and others who are
knowledgeable to volunteer their time and efforts to improve
public knowledge and increase the number of Mesa County

citizens with advance directives; and

WHEREAS, communicating end-of-life wishes involves infroducing the
conversation, exploring personal beliefs and choices, and defining
and documenting these wishes; and

WHEREAS, the Mesa County Advance Care Planning Task Force is
sponsoring a half day seminar on Thursday, April 26" at St.
Mary’s Hospital from 8:00 a.m — 12:30 p.m, as well as hosting
several “Before I Die” interactive art exhibits at Colorado Mesa
University, the Central Library, Rocky Mountain Health
Plans/Crossroads Fitness Center, HopeWest, and at other venues
in the Valley during the month of April to assist in raising
awareness and educating the public about the importance of
discussing health care choices and executing advance directives.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Rick Taggart, by the power vested in me as
Mayor of the City of Grand Junction, do hereby proclaim April 16, 2018 as w =

“National Health Care Decisions Day” |
in the City of Grand Junction, and encourage citizens to create medical advance care
directives that align with each individual’s personal beliefs and preferences, and
which will guide the individual’s medical professionals during a time of medical

need.
w

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and caused to be co0?

affixed the official Seal of the City of Grand Junction this 21" day of March, 2018.

Mayor

§
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“@ Grand Junction

State of Colorado
PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS, the Grand Junction Regional Communication Center is the

*e
regional Public Safety Answering Point for all of Mesa
County, serving over 150,000 residents and two million
visitors annually and providing dispatch services to 23 public
safety agencies within Mesa County; and
Q/é WHEREAS, it is the mission of the Grand Junction Regional
-

Communication Center to serve those who protect, protect
those who serve, help those in need, any time and every time
by providing critical support to our nation’s law enforcement,
fire and rescue personnel; and

WHEREAS, availability of emergency services for police, fire and
emergency medical care is paramount to citizen safety and

community preservation; and

WHEREAS, a growing number of residents and visitors, including those
with special needs and disabilities, require a high degree of
care, compassion and focus, as well as a variety of

communication services; and

the telecommunicators of the Grand Junction Regional
Communication Center work under challenging and stressful
circumstances and truly are the initial first responders
answering the call from citizens in need by providing a voice
in the darkness and calm in the chaos; and

WHEREAS, 911 was established 50 years ago this year as the nationally
recognized number {fo request immediate emergency
assistance for police, fire and emergency medical services.

Now, therefore, I, J. Merritt Taggart, by the power vested in me as
Mayor of the City of Grand Junction, do hereby proclaim the week of April 8
through April 14, 2018 as

“National Public Safety Telecommunicator Week”

in the City of Grand Junction and call upon all citizens to help
recognize and support the goals and ideals of National Public Safety
Telecommunicators Week; honor and recognize the importance and
contributions of the Nation’s public safety communications professionals; and
encourage the people of the United States and our community to remember the
value of the work performed by public safety communications professionals.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and
caused to be affixed the official Seal of the City of Grand Junction this 21*' day
of March, 2018.

Mayor

N/
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Grand Junction

State of Colorado
PROCLAMATION

César Chdvez has become an enduring symbol of our
nation’s commitment to encourage progress, create
opportunity, and expand development at the grass roots
level in the developing world; and

WHEREAS, on his birthday we celebrate a man who reminded us,
above all else, that we all share a common humanity, each
of us having our own value and contributing to the same
destiny, and we carry forward his legacy by echoing his
peaceful and eloquent calls for a more just and equal
society; and

WHEREAS, César Chdvez demonstrated that true courage is revealed
when the outlook is darkest and the resistance is
strongest, and we will find it within ourselves to stand up
Jor what we believe in; and

in the face of extraordinary adversity and opposition, he
stood up for the inherent dignity of every person, no
matter their race, color, creed, or sexual orientation, and
Jor the idea that when workers are treated fairly they give
meaning to our founding ideals; and

we will also keep up our efforts to reform our nation’s
broken immigration system so more people can contribute
to our country’s success; and

today, we honor César Chdvez by continuing to fight for
what he believed in, including a living wage for workers
and their right to unionize and provide for their family.
Workers should have a safe workplace and the comfort of
knowing that if they work hard, they can feed their
Samilies, earn decent benefits, and gain the skills they
need to move up and get ahead.

NOW, THEREFORE, 1, J. Merrick Taggart, by the power
vested in me as Mayor of the City of Grand Junction, do hereby proclaim
March 31, 2018, as César Chdvez Day.

Let us unite to reach for the America he knew as possible - one in which
hard work is rewarded, prosperity is shared, and equal opportunity is the
right of all our people.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand
and caused to be affixed the official Seal of the City of Grand Junction
this 21* day March of 2018.

o
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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY
March 5, 2018 — Noticed Agenda Attached

Meeting Convened: 5:30 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium
Meeting Adjourned: 7:29 p.m.

City Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Boeschenstein, Kennedy, McArthur, Norris,
Traylor Smith, Wortmann, and Mayor Taggart.

Staff present: Caton, Shaver, LeBlanc, Romero, Bowman, Fogarty, Kemp, and Winkelmann.

Mayor Taggart called the meeting to order.

Agenda Topic 1. Discussion Topics

a. Introduction of the New Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority Executive Director
Angela Padalecki, the new director of the Grand Junction Regional Airport, was introduced to
the City Council. Ms. Padalecki stated she is excited to be in Grand Junction and outlined the
priorities for the Airport:

1. Ensuring the airport has reliable facilities.

2. Improvements to the terminal.

3. Engaging airline partners.

Discussion ensued about the cost of flights out of Grand Junction versus traveling to Denver to
save money on airfare.

Ms. Padalecki stated her willingness to come back in front of Council to provide information or
answer questions.

Councilmember McArthur left the meeting at 5:50 p.m.

b. The Offering of Invocations at City Council Meetings

Mr. Caton stated that the purpose of this item is to review the current process regarding the
offering of invocations prior to City Council meetings and discuss any changes City Council
would like to make.

In 2008 Resolution No. 114-08 was adopted that provides definitions and outlines procedures
regarding invocations. An invocation is defined as a verbal or written statement delivered at the
beginning of a public meeting of the City Council (or other deliberative public body of the City).
The invocation is the offering of a brief pronouncement of simple values intended to solemnize
the occasion of the meeting.



Councilmember Kennedy stated that the current practice of invocations should not continue in
its current form and believes a moment of silence would suffice.

Councilmember Traylor Smith noted the invocations are a part of the Grand Junction tradition
and the method of selecting invocators is fair. She would like the current practice to continue.

Councilmember Boeschenstein believes the system is very open since anyone can submit his or
her name to be an invocator and the current practice should continue.

Councilmember Wortmann would like Council to stay the course.

Councilmember Norris stated the moments of silence are good for the City and believes the
current practice of selecting invocators is fair to everyone. She believes the system should
continue as it is.

Councilmember Kennedy noted the system is not fair when most of the invocators are from a
Christian faith. Grand Junction is an outlier because of its invocation practice.

Mayor Taggart summarized the feedback from Councilmembers and four are in agreement to
keep the current practice. Councilmember Traylor Smith stated she spoke with Councilmember
McArthur earlier in the day and he is in favor of keeping the current practice.

Mayor Taggart described a recent phone call with a woman expressing her concern about
invocations at City Council meetings. He outlined the process used in Grand Junction and the
caller was satisfied with the explanation. Mayor Taggart thought improvement could be made
to communicating the current practice.

Mr. Caton reviewed the current practice that is in place: staff conducts research in the phone
book and online of area churches and adds them to the list. Also, staff advertises in the
newspaper inviting individuals or groups to submit their name to be added to the list. Names
are randomly drawn from the list and invocators are invited to a particular Council meeting.
Moments of silence are substituted when an invocator is not available to attend the meeting.

Councilmember Kennedy questioned why the City is actively seeking invocators. Attorney
Shaver noted this practice is outlined in the resolution and is inclusive.

Discussion ensued about the resolution discouraging invocators from proselytizing and
Attorney Shaver reported a copy of the resolution is sent to every selected invocator.

Because the majority of Council is in favor of keeping the current practice, no formal discussion
or action will be scheduled on a future agenda.



c. Lodging Tax Discussion

Mr. Caton noted that the City has coordinated with a working group of stakeholders to discuss
how an increase in lodging tax could be used. This group, including representatives attending
the workshop tonight from the Chamber of Commerce, Visit Grand Junction Advisory Board,
Grand Junction Regional Air Service Alliance, and the Sports Commission, discussed a 3% overall
increase to the lodging tax. Potential uses include 1% for airline support or partnerships, 0.75%
support for the Greater Grand Junction Sports Commission, and 1.25% in additional funding for
Visit Grand Junction’s marketing efforts.

Mr. Caton discussed the possibility of a tax question being placed on the November 2018 ballot,
or one could come forward at the April 2019 election. He stated an additional five hotels are
scheduled to be built in the next 24-36 months.

Discussion ensued about the amount of lodging tax collected in other communities.

Mr. Caton outlined how additional lodging tax dollars could be spent:
1. New air service and marketing efforts.
Advertising on the Front Range and telegraphing Grand Junction’s brand.
Special events.
Special projects.
More data analytics.

vk wnN

Representatives from the working group spoke about their involvement in the group, the
potential increase in lodging tax, and how it could impact their operations.

Direction was received for staff to continue to work with stakeholders and return with possible
ballot language for Council’s consideration.

Agenda Topic 2. Next Workshop Topics
Next Workshop Topic on March 19, 2018: Update on the Recreation Center Feasibility Study

3. Other Business
Councilmember Norris stated that the Housing Authority approved a new project called
Highlands II, which will serve senior citizens, veterans, and the widows of veterans.

Councilmember Kennedy inquired into the City’s letter to be a Next Century City as the
information has to be submitted by Friday, March 9. City Manager Caton responded that the
application will be submitted by the deadline.

Mayor Taggart noted he is touring recreation facilities in other municipalities and invited
Council to join him.

Adjournment
With no further business the meeting was adjourned.



To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to WWW.g]City.or g

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MONDAY, MARCH 5, 2018

PRE-MEETING (DINNER) 5:00 P.M. ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM
WORKSHOP, 5:30 P.M.
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM
250 N. 5™ STREET

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025

Discussion Topics

a. Introduction of the New Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority
Executive Director

b.  The Offering of Invocations at City Council Meetings

c. Lodging Tax Discussion

Next Workshop Topics

a. March 19: Update on the Recreation Center Feasibility Study

Other Business
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What is the purpose of a Workshop?

The purpose of a Workshop is for the presenter to provide information to City Council about an
item or topic that they may be discussing at a future meeting. The less formal setting of a
Workshop is intended to facilitate an interactive discussion among Councilmembers.

How can | provide my input about a topic on tonight’s Workshop agenda?
Individuals wishing to provide input about Workshop topics can:

1. Send an email (addresses found here www.gjcity.org/city-government/) or call one or
more members of City Council (970-244-1504);

2. Provide information to the City Manager (citymanager@gjcity.org) for dissemination to
the City Council. If your information is submitted prior to 3 p.m. on the date of the Workshop,
copies will be provided to Council that evening. Information provided after 3 p.m. will be
disseminated the next business day.

3. Attend a Regular Council Meeting (generally held the 15t and 3 Wednesdays of each
month at 6 p.m. at City Hall) and provide comments during “Citizen Comments.”
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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
March 7, 2018

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 7t
day of March 2018 at 6:00 p.m. Those present were Councilmembers Bennett
Boeschenstein, Chris Kennedy, Phyllis Norris, Barbara Traylor Smith, Duke Wortmann,
and Council President Rick Taggart. Councilmember Duncan McArthur was absent.
Also present were City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, and City Clerk
Wanda Winkelmann.

Council President Taggart called the meeting to order. Councilmember Wortmann led
the Pledge of Allegiance which was followed by an invocation by Adrian de Lange,
Senior Pastor of New Life Church.

Presentations - Economic Development Funding for the Grand Junction
Economic Partnership, Business Incubator Center, Greater Grand Junction
Sports Commission, Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce and Industrial
Developments, Inc.

Council President Taggart presented the following businesses with checks for the
purpose of Economic Development:

Business Incubator Center - $102,600 which will be used for Makers Space, website
design and upgrades, and general operating expenses.

Grand Junction Economic Partnership - $189,000 which will be used for travel,
prospects visits, trade and press visits, email marketing, website design and upgrades,
advertising, trade show sponsorship and promotions, and general operating expenses.

Grand Junction Area Chamber of Commerce - $30,000 which will be used for business
round tables, tracking and communications, and publicizing success stories.

Industrial Developments Inc. - $68,200 which will be used for incentives for job creation.

Greater Grand Junction Sports Commission - $73,800 which will be used for a feasibility
report, marketing, association memberships, operational costs, and trade shows.

Proclamation - Proclaiming March 2018 as Developmental Disabilities Awareness
Month in the City of Grand Junction

Proclaiming March 2018 as Developmental Disabilities Awareness Month in the City of
Grand Junction. Councilmember Traylor Smith read the proclamation. Doug Sorter,



City Council Wednesday, March 7, 2018

Vice President of Business Operations & Development with Strive was present to
accept the proclamation. Mr. Sorter thanked City Council for the proclamation, gave a
history of Strive and explained their future goals.

Appointments - Ratify Appointment to the Mesa County Building Code Board of
Appeals

Councilmember Kennedy moved to ratify Roy Anderson to the Mesa County Building
Code Board of Appeals. Councilmember Traylor Smith seconded the motion.
Appointment ratified by unanimous roll call vote.

Citizens Comments

There were none.

Council Reports

Councilmember Norris attended the Grand Junction Housing Authority meeting on
February 26" and spoke of how that organization has done a lot for people in Grand
Junction who are in need of housing. During this meeting they approved Highlands I,
the second portion of center started last year which will be completed by 2019. This
housing is for seniors, with an emphasis for Veterans and Veteran’s widows. There
were 400 people on the waiting list for the first portion of that center, so this housing is
very much needed. She attended the special meeting by the Visit Grand Junction group
where they discussed the 3% lodging tax to determine how to move forward. On the
28t she attended the Circulation Plan Open House at the main library where City staff
did a great job answering questions.

Councilmember Traylor Smith attended the Grand Junction Regional Airport open
house where they did a great job explaining the progress they are making and what
their future plans are. On March 7t she attended the Grand Junction Area Chamber of
Commerce Health Care Summit which was very informative.

Councilmember Kennedy attended many meetings revolving around educators and
health care. He thanked community members who participated in the caucus on March
6t and spoke of the unique process in Grand Junction.

Councilmember Boeschenstein attended the Incubator meeting where the Workforce
Center had a presentation on Grand Junction’s employment. He attended the Horizon
Drive Association Business Improvement District meeting where Colorado Mesa
University (CMU) students spoke about how dangerous the intersections are for
pedestrians and bicyclists and proposed some solutions.
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Councilmember Wortmann attended the Parks and Recreation Board Meeting and said
there are great projects moving forward. Through his many travels he speaks to many
people who are moving into this area and he is excited about hearing how they love
Grand Junction. He also attended the Republican Caucus on March 6.

Council President Taggart attended the dedication of a CMU building to Levi Lucero and
his wife, which was a very nice event. He attended the airport open house and was
pleased that many members of the community attended. He is thankful to have had the
opportunity to thank Mark Aiken for his work and service to the Grand Junction Regional
Airport Authority. On March 6" he sat through the PLACE (People for Local Activities
and Community Enrichment) community meeting for a potential community recreation
center. Earlier that day he attended the Rotary Club luncheon where they walked
through the State of the City address.

Consent Agenda

Councilmember Kennedy moved to approve adoption of Consent Agenda items #1
through #4 and to move item 5.b. to the consent agenda for consideration at the March
21st Regular Meeting. Councilmember Traylor Smith seconded the motion. Motion
carried by unanimous roll call vote.

1. Approval of Minutes
a. Minutes of the February 21, 2018 Regular Meeting
b. Minutes of the February 28, 2018 Special Session
2. Set Public Hearings
a. Quasijudicial

i. Set a Hearing to Consider a Request by ReGeneration LLC for Review
of a Service Plan for the Proposed Lowell Village Metropolitan
District

ii. Introduction of an Ordinance Zoning the Camp Annexation CSR
(Community Services and Recreation) and C1 (Light Commercial),
Located at 171 Lake Road, and Setting a Hearing for March 21, 2018
3. Contracts

a. Purchase of Three Side Load Trash Trucks
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b. Contract Approval for Construction Manager/General Contractor for the Two
Rivers Convention Center Improvements Project

4. Resolutions

a. Resolution Designating New Authorized Signatories for Water Resources
and Power Development Authority Loan Agreement

b. A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to the
Mesa County Federal Mineral Lease District for the Development of Las
Colonias Park.

Discussion and Possible Direction Regarding the School Resource Officer
Program

City Manager Greg Caton presented the item. The discussion started a few weeks ago
with the Florida school shootings.

The safety of our students is of the highest priority and they are best served through a
comprehensive effort from all agencies and schools in the Grand Valley. While not a
singular solution to a comprehensive issue, expanding the City’s School Resource
Officer (SRO) program will help to address the recent need for additional safety in
schools. This will allow for two officers at Grand Junction High School and will provide
one officer at each of the four middle schools within city limits. Expanding the SRO
Program would improve the safety of students and the public, and would be a welcome
and responsible investment in the community. This is an opportunity to discuss this
issue and for City Council to provide direction on addressing public safety in our
schools.

He addressed four Elements of School Safety:
1. School Resource Officer Program
2. School Security Officers
3. Infrastructure Improvements & Technology
4. School District 51 Safety Work Group

Mr. Caton’s presentation emphasized element number one, as that is the primary role
that the City can play in improving the safety of Grand Junction's schools. Expansion of
the SRO Program would increase authorized SRO positions from 9 to 16 (countywide);
two SROs in each high school and one in each middle school. The SROs are specially
trained to handle school-related incidents and are a critical link between law
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enforcement and the safety of the public within District Schools. There are currently four
funded positions (of which one is unfilled) and the City needs to fund two more. The
goal is to fill these positions by August 2018, although City Manager Caton and Chief
Nordine have concerns about the ability to achieve this. City Manager Caton stressed
that the SRO Program is proactive policing; SROs are in the schools to build trust, and
relationships with the students. He said SROs are very different from Security Officers
who are reactive to incidents where SROs are about mentoring and teaching students
to have a relationship with officers.

City Manager Caton spoke of the other three elements and how he saw them as
opportunities to work with the School District to improve our schools. He displayed a
map of Mesa County with Mesa County Valley School District 51 school boundaries to
demonstrate that it is a countywide issue. The City of Grand Junction’s boundaries
cross with many schools’ boundaries.

He listed the next steps which were to expand the School Resource Officer Program,
improve school facilities, and improve communication and collaboration with partners
and community. Adding SRO’s was a middle range goal for the City, but given
circumstances and events, this is now being brought before City Council.

Councilmember Kennedy thanked the City Manager for the update. He believes SROs
are a good move, and in the long run properly vetted police officers are the right path.
He felt the current process is to triage the symptoms, but not addressing the core issues
creating problems. Students should be in a safe, inviting environment free of violence,
worries, and threats. Councilmember Kennedy said the school district itself has a lot to
do. He noted the Public Information Spokesperson for the school district, Emily
Shockley, said they are hiring private security guards as a temporary solution until
Spring Break. Long term solutions include hiring two more security officers in the spring
and two more over the summer, and adding more keyless entry points and security
cameras. She said they are not considering arming teachers at this time.
Councilmember Kennedy believes they are not addressing causality either. He spoke
of the expense involved in hiring security guards versus hiring mental health counselors
to be proactive in finding and addressing students with issues in elementary schools.
He believes a conversation about long term solutions needs to take place. He supports
the SROs but believes the community needs to do a lot more to get to the root problems
and address them.

Councilmember Norris said this is an emotional national issue. As a Council, they need
to do what they can to help the community with what they are presented with at the
meeting. She believes SROs are effective and that they should expand the program.
She thanked City Manager Caton and Chief Nordine. She believes the School Board is
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doing their part to work with the different agencies to come up with the best solutions.
She spoke of an incident around Fruita High School earlier that week and of the
information available on the School District 51's website for parents. She spoke of it
being a countywide issue, and how some of the new taxes that were passed last year
could be contributed to agencies for more officers to keep the students safe. She
supports expanding the program.

Councilmember Boeschenstein said this is a difficult issue. Hiring more SROs is not the
real solution, hiring more counselors is, although he is unsure how to fund it. He
believes more mental health counselors should be hired, the campaign against bullying
should be expanded, the ban on assault weapons should be renewed, the sale of guns
to people under the age of 21 should be prohibited, and the sale of high capacity
magazines should also be prohibited.

Councilmember Traylor Smith said the entire country has a mental health issue that is
not being addressed. She validated other concerns that were voiced, but commended
City staff for their work on the SRO Program. She feels the community can build upon
tools to move toward solutions.

Council President Taggart opened the floor to citizen comments.

Joe Higgins, who worked 34 years with the Partners Program, endorsed the expansion
of the SRO Program. He was involved with the training of the first resource officers in
Grand Junction so he is aware of what they do. He told a story of a young man who
was arrested by an SRO for bringing a fake pipe bomb to school because he wanted
attention. The SRO maintained a relationship with the young man until his graduation
as a role model and helped him become a business owner as an adult. Mr. Higgin’s
feels SROs are role models and mentors to students, not just police officers. He said
SROs dedicate their lives to those students; they are not just people close to retirement.

City Manager Caton emphasized the proactiveness of SROs in reaching out to
students. They are an investment in the community who are about mentorship and
relationships.

Council President Taggart summarized council’s direction to staff to move forward and
requested a supplementary budget on what the expansion would cost at a future
meeting.

Councilmember Kennedy also wants to see the County contribute to the cause. Council

President Taggart said the County announced they were implementing six new SROs;
City Manager Caton clarified that only two additional SROs were added.
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Councilmember Wortmann said the community reacted very quickly and had the
discussions that were needed in order to find a solution to keep students safe. He said
as Councilmembers, it is their job to show the community “we have their backs” and by
staffing those positions, that is what we are doing.

Councilmember Norris said this is not a fix, but rather a long-term solution for the
students.

City Manager clarified the breakdown of the 16 SROs and how Mesa County agencies
are contributing.

Councilmember Kennedy asked about the sense of urgency (if there are unfilled
positions) and what is the timeline to have all the positions filled. City Manager Caton
said the expansion is planned to be up and running by August 2018 and the unfilled
positions are mainly due to the demand in other areas and resource allocation.

Chief Nordine spoke to the reality of staffing — patrol is down 15% (six officers on injury
leave, and eight newly hired officers in training) and therefore there is an inability to staff
the streets; they need officers to respond to 911 calls. The City is actively working to
recruit and train officers.

Councilmember Norris asked about recruitment. Chief Nordine said they have done a
good job, but the pool is drying up quickly. The goal is to find existing officers in order
to negate the need for academy training. City Manager Caton said the City has had
some success in attracting lateral moving officers.

Councilmember Kennedy moved to authorize the City Manager to present council with a
supplementary budget request and a plan to increase officers to fulfill the expansion of
the SRO Program. Councilmember Wortmann seconded the motion. Motion passed by
unanimous roll call vote.

Consider a request by Two R & D, LLC to Accept the Dedication of 15.06 Acres of
Open Space in the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision Instead of Payment of the City’s
Open Space Fee

This item was moved to the consent agenda for consideration at the March 215t regular
meeting.

Contracts - Contract for the Las Colonias Business Park Phase 1 and 1A Project

The Las Colonias Planned Development zoning set the vision and provides guidance
and establishes appropriate land uses for the 147-acre Las Colonias site. Conceptual
design of the business park includes the development of approximately 10% of the
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entire Las Colonias Park for the location of several businesses in a campus setting
combined with public park amenities consistent with the Las Colonias Park Master Plan.

This project is the first phase of construction for the Riverfront at Las Colonias Park
development that is being completed in partnership with the Downtown Development
Authority.

Trent Prall, Director of Public Works, presented the Outline Development Plan for Las
Colonias Park, gave a history of the property, and detailed the future plans for Phase 1
and 1A. Phase 1 is broken out from Phase 1A because of a grant that was awarded for
a portion of the project. They are looking to break ground on March 30" and finishing
the project August 30, 2019.

Councilmember Kennedy thanked Mr. Prall for his presentation and said it was nice to
see the bids being so competitive. He asked if there were any anticipated delays in the
project and Mr. Prall said he didn't.

Councilmember Boeschenstein said he heard they are working towards a Google-like
campus and asked about hiding parking with trees and planters to mitigate the amount
of asphalt. Mr. Prall said the Google-like campus came into play on the design of the
interiors of the businesses and well-manicured campus between the buildings. Parking
hasn't been fully determined yet, but they are trying to balance parking with
landscaping. Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if MM Skyline Contracting, Inc is
capable of this scope of project, and Mr. Prall said they are.

Council President Taggart asked if the $2.8 million is close to the original estimate for
1A and Mr. Prall said it is.

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked if Skyline’s bid is over or under the budget? Mr.
Prall said it came in under the anticipated budget.

Councilmember Traylor Smith moved to authorize the City Purchasing Division to enter
into a contract with MM Skyline Contracting, Inc. of Grand Junction, CO for the Las
Colonias Business Park Phase 1 and 1A Project in the amount of $2,845,692.
Councilmember Boeschenstein seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous roll
call vote.

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

There were none.
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Other Business

Councilmember Kennedy asked about the Development Corporation and City Manager
Caton said that board has been established with five board members. Councilmember
Norris is the Council Representative and they are up and running.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m.

Wanda Winkelmann, MMC
City Clerk
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Department: Finance
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Information
SUBJECT:

2018 Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance for Expansion of School Resource Officer
Program and Setting a Hearing for April 4, 2018

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends setting a public hearing for April 4, 2018 for a 2018 Supplemental
Appropriation Ordinance for the expansion of the School Resource Officer Program.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

While not a singular solution to a comprehensive issue, expanding the City’s School
Resource Officer (SRO) program will help to address the recent need for additional
safety in schools.

It is recommended that the addition of two School Resource Officers to the current
program be authorized. This will allow for two officers at Grand Junction High School
and will provide one officer at each of the four middle schools. Expanding the SRO
Program would improve the safety of students and the public and would be a
welcomed and responsible investment in the community.

This topic was discussed at the March 7th City Council meeting at which point there
was consensus to bring forward a supplemental appropriation ordinance for the 2018
budget in order to fund two additional school resource officers.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:




The safety of our students is of the highest priority and they are best served through a
comprehensive effort from all agencies and schools in the Grand Valley. The
boundaries that dictate which schools children attend dissect and cross city and town
limits. In addition to this, School District 51 supports giving parents and students a
choice of where to attend in order to provide the best fit for the student and their
families. The result is that many students attend schools in jurisdictions different from
where their home is located. Through a coordinated effort based on the concept of
mutual aid, the Grand Junction Police Department (GJPD) works with Palisade Police
Department, Fruita Police Department, Mesa County Sheriff's Office, School District 51,
and several charter and private schools to develop a strategy for improving safety for
our students and families.

School District 51 announced recently that additional security officers will be stationed
at five schools within the district as a precaution and in response to recent school
shootings and threats. District 51 also announced the intent to hire security long-term
to help fill gaps in coverage by current hired security firms and local law enforcement
agencies.

The Grand Junction Police Department has a School Resource Officer (SRO) program
that specializes in school safety in Grand Junction. This program began in the early
1980s, based in GJPD, with three officers assigned to cover the entire County. Since
then, Fruita Police Department and Mesa County have added SRO programs with two
SROs currently deployed for each agency. Currently, Palisade Police Department does
not have a dedicated SRO. The Grand Junction SRO program, designed for four
officers, is currently staffed with three. One officer is assigned to Grand Junction High
School and the other two split their time between the other district schools within city
limits. In previous years, the SRO program has been staffed by up to five officers.

While not a singular solution to a comprehensive issue, expanding the City’s SRO
program will help to address the recent need for additional safety in schools. It is
recommended that we add two School Resource Officers to the four currently
authorized. This will allow for two officers at Grand Junction High School and will
provide one officer at each of the four middle schools. Expanding the SRO Program
would improve the safety of students and the public and would be a welcomed and
responsible investment in the community. With the addition of two sworn police officers,
the SRO program could return to its intended level of staffing and better build a
relationship with both students and school staff.

It is important to highlight the difference between a School Resource Officer and
security guards. Security services, like the firm used by District 51, are intended to
provide a security presence at events or public areas. These services offer both armed
and unarmed personnel, depending on the perceived level of threat to the public.



Unlike these security services, school resource officers provide law enforcement
services, critical incident response, and perform investigations. In addition to these core
duties, SRO programs form relationships with students and build trust within the
community. The officers act as a resource for students, the families of students, and
District staff. They are a critical link between law enforcement and the safety of the
public within District schools. Unlike hired security firms, school resource officers
receive specialized training and are capable of responding to the types of incidents that
might occur in schools. SRO programs are proven to be valued within communities and
an effective method by which police departments can address school safety.

In addition to this staffing cost, the expansion of the SRO program would require
equipment including additional vehicles. Estimated costs for two additional School
Resource Officers is $243,383 in the first year which includes a partial year of
personnel costs as well as one-time costs for gear and vehicles. Ongoing costs are
estimated to start at $212,000 per year and would increase based on wage changes.
Staff is currently in discussions with other schools in the community (Caprock
Academy, Juniper Ridge, etc.). Should these other schools be interested in the
program this would require additional officer expansion. For each additional officer that
may be added would be $54,000 in one-time costs and $106,000 of ongoing costs.

In total, there are 52 schools within the County including 8 high schools and 9 middle
schools. As mentioned, because of the crossing of school attendance and jurisdictional
boundaries and the school of choice program, many students attend schools in
jurisdictions different from where there home is located. Therefore, this is a county-wide
issue and needs to be addressed as such.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Because of the priority of this program, the City will fund two additional resource
officers within the existing General Fund revenues. The supplemental appropriation
reflects the required increase to the General Fund budget in order to fund the positions
including personnel costs and one-time vehicle and equipment costs for $243,383.

In November 2017, Mesa County voters approved additional funding for public safety.
These funds could also be used to expand the current school resource officer
programs for the City and throughout Mesa County.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce a proposed ordinance making supplemental appropriations to the
2018 budget of the City Of Grand Junction, Colorado in order to expand the School
Resource Officer Program.

Attachments




1. School Resource Officer Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE MAKING SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO THE 2018
BUDGET OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO IN ORDER TO
EXPAND THE SCHOOL RESOURCE OFFICER PROGRAM

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

That the following sums of money be appropriated from unappropriated fund balance
and additional revenues to the funds indicated for the year ending December 31, 2018,
to be expended from such funds as follows:

Fund Name Fund # | Appropriation
General Fund 100 $ 243,383
INTRODUCED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this day of
, 2018

TO BE PASSED AND ADOPTED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET
FORM this ___ day of , 2018.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk
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Information
SUBJECT:

An Ordinance Amending Chapter 2 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code regarding
Ballot Title Protests and the Deadline for Write-in Candidate Affidavits and Setting a
Public Hearing for April 4, 2018

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the ordinance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The purpose of this item is for City Council to consider adding a provision to the
Municipal Code that outlines the procedure for filing a protest of a ballot title.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City of Grand Junction is a home rule municipality, established by Charter in 1909.
Article XX of the Colorado Constitution confers upon home rule cities the power over all
matters pertaining to municipal elections. Additionally, the City of Grand Junction has
adopted the “Colorado Municipal Election Code of 1965” by reference (hereinafter
“Election Code”).

Ballot Title Protest

Due to a recent petition effort, City staff started reviewing the current City practices
related to election procedures to identify opportunities for increasing citizen access and
transparency. During that review, it was determined that the Grand Junction Municipal
Code does not contain provisions related to ballot title protests, meaning that no
process exists for how a citizen would protest the title of a ballot question. The Election



Code contemplates that protests concerning a ballot title shall be conducted as
provided by local charter, ordinance, or resolution (CRS 31-11-111(4)).

As such, staff is recommending an amendment to Chapter 2 to identify a procedure for
the submission of ballot title protests. Highlights of the procedure include:

1. The protestor must be a registered elector of Grand Junction;

2. The City Clerk provides a form for the protest;

3. The protest must be filed by noon on the Tuesday immediately preceding the
hearing of the ordinance or resolution setting the ballot title;

4. City Council will hear the protest and provide a ruling prior to considering the
ordinance or resolution setting the ballot title.

Deadline for Write-in Candidate Affidavit

By way of Senate Bill 16-142, the Colorado Municipal Election Code was amended to
change the required date of filing for a write-in candidate affidavit from twenty days
prior to the day of election to sixty-four days (CRS 31-10-306). Staff recommends
amending the Grand Junction Municipal Code to match this timeline.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce a proposed ordinance amending Chapter 2 of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code concerning protest of ballot titles and/or submission clauses and the
deadline to file write-in candidate affidavit.

Attachments

1. ORD - BALLOT TITLE PROTEST WRITE IN CANDIDATE
2. Ballot Title Protest Form
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ORDINANCE NO. ___

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 2 OF THE GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL
CODE CONCERNING PROTEST OF BALLOT TITLES AND/OR SUBMISSION
CLAUSES AND THE DEADLINE FOR WRITE-IN CANDIDATE AFFIDAVIT

RECITALS:

The City of Grand Junction is a home rule municipality, established by Charter in 1909.
Article XX of the Colorado Constitution confers upon home rule cities the power over all
matters pertaining to municipal elections.

The City of Grand Junction has adopted the “Colorado Municipal Election Code of 1965”
by reference (hereinafter “Election Code”).

Due to a recent petition effort, City staff reviewed the current City practices related to
election procedures to identify opportunities for increasing citizen access and
transparency and determined that the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC) does not
contain provisions related to ballot title protests.

The Election Code contemplates that protests concerning a ballot title shall be
conducted as provided by local charter, ordinance or resolution (CRS 31-11-111(4)).

By way of Senate Bill 16-142, the Colorado Municipal Election Code was amended to
change the required date of filing for a write-in candidate affidavit from twenty days prior
to the day of election to sixty-four days (CRS 31-10-306).

As such, staff is recommending an amendment to the GJMC to identify a procedure for
the submission of ballot title protests and change the deadline for filing candidate
affidavits to sixty-four days.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION:

That Chapter 2 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code is hereby amended by the
addition of a new Section 2.20.030 which reads in its entirety as follows:

SEC. 2.20.030. PROTEST PROCEDURE.

ANY REGISTERED ELECTOR DESIRING TO PROTEST A PROPOSED
BALLOT TITLE AND/OR SUBMISSION CLAUSE FOR ANY INITIATED OR
REFERRED MEASURE SHALL FILE A NOTICE OF PROTEST WITH THE CITY
CLERK NO LATER THAN NOON ON THE MONDAY IMMEDIATELY
PRECEDING THE DATE UPON WHICH THE CITY COUNCIL WILL CONSIDER
THE ORDINANCE ON FIRST READING, OR RESOLUTION, SETTING THE
BALLOT TITLE AND SUBMISSION CLAUSE. SUCH NOTICE OF PROTEST
SHALL BE ON A FORM AVAILABLE FROM THE CITY CLERK, SHALL BE
SIGNED BY THE PROTESTOR(S), AND SHALL SET FORTH: (1) THE NAME,
ADDRESS, AND PHONE NUMBER OF THE PROTESTOR(S); (2) THE TITLE
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OF THE ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION BEING PROTESTED; (3) WITH
PARTICULARITY, THE GROUNDS OF THE PROTEST; AND (4) ANY OTHER
INFORMATION REQUIRED BY THE CITY CLERK. SUCH PROTEST SHALL
BE HEARD, CONSIDERED AND RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL PRIOR
TO THE ADOPTION OF SAID ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION. ANY LEGAL
CHALLENGE OF THE FORM OR CONTENT OF A CITY BALLOT TITLE
AND/OR SUBMISSION CLAUSE FOR ANY INITIATED OR REFERRED
MEASURE SHALL BE BROUGHT IN THE MESA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT
USING THE PROCEDURE SET FORTH IN, AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH,
SECTION 1-11-203.5, COLORADO REVISED STATUTES, AS AMENDED,
WHICH SHALL BE THE EXCLUSIVE MANNER FOR SUCH LEGAL
CHALLENGES.

2.20.020 Amendments to the Colorado Municipal Election Code of 1965.
As made applicative to elections in the City of Grand Junction:

(c) No votes shall be counted for any write-in candidate at a regular or special
election unless he/she has first filed with the City Clerk 20 SIXTY-FOUR (64)

days before the election an affidavit of intent indicating that such person desires
the office and is qualified to assume the duties of the office if elected.

Introduced on first reading this __ day of March 2018.

PASSED and ADOPTED this ___ day of April 2018.

J. Merrick Taggart
Mayor and President of the City Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk



For City Clerk’s Use Only: Date Filed: Initials:
Return this completed form to:
City Clerk’s Office, 250 North 5th Street, Grand Junction, CO, 81501, or email to cityclerk@gjcity.org

NOTICE OF BALLOT TITLE AND/OR SUBMISSION CLAUSE PROTEST

Protestor Information*: Name, address, telephone number(s), and email address of the protestor (who must be a registered elector)

Name: Phone #:

Address: Email:

Protestor’s Date of Proposed
Signature: City Council Action:

GROUNDS FOR PROTEST

Protest of Proposed Ballot Title and/or Submission Clause (as permitted under Municipal Code Section 2.20.030).

Title of Ordinance or Resolution being protested:

The Grounds of the Protest (with particularity):

(Attach additional sheets as necessary)

A protest of proposed ballot title and/or submission clause, in accordance with Section 2.20.030, must be
filed with the City Clerk no later than noon on the Tuesday immediately preceding the date upon which
the City Council will consider the ordinance on First reading, or resolution, setting the ballot title and
submission clause.

*If more than one protestor, please provide the name, address, telephone number(s), email address, and signature of
each protestor on the back of this form or on additional sheets.
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Department: Finance
Submitted By: Jay Valentine

Information
SUBJECT:

An Ordinance Amending Ordinance 4772 Concerning the Issuance of DDA Bonds and
Setting a Public Hearing for April 4, 2018

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of proposed Ordinance.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

With Ordinance 4772 City Council authorized the issuance of Downtown Development
Authority (DDA) Tax Increment and Refunding Bonds, Series 2017 and Series 2018.
Ordinance 4772 approved a total of $19.12 million; $10 million to be issued in 2017 and
$9.12 million in 2018; however, to keep both bonds bank-qualified, the order of the
issuances was reversed and $9.12 million was issued in 2017 and the $10 million
issuance will occur in 2018.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

With Ordinance 4772 City Council authorized the issuance of Downtown Development
Authority (DDA) Tax Increment and Refunding Bonds, Series 2017 and Series 2018.
Ordinance 4772 approved a total of $19.12 million; $10 million to be issued in 2017 and
$9.12 million in 2018; however, to keep both bonds bank-qualified, the order of the
issuances was reversed and $9.12 million was issued in 2017 and the $10 million
issuance will occur in 2018.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Selling bank-qualified bonds directly to banks decreases debt issuance costs by an



estimated 25-40 basis points which over the life of this debt issuance will save
$442,000 to $710,000.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce a proposed ordinance amending Ordinance No. 4772 relating to
the issuance of the City Of Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development
Authority Tax Increment Revenue and Refunding Bonds, Series 2017, and Tax
Increment Revenue Bonds, Series 2018; and related matters and set a public hearing
for April 4, 2018.

Attachments

1. Amending Bond Ordinance (48183219v1)



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 4772
RELATING TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE CITY OF GRAND
JUNCTION, COLORADO, DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT
AUTHORITY TAX INCREMENT REVENUE AND
REFUNDING BONDS, SERIES 2017, AND TAX INCREMENT
REVENUE BONDS, SERIES 2018; AND RELATED
MATTERS.

WHEREAS, the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (the “City”) is a home rule city
duly existing under the Constitution and laws of the State of Colorado and its City Charter; and

WHEREAS, the Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority
(the “Authority”) was organized by the City pursuant to Title 31, Article 25, Part 8, of the
Colorado Revised Statutes, as amended (the “Act”), as a “downtown development authority” for
the purposes of the Act, including the improvement of that certain area (the “Plan of
Development Area”) subject to the Downtown Development Authority Plan of Development (the
“Plan”) approved by a resolution of the City Council of the City (the “Council”) adopted on
December 16, 1981 (the “Resolution”); and

WHEREAS, the Authority proposed and submitted the Plan to the Council and
the Plan was approved by the Council in the Resolution; and

WHEREAS, the Plan has been modified from time to time by amendments to the
Resolution for the purpose of including additional property within the Plan of Development Area
and other relevant changes; and

WHEREAS, the Plan provides for a division of taxes pursuant to Section 31-25-
807(3) of the Act; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 31-25-807(3)(a)(IV) of the Act and Ordinance
No. 4494 duly adopted by the Council on January 4, 2012, such division of taxes (with the
modifications required by Section 31-25-807(3)(a)(IV) of the Act) was extended for an
additional twenty years beginning with the taxes levied in 2012 and collectible in 2013; and

WHEREAS, the Resolution established the Tax Increment Fund (defined below)

for the deposit of the Tax Increments (defined below) resulting from such division of taxes; and
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WHEREAS, the Tax Increments are defined as: (i) one hundred percent of the
property taxes produced by the levy at the rate fixed each year by or for the City upon the
valuation for assessment of taxable property within the boundaries of the Plan of Development
Area which is in excess of the valuation for assessment of taxable property within the boundaries
of the Plan of Development Area certified as the base amount by the Mesa County Assessor
pursuant to Sections 31-25-807(3)(a)(IV) and 31-25-807(3)(f) of the Act and pledged herein for
the repayment of and as security for the Bonds (defined herein); (ii) fifty percent, or such greater
amount as may be set forth in an agreement negotiated between the City and the respective
public bodies, of the property taxes produced by the levy at the rate fixed each year by or for
each public body (excluding the City, which is covered by clause (i) of this definition) upon the
valuation for assessment of taxable property within the boundaries of the Plan of Development
Area which is in excess of the valuation for assessment of taxable property within the boundaries
of the Plan of Development Area certified as the base amount by the County Assessor pursuant
to Sections 31-25-807(3)(a)(IV) and 31-25-807(3)(f) of the Act and pledged herein for the
repayment of and as security for the Bonds; and (iii) one hundred percent of the municipal sales
taxes produced within each sales tax collection area within the Plan of Development Area which
are in excess of the amount certified as the base amount for such collection area by the Finance
Director of the City pursuant to Section 31-25-807(3) of the Act and pledged herein for the
repayment of and as security for the Bonds. “Tax Increments” also include specific ownership
taxes, if and to the extent received by the City in connection with the property tax increment
described above; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, the City is permitted to issue securities made
payable from the Tax Increments for the purposes of a project if the issuance of such bonds and
the pledge of such revenues are first submitted for approval to the qualified electors of the
Authority at a special election held for such purpose; and

WHEREAS, in addition, Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution
requires voter approval in advance for the creation of any multiple-fiscal year direct or indirect
debt or other financial obligation (except that refundings of existing debt at lower interest rates

do not require an election); and



WHEREAS, at a special election held by the City within the boundaries of the
Authority on April 3, 2007 (the “2007 Election”), a majority of the qualified electors of the
Authority voting thereon authorized the City to issue bonds or other indebtedness not to exceed
$18,000,000, with a repayment cost of $20,000,000, for the purpose of financing certain capital
improvements within the Plan of Development Area and authorized the pledge of the Tax
Increment Fund for payment of principal, interest and any premiums due in connection with such
bonds or other indebtedness, said pledge of funds not to exceed the maximum time permitted by
law; and

WHEREAS, the ballot question submitted to the qualified electors of the
Authority at the 2007 Election was as follows:

SHALL CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION DEBT BE INCREASED
$18,000,000 WITH A REPAYMENT COST OF $20,000,000,
WITHOUT RAISING ADDITIONAL TAXES, TO FINANCE
STREETS, PARKS, PLAZAS, PARKING FACILITIES,
PLAYGROUNDS, CAPITAL FACILITIES, PEDESTRIAN
MALLS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, STRUCTURES, WATERWAYS,
BRIDGES, ACCESS ROUTES TO ANY OF THE FOREGOING,
DESIGNED FOR USE BY THE PUBLIC GENERALLY OR
USED BY ANY PUBLIC AGENCY WITH OR WITHOUT
CHARGE; SUCH DEBT TO BE EVIDENCED BY BONDS,
LOANS, ADVANCES OR INDEBTEDNESS PROVIDED
THAT THE SPECIFIC TERMS OF THE DEBT, INCLUDING A
PROVISION FOR EARLY REPAYMENT WITH OR WITHOUT
A PREMIUM, AND THE PRICE AT WHICH IT WILL BE
SOLD SHALL BE DETERMINED BY THE CITY AS
NECESSARY AND PRUDENT; SHALL THE PLEDGE OF
THE TAX INCREMENT FUND TO SUCH DEBT BE
AUTHORIZED FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM TIME PERMITTED BY LAW; AND IF THIS
QUESTION IS APPROVED, THE AUTHORITY TO ISSUE
DEBT PURSUANT TO BALLOT ISSUE 5T AT THE CITY’S
NOVEMBER 2, 2004 ELECTION SHALL BE OF NO
FURTHER EFFECT?

; and

WHEREAS, at a special election held by the City within the boundaries of the
Authority on April 5, 2011 (the “2011 Election”), a majority of the qualified electors of the
Authority voting thereon authorized the City to issue bonds or other indebtedness not to exceed
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$65,000,000, with a repayment cost of $72,000,000, for the purpose of financing certain capital
improvements within the Plan of Development Area and authorized the pledge of the Tax
Increment Fund for payment of principal, interest and any premiums due in connection with such
bonds or other indebtedness, said pledge of funds not to exceed the maximum time permitted by
law; and

WHEREAS, the ballot question submitted to the qualified electors of the
Authority at the 2011 Election was as follows:

SHALL CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION DEBT BE INCREASED
NOT TO EXCEED $65,000,000 WITH A REPAYMENT COST
OF $72,000,000, WITHOUT RAISING ADDITIONAL TAXES,
TO FINANCE STREETS, PARKS, PLAZAS, PARKING
FACILITIES, PLAYGROUNDS, CAPITAL FACILITIES,
PEDESTRIAN MALLS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, STRUCTURES,
WATERWAYS, BRIDGES, ACCESS ROUTES TO ANY OF
THE FOREGOING, DESIGNED FOR USE BY THE PUBLIC
GENERALLY OR USED BY ANY PUBLIC AGENCY WITH
OR WITHOUT CHARGE; SUCH DEBT TO BE EVIDENCED
BY BONDS, LOANS, ADVANCES OR INDEBTEDNESS
PROVIDED THAT THE SPECIFIC TERMS OF THE DEBT,
INCLUDING A PROVISION FOR EARLY REPAYMENT
WITH OR WITHOUT A PREMIUM, AND THE PRICE AT
WHICH IT WILL BE SOLD SHALL BE DETERMINED BY
THE CITY AS NECESSARY AND PRUDENT; SHALL THE
PLEDGE OF THE TAX INCREMENT FUND TO SUCH DEBT
BE AUTHORIZED FOR A PERIOD NOT TO EXCEED THE
MAXIMUM TIME PERMITTED BY LAW?

; and

WHEREAS, the City has previously issued $17,125,000 of the indebtedness
authorized at the 2007 Election, which indebtedness was represented by: (i) its $10,000,000
“City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority, Tax-Increment Revenue
Bonds, Series 2009 (the “2009 Bonds™), all of which were repaid as of December 15, 2012; (ii)
its $4,070,000 “City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority, Tax-
Exempt Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, Series 2012A” (the “2012A Bonds”), all of which were
repaid with the proceeds of the 2017 Bonds (defined herein); and (iii) its $3,055,000 City of
Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown Development Authority, Taxable Tax Increment Revenue

Bonds, Series 2012B,” all of which were repaid as of December 15, 2017; and
-



WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No. 4772 duly adopted by the Council on
November 1, 2017 (“Ordinance No. 4772”) and the authority granted by the 2007 Election
and/or the 2011 Election, the City issued its “City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Downtown
Development Authority, Tax Increment Revenue and Refunding Bonds, Series 2017 (the “2017
Bonds”), in the aggregate principal amount of $9,120,000 for the purpose of: (i) refunding the
2012A Bonds; (ii) financing (or reimbursing the costs of) certain additional improvements
described in the Plan and the 2007 Election and/or the 2011 Election (the “Project”); (iii) funding
a debt service reserve for the 2017 Bonds; and (iv) paying the costs of issuing the 2017 Bonds;
and

WHEREAS, pursuant to Ordinance No. 4772 and the authority granted by the
2011 Election, the City also authorized the issuance of its “City of Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority, Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, Series 2018 (the “2018
Bonds,” and together with the 2017 Bonds, the “Bonds”) in the maximum aggregate principal
amount of $9,120,000 for the purpose of: (i) financing that portion of the Project not otherwise
financed by the 2017 Bonds; (ii) funding a debt service reserve for the 2018 Bonds; and (iii)
paying the costs of issuing the 2018 Bonds; and

WHEREAS, subsequent to the adoption of Ordinance No. 4772, the City
determined that the 2017 Bonds could only be issued in the aggregate principal amount of
$9,120,000 and still maintain the status of the 2017 Bonds as “qualified tax-exempt obligations”
under Section 265(b)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”); and

WHEREAS, the City desires to issue the 2018 Bonds in the maximum aggregate
principal amount of $10,000,000 in calendar year 2018 but Ordinance No. 4772 only authorized
the issuance of the 2018 Bonds in a maximum aggregate principal amount of $9,120,000; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to amend Ordinance No. 4772 to increase the
maximum aggregate principal amount of the 2018 Bonds to $10,000,000 and decrease the
aggregate principal amount of the 2017 Bonds, which have already been issued, to $9,120,000.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND
JUNCTION, COLORADO:

Section 1. Amendments to Ordinance No. 4772. Section 3 of Ordinance No.

4772 is hereby amended and restated to read as follows:
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Section 3. Delegation and Parameters.

(a) Pursuant to Section 11-57-205 of the Supplemental Act, the
Council hereby delegates to the President, the Financial Operations Manager, or
any member of the Council the authority to make the following determinations
relating to and contained in the Bonds and the Loan Agreements, subject to the
restrictions contained in paragraph (b) of this Section 3:

(1) the interest rate on the 2017 Bonds and the 2017
Loan and the interest rate on the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan;

(i1) the principal amount of the 2017 Bonds and the
2017 Loan and the principal amount of the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan;

(iii)  the amount of principal of the 2017 Bonds and the
2017 Loan maturing in any given year and the final maturity of the 2017 Bonds
and the 2017 Loan, and the amount of principal of the 2018 Bonds and the 2018
Loan maturing in any given year and the final maturity of the 2018 Bonds and the
2018 Loan;

(iv)  the conditions on which and the prices at which the
2017 Bonds and the 2017 Loan may be paid prior to maturity, and the conditions
on which and the prices at which the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan may be paid
prior to maturity;

%) the dates on which the principal of and interest on
the 2017 Bonds and the 2017 Loan are paid, and the dates on which the principal
of and interest on the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan are paid; and

(vi)  the existence and amount of reserve funds or
capitalized interest for the 2017 Bonds and the 2017 Loan, if any, and the
existence and amount of reserve funds or capitalized interest for the 2017 Bonds
and the 2017 Loan, if any.

(b) The delegation in paragraph (a) of this Section 3 shall be
subject to the following parameters and restrictions: (i) the interest rate on the
2017 Bonds and the 2017 Loan shall not exceed 3.36% (not to exceed 6%, if
applicable, following a Determination of Taxability (as defined in the 2017 Loan
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Agreement); (ii) the interest rate on the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan shall not
exceed 3.36% (not to exceed 6%, if applicable, following a Determination of
Taxability (as defined in the 2018 Loan Agreement); (iii) the principal amount of
the 2017 Bonds and the 2017 Loan shall not exceed $9,120,000; (iv) the principal
amount of the 2018 Bonds and the 2018 Loan shall not exceed $10,000,000; (v)
the Bonds shall be subject to redemption prior to maturity on any date at a
redemption price of not more than 101% of the principal amount thereof; (vi) the
respective reserve funds for the 2017 Bonds and the 2018 Bonds may not exceed
the maximum amount permitted for each series of Bonds under the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended; and (vii) the final maturity of the Bonds and
the Loans shall not be later than December 31, 2032.

Section 2. Ratification and Approval of Prior Actions. All actions heretofore

taken by the officers of the City and members of the Council, not inconsistent with the
provisions of this Ordinance, including the adoption of Ordinance No. 4772 to the extent not
inconsistent with this Ordinance, relating to the Bonds (as defined in Ordinance No. 4772), the
Loan Agreements (as defined in Ordinance No. 4772), the Documents (as defined in Ordinance
No. 4772), or actions to be taken in respect thereof, are hereby authorized, ratified, approved,
and confirmed.

Section 3. Repealer. All acts, orders, ordinances, or resolutions, or parts
thereof, including any inconsistent provisions of Ordinance No. 4772, in conflict herewith are
hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict.

Section 4. Severability. Should any one or more sections or provisions of this
Ordinance be judicially determined invalid or unenforceable, such determination shall not affect,
impair, or invalidate the remaining provisions hereof, the intention being that the various
provisions hereof are severable.

Section 5. Ordinance Irrepealable. After the Bonds are issued, this Ordinance

shall constitute an irrevocable contract between the City and the owners from time to time of the
Bonds, and shall be and remain irrepealable until the Bonds and the interest thereon shall have
been fully paid, satisfied, and discharged. No provisions of any constitution, statute, charter,

ordinance, resolution, or other measure enacted after the issuance of the Bonds shall in any way
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be construed as impairing the obligations of the City to keep and perform its covenants contained
in this Ordinance.

Section 6. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect 30
days after publication following final passage provided the adoption thereof has also been

consented to by the Lender (as defined in Ordinance No. 4772).

[The remainder of this page intentionally left blank.]



INTRODUCED, PASSED ON FIRST READING, APPROVED AND
ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this 21 day of March, 2018.

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

[SEAL]

President of the City Council

Attest:

City Clerk

INTRODUCED, PASSED ON SECOND READING, APPROVED AND

ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this 4 day of April, 2018.

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

[SEAL]

President of the City Council

Attest:

City Clerk

STATE OF COLORADO )



COUNTY OF MESA

N N N N

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

I, Wanda Winkelman, the City Clerk of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (the
“City”) and Clerk to the City Council of the City (the “Council”), do hereby certify as follows:

(1) The foregoing pages are a true, correct and complete copy of an ordinance
(the “Ordinance”) that was introduced, passed on first reading and ordered published in full by
the Council at a regular meeting thereof held on March 21, 2018 and was duly adopted and
ordered published in full by the Council at a regular meeting thereof held on April 4, 2018,
which Ordinance has not been revoked, rescinded or repealed and is in full force and effect on
the date hereof.

(2) The Ordinance was duly moved and seconded and the Ordinance was
passed on first reading at the meeting of March 21, 2018, by an affirmative vote of a majority of
the members of the Council as follows:

Councilmember Voting “Avye” Voting “Nay” Absent Abstaining

Rick Taggart

Bennett Boeschenstein

Phyllis Norris

Barbara Traylor Smith

Duke Wortmann

Duncan McArthur

Chris Kennedy

3) The Ordinance was duly moved and seconded and the Ordinance was
finally passed on second reading at the meeting of April 4, 2018, by an affirmative vote of a
majority of the members of the Council as follows:
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Councilmember Voting “Aye” Voting “Nay” Absent Abstaining

Rick Taggart

Bennett Boeschenstein

Phyllis Norris

Barbara Traylor Smith

Duke Wortmann

Duncan McArthur

Chris Kennedy

4) The members of the Council were present at such meetings and voted on
the passage of the Ordinance as set forth above.

(5) The Ordinance was approved and authenticated by the signature of the
President of the Council, sealed with the City seal, attested by the City Clerk, and recorded in the
minutes of the Council.

(6) There are no bylaws, rules, or regulations of the Council that might
prohibit the adoption of the Ordinance.

(7) Notices of the meetings of March 21, 2018 and April 4, 2018 in the forms
attached hereto as Schedule I were posted at City Hall in accordance with law.

(8) The Ordinance was published in pamphlet form in The Daily Sentinel, a
daily newspaper of general circulation in the City, on March _, 2018 and April __ , 2018, as
required by the City Charter. True and correct copies of the affidavits of publication are attached
hereto as Schedule II.

WITNESS my hand and the seal of the City affixed this day of April _, 2018.

City Clerk and Clerk to the Council

[SEAL]
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SCHEDULE I

(Attach Notices of Meetings of March 21, 2018 and April 4, 2018)



SCHEDULE II

(Attach Notice of Meeting)



CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.b.i.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Lori Bowers, Senior Planner

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Lori Bowers

Information
SUBJECT:

Consider a Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for the Annexation of
Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hearing on Such Annexation,
Exercising Land Use Control, and Introducing Proposed Annexation Ordinance for the
York Annexation of 5.943 Acres, Located at 2122 H Road

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of a resolution referring the petition for the York
Annexation, introducing the proposed Ordinance and setting a hearing for March 21,
2018.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicants, Dale and Cindy York, have requested annexation of their 5.943 acres
located at 2122 H Road. The proposed annexation will be conducted as a two-part
“Serial Annexation “in order to gain one-sixth contiguity per State statute. The
annexation will include 196.07 lineal feet of the developed H Road which is not
currently dedicated as Right of Way. Right of Way dedication of the road (196 feet by
30 feet) will be required as part of this annexation, as shown on Exhibit A Map,
attached to this report. The property is currently used as a large lot single-family
residence. The owners are requesting annexation due to their desire to use the
property in the future as an outdoor storage yard with a business residence for a traffic
control business. Under the Persigo Agreement, these uses constitute "annexable
development" and as such will be required to annex in accordance with the Persigo
Agreement. Consideration for zoning of this annexation will be heard in a future action.



BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The York annexation consists of one 5.943-acre parcel of land located at 2122 H Road.
The property is currently a single-family residence on a single lot. The Applicants
purchased the property knowing that the Future Land Use Map shows the lot as a
location for Commercial/Industrial use. A business residence with outdoor storage is
an allowed use in the possible zoning ranges allowed by the Comprehensive Plan.
Zoning will be considered in a future action and requires review and recommendation
by the Planning Commission and final action by the City Council.

The property is currently not served by sanitary sewer. As part of their request they
wish to apply for a sewer variance, which will be reviewed concurrently with a
development application when it is submitted in the future.

The property is adjacent to existing city limits, within the Persigo 201 boundary and will
be Annexable Development as defined in the Persigo Agreement. Under the 1998
Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, all proposed development within the Persigo
Wastewater Treatment Facility boundary require annexation by the City. The property
owners have signed a petition for annexation of the property.

As part of the annexation, the Applicants will be required to dedicate 5,882 square feet
of Right-of-Way for the H Road along. H Road is constructed in this area but the
Applicants’ property line currently extends to the center of the road and there is no
dedicated right of way.

Staff has found, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable state law,
including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the
York Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the following:

a) A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more than
50% of the property described;

b) Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is contiguous with
the existing City limits;

c) A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City. This is
so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single demographic and
economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, and regularly do, use City
streets, parks and other urban facilities;

d) The area is or will be urbanized in the near future;

e) The area is capable of being integrated with the City;



f) No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed annexation;

g) No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more with an
assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included without the
owner’s consent.

The proposed annexation and zoning schedule with a summary is attached.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The provision of municipal services will be consistent with adjacent properties already
in the City. Property tax levies and municipal sales/use tax will be collected, as
applicable, upon annexation. Generally speaking for every $100,000 in actual value of
residential property, $57 in property tax is generated and for every $100,000 in actual
value of commercial property, $232 in property tax is generated.

Annual maintenance cost for the 196 linear feet of roadway on H Road is estimated at
approximately $50/year. Future chipseal cost for the road is estimated at $960 and
would be planned as part of this area’s normal chip seal cycle in the next six years.

The cost to improve the road frontage to a collector (3 lane) road including sidewalks
according to the Grand Valley Circulation Plan is estimated at $172,000. No plans are
in place for this major improvement.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt or deny) Resolution No. 16-18, a Resolution referring a petition to the
City Council for the annexation of lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, setting
a hearing on such annexation, and exercising land use control, York Annexation,
approximately 5.943 Acres, located at 2122 H Road, and to introduce a proposed
Ordinance annexing territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, York Annexation,
approximately 5.943 acres of land, located at 2122 H Road, and set a hearing for May
16, 2018.

Attachments

YORK ANNEXATION SCHEDULE
Maps Binder_York

Referring Petition Resolution York
York Annexation Ordinance.

i N



March 21, 2018

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a Proposed
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use

April 24,2018 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation

May 2, 2018 Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council

May 16, 2018 City Council Accept Petition/Annex and Zoning Public Hearing

June 17, 2018 Effective date of Annexation

File Number:

ANX-2018-110

Location:

2122 H Road

Tax ID Numbers:

2697-253-00-087

# of Parcels: 1

Existing Population: 2

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 1

# of Dwelling Units: 1

Acres land annexed: 5.943

Developable Acres Remaining: 5.943

Right-of-way in Annexation: 5,882 square feet of H Road
Previous County Zoning: RSF-R

Proposed City Zoning:

[-1 (Light Industrial)

Current Land Use:

Single-family large lot

Future Land Use:

Commercial/Industrial

Assessed: $2,690
Values:
Actual: $186,070
Address Ranges: 2122 H Road
Water: Ute
Sewer: 201 Area — seek variance due to distance
Special Fire: Lower Valley Fire
Districts: Irrigation/Drainage: | GVIC/GVDD
School: Fruita Middle School /Fruita Monument High School
Pest: Grand River Mosquito Control District




Expanded City Limits Location Map
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York Annexation Area Map
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York Annexation Future Land Use Map
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York Annexation Zoning Map
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EXHIBIT "A"
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION
REFERRING A PETITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL
FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS
TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO,
SETTING A HEARING ON SUCH ANNEXATION,
AND EXERCISING LAND USE CONTROL

YORK ANNEXATION
LOCATED AT 2122 H ROAD
WHEREAS, on the 21st day of March, 2018, a petition was referred to the City
Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the following

property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows:

YORK ANNEXATION NO. 1

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian
and being more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the Northeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 and
assuming the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 bears S 00°01'26” W
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Beginning, S 00°01°26” W, along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25,
a distance of 390.00 feet; thence N 89°58'34” W, a distance of 10.00 feet; thence N
00°01°26” E, a distance of 380.02 feet; thence N 89°51°42” W, a distance of 186.07 feet;
thence N 00°01°26” E, a distance of 10.00 feet to a point on the North line of the SW 1/4
SW 1/4 of said Section 25; thence S 89°51'42” E, along said North line, a distance of
196.07 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.

CONTAINING 5,671 Square Feet or 0.132 Acres, more or less, as described.
TOGETHER WITH -

YORK ANNEXATION NO. 2

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian
and being more particularly described as follows:



COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 and
assuming the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 bears S 00°01'26” W
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Commencement, S 00°01°26” W, along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section
25, a distance of 390.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said Point of
Beginning, continue S 00°01'26” W, along said East line, a distance of 930.43 feet to a
point being the Southeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25; thence N
89°52°23” W, along the South line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25, a distance of
196.07 feet; thence N 00°01°26” E, a distance of 1310.46 feet; thence S 89°51'42’ E,
along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of
said Section 25, a distance of 186.07 feet; thence S 00°01°26” W, along a line 10.00 feet
West of and parallel with, the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25, a distance
of 380.02 feet; thence S 89°58°'34” E, a distance of 10.00 feet, more or less, to the Point
of Beginning.

CONTAINING 253,139 Square Feet or 5.811 Acres, more or less, as described.

WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined that the petition complies
substantially with the provisions of the Municipal Annexation Act and a hearing should be
held to determine whether or not the lands should be annexed to the City by Ordinance;

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

1. Thata hearing will be held on the 16th day of May, 2018, in the City Hall auditorium,
located at 250 North 5" Street, City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at 7:00 PM to
determine whether one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be annexed
is contiguous with the City; whether a community of interest exists between the
territory and the city; whether the territory proposed to be annexed is urban or will
be urbanized in the near future; whether the territory is integrated or is capable of
being integrated with said City; whether any land in single ownership has been
divided by the proposed annexation without the consent of the landowner; whether
any land held in identical ownership comprising more than twenty acres which,
together with the buildings and improvements thereon, has an assessed valuation
in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included without the landowner’s
consent; whether any of the land is now subject to other annexation proceedings;
and whether an election is required under the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965.

2 Pursuant to the State’s Annexation Act, the City Council determines that the City
may now, and hereby does, exercise jurisdiction over land use issues in the said
territory. Requests for building permits, subdivision approvals and zoning
approvals shall, as of this date, be submitted to the Public Works and Planning
Department of the City.



ADOPTED the day of , 2018.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

YORK ANNEXATION
APPROXIMATELY 5.943 ACRES LOCATED AT 2122 H ROAD
WHEREAS, on the 21st day of March 2018, the City Council of the City of Grand
Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described territory to the

City of Grand Junction; and

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 16th
day of May 2018; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory should
be annexed;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO:

That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit:

YORK ANNEXATION NO. 1

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian
and being more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at the Northeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 and
assuming the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 bears S 00°01°26” W
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Beginning, S 00°01°26” W, along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25,
a distance of 390.00 feet; thence N 89°58°34” W, a distance of 10.00 feet; thence N
00°01°26” E, a distance of 380.02 feet; thence N 89°51°42” W, a distance of 186.07 feet;
thence N 00°01°'26” E, a distance of 10.00 feet to a point on the North line of the SW 1/4
SW 1/4 of said Section 25; thence S 89°51°42” E, along said North line, a distance of
196.07 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.

CONTAINING 5,671 Square Feet or 0.132 Acres, more or less, as described, and as
depicted on attached Exhibit A.



TOGETHER WITH -

YORK ANNEXATION NO. 2

A certain parcel of land lying in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 25, Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian
and being more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 and
assuming the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25 bears S 00°01°26” W
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Commencement, S 00°01°26” W, along the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section
25, a distance of 390.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said Point of
Beginning, continue S 00°01°26” W, along said East line, a distance of 930.43 feet to a
point being the Southeast corner of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25; thence N
89°52°23” W, along the South line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25, a distance of
196.07 feet; thence N 00°01'26” E, a distance of 1310.46 feet; thence S 89°51°42’ E,
along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with, the North line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of
said Section 25, a distance of 186.07 feet; thence S 00°01°26” W, along a line 10.00 feet
West of and parallel with, the East line of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 25, a distance
of 380.02 feet; thence S 89°58'34” E, a distance of 10.00 feet, more or less, to the Point
of Beginning.

CONTAINING 253,139 Square Feet or 5.811 Acres, more or less, as described, and as
depicted on attached Exhibit B.

INTRODUCED on first reading on the 21st day of March, 2018 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading the day of , 2018 and
ordered published in pamphlet form.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk
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CITY O

Grand Junction
("_Q COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #3.a.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Jay Valentine, Deputy Finance Director, John Shaver, City Attorney,
Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Kathy Portner

Information
SUBJECT:

Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Community Solar Garden Subscription
Agreement with Oak Leaf Solar XXXI LLC

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Oak Leaf Energy Partners will be developing two solar garden projects, one at the
Cameo site owned by the Town of Palisade and one in the City of Rifle. Oak Leaf is
proposing that the City of Grand Junction subscribe to 35.75% of the power produced
to serve the Police Department building and Water Treatment Plant, resulting in an
estimated savings of approximately $546,000 over the 20-year subscription period.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

In 2012, Xcel Energy released its Solar* Rewards Community Program to provide
incentives to stimulate the development of community solar gardens in its service
territory. A community solar garden operates at a centralized location, generating
energy that is sold directly to Xcel via an energy procurement agreement. Each kWh
produced generates a “virtual net metering” credit and a renewable energy certificate.
Subscribers to the solar garden purchase power from the solar provider and receive a
credit from Xcel on their monthly utility statement. Subscribers to a solar garden are
allowed to take up to 40% of the power produced, and must enter into a 20-year lease.
5% of any garden must be allocated to low-income subscribers.



The City is currently a subscriber to the first Community Solar Garden developed in
Mesa County by Ecoplexus/Fresh Air Energy VIII, LLC, located on School District
owned property in Pear Park (D ¥4 Road and 29 Road). The City subscribes to 23% of
the 2 MW project and has realized significant savings based on credits received from
Xcel Energy for the subscribed accounts, approximately $80,000 annual savings.

Oak Leaf Energy Partners was awarded a total of 4 MW for solar garden projects in or
adjacent to Mesa County by Xcel Energy. The Town of Palisade is leasing 12 acres of
the Cameo site for the placement of a 2 MW system, consisting of 5,715 solar panels,
to be developed by Oak Leaf, with a plan to have the project constructed in the
summer of 2018. Oak Leaf will be developing a second 2 MW garden on City of Rifle
owned land.

The City has received a proposal from Oak Leaf to be a subscriber to the two proposed
Community Solar Gardens. The subscription would be for 32% of the energy produced
at the Cameo site garden and 3.75% of the energy produced at the Rifle site. The price
and subscription agreements are identical for both gardens. The proposal is to utilize
two meters, the Police building and the Water Treatment Plan with a subscription price
of $0.0649 per kWh. The Xcel credit varies from $.06662 to $.07029 based on the type
of meter, with the Water Treatment Plant meter offering a higher credit, resulting in an
estimated savings of approximately $546,000 over the 20-year subscription period (see
attached table). The proposed subscription agreement would provide for 57% of the
Police building’s energy usage and 100% of the Water Treatment Plant’s remaining
energy usage that is not already covered by the on-site solar system.

FISCAL IMPACT:

This Community Solar Garden opportunity will save the City approximately $547,000
over the 20 year period. The payment to Oak Leaf in year 1 is approximately $93,000
and assumes a 1.35% price increase annually. The average credit to the City from Xcel
is approximately $100,000 in year 1 and assumes a 3.1% annual credit increase.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (approve or deny) the request to authorize the City Manager to enter into a
Community Solar Garden Subscription Agreement with Oak Leaf Solar XXXI LLC.

Attachments

1. Solar Garden Subscription Proposal



City of Grand Junction
Community Solar Garden

Version: Original

March 6, 2018

Oak Leaf Energy Partners
2645 E. 2nd Avenue, Suite 206 D CO 80206




City of Grand Junction Community Solar

1 Executive Summary

March 6, 2018

Ms. Kathy Portner, AICP
Community Development
City of Grand Junction
250 N Fifth Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Kathy,

Please see below updated tables reflecting the updated pricing for the Cameo
garden and for our second garden in Rifle. The increased subscription generates
an additional $ 100k in net savings for the City compared to the lower kWh in the
March 5% proposal. In total the City would subscribe to approximately 1.42 million
kWh annually.

We are excited about this opportunity and look forward to working with the City.
Sincerely,

Michael McCabe

Partner

Oak Leaf Energy Partners
303-893-6945
mike@oakleafep.com

Page 2 of 5 @



City of Grand Junction Community Solar

2 Economics

Oak Leaf is offering the City a subscription to each of our western slope gardens. The first
garden is located on Town of Palisade land at the old Cameo complex. The second garden
is located along I-70 just west of Rifle. The price and subscription agreements are identical
for both gardens. The Palisade garden assumes the City uses two meters: the Police
Station at 555 Ute Avenue and the Water Treatment Plant at 244 26 1/4 Rd. The reason
to include the water treatment plant is because it is on an SGL meter and will provide
substantially better economics to the City. This subscription represents ~32% of the

Palisade garden and increases the City’s savings by about $75k.

City’s Subscription Opportunity — Palisade — Increased kWh

. Average Total Xcel Bill Oak Leaf Subscriber
Subscriber i . . .
Year KWh Xcel Bill Credits to Subscription | Payments to Savings
Credit! Subscriber Price? Oak Leaf
1 1,276,633 $0.07029 $89,731 $0.0649 $82,853 $6,878
2 1,270,250 $0.07247 $92,050 $0.0658 $83,552 $8,498
3 1,263,898 $0.07471 $94,429 $0.0667 $84,257 $10,173
4 1,257,579 $0.07703 $96,870 $0.0676 $84,967 $11,903
5 1,251,291 $0.07942 $99,374 $0.0685 $85,684 $13,690
6 1,245,035 $0.08188 $101,942 $0.0694 $86,406 $15,536
7 1,238,809 $0.08442 $104,577 $0.0703 $87,135 $17,442
8 1,232,615 $0.08703 $107,279 $0.0713 $87,870 $19,410
9 1,226,452 $0.08973 $110,052 $0.0722 $88,611 $21,441
10 1,220,320 $0.09251 $112,896 $0.0732 $89,358 $23,539
11 1,214,218 $0.09538 $115,814 $0.0742 $90,111 $25,703
12 1,208,147 $0.09834 $118,807 $0.0752 $90,871 $27,936
13 1,202,107 $0.10139 $121,878 $0.0762 $91,637 $30,241
14 1,196,096 $0.10453 $125,028 $0.0773 $92,410 $32,618
15 1,190,116 $0.10777 $128,259 $0.0783 $93,189 $35,070
16 1,184,165 $0.11111 $131,574 $0.0794 $93,975 $37,599
17 1,178,244 $0.11456 $134,975 $0.0804 $94,768 $40,207
18 1,172,353 $0.11811 $138,463 $0.0815 $95,567 $42,896
19 1,166,491 $0.12177 $142,042 $0.0826 $96,373 $45,669
20 1,160,659 $0.12554 $145,713 $0.0837 $97,185 $48,527
Total 24,355,478 | $0.09540 $2,311,753 $1,796,779 $514,975

1Assumes Xcel bill credit increases 3.1% annually
2Assumes Oak Leaf price increases 1.35% annually
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City of Grand Junction Community Solar

The second garden opportunity would leverage the same subscription agreement
and meter (the Police Station Meter) as the Palisade garden. The subscription is
smaller than the Palisade garden but there is very little incremental effort to enter
into and maintain the second garden subscription. This equals approximately
3.75% of the total garden.

City’s Subscription Opportunity — Second Garden Opportunity

. Average Total Xcel Bill Oak Leaf Subscriber
Subscriber i . " .
Year KWh Xcel Bill Credits to Subscription | Payments to Savings
Credit?! Subscriber Price? Oak Leaf
1 150,000 $0.06662 $9,993 $0.0649 $9,735 $258
2 149,250 $0.06829 $10,192 $0.0658 $9,817 $375
3 148,504 $0.06999 $10,394 $0.0667 $9,900 $494
4 147,761 $0.07174 $10,601 $0.0676 $9,983 $617
5 147,022 $0.07354 $10,811 $0.0685 $10,068 S744
6 146,287 $0.07537 $11,026 $0.0694 $10,152 $874
7 145,556 $0.07726 $11,245 $0.0703 $10,238 $1,007
8 144,828 $0.07919 $11,469 $0.0713 $10,324 $1,145
9 144,104 $0.08117 $11,697 $0.0722 $10,411 $1,285
10 143,383 $0.08320 $11,929 $0.0732 $10,499 $1,430
11 142,667 $0.08528 $12,166 $0.0742 $10,588 $1,579
12 141,953 $0.08741 $12,408 $0.0752 $10,677 $1,731
13 141,243 $0.08960 $12,655 $0.0762 $10,767 $1,888
14 140,537 $0.09184 $12,906 $0.0773 $10,858 $2,049
15 139,835 $0.09413 $13,163 $0.0783 $10,949 $2,214
16 139,135 $0.09649 $13,425 $0.0794 $11,042 $2,383
17 138,440 $0.09890 $13,691 $0.0804 $11,135 $2,557
18 137,747 $0.10137 $13,963 $0.0815 $11,229 $2,735
19 137,059 $0.10390 514,241 $0.0826 $11,323 $2,918
20 136,373 $0.10650 $14,524 $0.0837 $11,419 $3,105
Total 2,861,686 $242,502 $211,115 $31,386

tAssumes Xcel bill credit increases 3.1% annually
2Assumes Oak Leaf price increases 1.35% annually
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oak leaf

ENERGY PARTNERS

Oak Leaf Energy Partners
2645 E. 2nd Avenue, Suite 206
Denver, CO 80206
Telephone: 303-893-6945
Mobile: 720-496-4342




CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.a.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Greg Caton, City Manager

Department:  City Manager
Submitted By: Jay Valentine

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Request to the
Department of Local Affairs for the Two Rivers Convention Center Improvements
Project

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This request is for authorization to submit a request to the Colorado Department of
Local Affairs for a $1 million grant, with a local match of $6 million, for expansion and
improvements to Two Rivers Convention Center.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City of Grand Junction is partnering with the Downtown Development Authority
(DDA), Pinnacle Venue Services and Reimer Hotel Corporation to finance
approximately $7,000,000 for capital improvements to Two Rivers Convention Center
(TRCCQC).

The improvements to the Convention Center will include roof repairs, upgrades to the
water distribution system, kitchen upgrades, exterior repairs, and various other
improvements. The most significant impact however will be the construction of a
corridor that will connect the Convention Center to a Jr. Ballroom located within the
future hotel.



Based on the conditions and current restrictions of the facility, many conventions,
conferences and other events cannot be accommodated at TRCC. The proposed
upgrades and especially the addition of a Jr. Ballroom, will solve many of the issues
facing the facility with regards to functionality and efficiency.

FISCAL IMPACT:

$3 million is currently budgeted for this project in 2018 with an additional $3 million
planned for 2019.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Resolution 17-18, a resolution authorizing the City Manager to
submit a grant request to the Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) Energy and
Mineral Impact Assistance Program for the Two Rivers Convention Center
Improvements Project.

Attachments

1. Resolution



CITY OF

Grand Junction
(—Q COLORADDO

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO. __ -18

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SUBMIT A GRANT
REQUEST TO THE COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL AFFAIRS’ (DOLA)
ENERGY AND MINERAL IMPACT ASSISTANCE PROGRAM FOR THE TWO
RIVERS CONVENTION CENTER IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT

RECITALS.

The City of Grand Junction is partnering with the Downtown Development Authority
(DDA), Pinnacle Venue Services and Reimer Hotel Corporation to finance
approximately $7,000,000 for capital improvements to Two Rivers Convention Center
(TRCC).

The improvements to the Convention Center will include roof repairs, upgrades to the
water distribution system, kitchen upgrades, exterior repairs, and various other
improvements. The most significant impact however will be the construction of a
corridor that will connect the Convention Center to a Jr. Ballroom located within the
future hotel.

Based on the conditions and current restrictions of the facility, many conventions,
conferences and other events cannot be accommodated at TRCC. The proposed
upgrades and especially the addition of a Jr. Ballroom, will solve many of the issues
facing the facility with regards to functionality and efficiency. The grant request to
DOLA for $1 million, with a $1 million match would be used for a portion of the public
improvements required for the completion of the east end of Las Colonias Park.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand
Junction does hereby authorize the City Manager to submit a $1 million grant request in
accordance with and pursuant to the recitals stated above to the Department of Local
Affairs’ Energy and Mineral Impact Assistance Program for the Two Rivers Convention
Center Improvements Project.

Dated this __ day of 2018.

Rick Taggart
President of the Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.b.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: John Shaver, City Attorney

Department:  City Attorney
Submitted By: Greg LeBlanc, Assistant to the City Manager

Information
SUBJECT:
A Resolution Authorizing and Ratifying a Contract with Sunshine Polishing

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City of Grand Junction committed to resolve the problems with the property sold to
Sunshine Polishing Technology Inc. in the Jarvis Subdivision (now known as the
Riverfront at Dos Rios) in 2017. The Sunshine Polishing project is important to the City
because it represents the first development/reuse of the long vacant Riverfront at Dos
Rios property and with the development by Sunshine Polishing additional opportunities
for new and different uses and further redevelopment of the area are likely.

The contract has been drafted, negotiated and agreed to in discussions with Sunshine
Polishing and its attorney, and the City Manager and City Attorney.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

In 2017, the City Council entered into an agreement concerning the sale of real
property in the Jarvis Subdivision (now known as the Riverfront at Dos Rios) in Grand
Junction. Through the course of concerted effort by Sunshine Polishing and the City, it
was determined that Lot 5 of the subdivision, the parcel identified by Sunshine for the
location of its company to Grand Junction, would not meet the needs of Sunshine
Polishing. Rather than abandoning the project, Sunshine Polishing and the City
committed to resolve the problems with the property and location for Sunshine



Polishing's new business, and now propose that Sunshine Polishing locate on Lot 12,
Filing 3 of the subdivision. In addition to authorizing the conveyance of Lot 12,
Resolution ___ -18 authorizes the re-purchase of Lot 5 and the City’s financial
participation in making Lot 12 developable for Sunshine Polishing.

The contract has been drafted, negotiated and agreed to in discussions with Sunshine
Polishing and its attorney, and the City Manager and City Attorney.

The Sunshine Polishing project is important to the City because it represents the first
development/reuse of the long vacant Riverfront at Dos Rios property and with the
development by Sunshine Polishing additional opportunities for new and different uses
and further redevelopment of the area are likely. For these and other reasons the City
Council has considered the terms of the proposed sale, re-purchase and incentive
award all in accordance with the attached agreement.

The City Manager is authorized and directed to execute the contract, in the form of an
offer to buy and sell real property as described in the agreement all located in the
Jarvis Subdivision (now known as the Riverfront at Dos Rios) located in Grand
Junction, Colorado. All actions heretofore taken by the City Manager and City Attorney
and other officers, employees and agents of the City relating to the purchase and sale
of the property and the offering of incentive funding, which are consistent with the
provisions of the contract are ratified, approved and confirmed by Resolution ___ -18.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The direct fiscal impact is $57,500.00; other indirect costs have been incurred. The
redevelopment of the property and having it in private ownership/taxable is a positive
economic benefit.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Resolution 18-18, a Resolution authorizing the City Manager to
execute a contract with Sunshine Polishing Technology Inc. for the sale and purchase
of real property in the City of Grand Junction, Colorado and for the offering of an
Economic Incentive.

Attachments

1. Resolution Contract Sunshine Polishing



RESOLUTION NO. _ -18

A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Execute a Contract with Sunshine
Polishing Technology Inc. for the Sale and Purchase of Real Property in the City
of Grand Junction, Colorado and for the Offering of an Economic Incentive

Recitals:

In 2017 the City Council entered into an agreement concerning the sale of real property
in the Jarvis Subdivision (now known as the Riverfront at Dos Rios) in Grand Junction.
Through the course of concerted effort by Sunshine and the City it was determined that
Lot 5 of the subdivision, the parcel identified by Sunshine for the location of its company
to Grand Junction, would not meet the needs of Sunshine.

Rather than abandoning the project, Sunshine and the City committed to resolve the
problems with the property/the location for Sunshine’s new business and now propose
that Sunshine locate on Lot 12, Filing 3 of the subdivision. In addition to authorizing the
conveyance of Lot 12, this resolution authorizes the re-purchase of Lot 5 and the City’s
financial participation in making Lot 12 developable for Sunshine.

The attached contract has been drafted, negotiated and agreed to in discussions with
Sunshine and her attorney and the City Manager and City Attorney.

The Sunshine project is important to the City because it represents the first
development/reuse of the long vacant Riverfront at Dos Rios property and with the
development by Sunshine additional opportunities for new and different use(s) and/or
further redevelopment of the area are likely.

For these and other reasons the City Council has considered the terms of the proposed
sale, re-purchase and incentive award all in accordance with the attached agreement.

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

1. The City Manager is authorized and directed to execute the contract, in the
form of an offer to buy and sell real property as described in the agreement all
located in the Jarvis Subdivision (now known as the Riverfront at Dos Rios)
located in Grand Junction, Colorado; and,

2. All actions heretofore taken by the City Manager and City Attorney and other
officers, employees and agents of the City relating to the purchase and sale
of the property and the offering of incentive funding, which are consistent with
the provisions of the contract and this Resolution are hereby ratified,
approved and confirmed.



PASSED AND APPROVED this 21st day of March 2018.

J. Merrick Taggart
President of the Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Regular Session

Item #5.a.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Trent Prall, Public Works Director

Department: Public Works - Engineering
Submitted By: Trent Prall, Public Works Director

Information
SUBJECT:

I-70 / 29 Road Interchange Memorandum of Understanding Between the City of Grand
Junction and Mesa County

RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize the Mayor to sign a Memorandum of Understanding with Mesa County for a
preliminary environmental study for the proposed |-70 / 29 Road Interchange.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The proposed memorandum defines the partnership between Mesa County and the
City of Grand Junction for a preliminary environmental study for a proposed
interchange on |-70 at 29 Road.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is to establish the lines of
communications and responsibility for the various work items necessary to

accomplish a Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) study of 29 Road from
Patterson Road (F Road), crossing I-70 and landing on a new connecting road North of
I-70 to the airport. This MOU also establishes the intention of both the CITY and
COUNTY to cooperatively fund their share of the Project.

The PEL study is a precursor that will be used to identify transportation issues and
environmental concerns with the Project. The intent of the PEL study is to develop the
purpose and need for the Project, determine Project size, and develop and refine a
range of alternatives. The PEL study will link planning to environmental issues and



result in useful information that can be carried forward into the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process as part of CDOT'’s Policy Directive 1601 Planning Process.

This PEL study is planned for completion by Fall 2018.
FISCAL IMPACT:

The cost of the study is $400,000 to be split evenly between Mesa County and the City
of Grand Junction.

This item is currently not in the 2018 budget and therefore will be proposed for
inclusion in the 2018 Supplemental Appropriation later this spring.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (approve/deny) the request for the Mayor to sign the attached Memorandum
of Understanding with Mesa County for a preliminary environmental study for a
proposed interchange at I-70 and 29 Road.

Attachments

1. MOU 29 Rd - 170 Interchange PEL only 20180307



MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
between
The City of Grand Junction and Mesa County, Colorado
for the
PLANNING OF THE 29 ROAD AND 170 INTERCHANGE

The parties to this Memorandum of Understanding (“AGREEMENT”) are Mesa
County, Colorado, a political subdivision of the State of Colorado, acting through
the Board of County Commissioners of Mesa County, Colorado (“COUNTY”), and
the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, a Colorado Municipality, acting through the
City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (“CITY”).

29 Road and I-70 Interchange Memorandum of Understanding / March 7, 2018

Introduction

Both the City and the County (“the Parties” or “Parties”) have responsibilities
for developing and implementing transportation plans and authorizing capital
improvements under their respective jurisdictions. The Parties recognize that
transportation related improvement decisions by one party effect similar
decisions by the other and that cooperative planning and spending can
maximize the community’s resources that are available for improvements.
The Parties further recognize the need to make improvements to the 29 Road
Corridor (“the Project”). Portions of the 29 Road Corridor from Patterson
Road (F Road) to I-70 straddle the meandering City/County limits line. Itis
further recognized that it is in the best interests of the Parties to work
cooperatively in the planning for the Project.

Purpose

The purpose of this AGREEMENT is to establish the lines of communications
and responsibility for the various work items necessary to accomplish the
Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) study of 29 Road from Patterson
Road (F Road), crossing |70 and landing on a new connecting road North of
I70 to the airport. This AGREEMENT also establishes the intention of both the
CITY and COUNTY to cooperatively fund their share of the Project.

The PEL study is a precursor that will be used to identify transportation issues
and environmental concerns with the Project. The intent of the PEL study is
to develop the purpose and need for the Project, determine Project size, and
develop and refine a range of alternatives. The PEL study will link planning
to environmental issues and result in useful information that can be carried
forward into the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process as part of
CDOT'’s Policy Directive 1601 Planning Process.

This PEL study is planned for completion by Fall 2018.



[I. Procedure
Now, therefore, it is agreed that the Parties will:

1) Include funds in their respective budgets for the cost of the PEL study,
the Parties will make every effort to budget funds as shown below:

Project Budget:

Fund Source PEL 2018
City $200,000
County $200,000
TOTAL $400,000

2) If the PEL is not completed in 2018, the Parties agree to carry over any
unexpended funds for the Project to the following year.

3) The COUNTY shall select and contract with a Consultant to prepare
the PEL study in accordance with CDOT and FHWA standards.

4) The CITY and COUNTY will co-manage the PEL study. The Project
Management Team will consist of the respective Public Works Director
for both the CITY and COUNTY. The COUNTY will provide a Project
Manager. The City will provide a representative. Both the City and
County will perform their respective public relations coordinated
through the Project Manager.

5) To minimize the effect of receiving revenue limitations under TABOR,
the consultant contract may be written so that payments may be made
directly to the consultant(s) by either the CITY or the COUNTY in
amounts determined by mutual agreement of the Parties.

6) The CITY and the COUNTY may not necessarily pay exactly equal
shares of every individual portion of the Project; however, both Parties
agree that the -total local share of the Project actual cost will be divided
equally. Should either Parties receive a grant for this Project, the grant
money will be applied to the project as a whole, thereby reducing each
Parties shares equally. The Parties further agree that the total funding
expected of either party will not exceed the amount shown in the table
in paragraph 1) except by mutual, written modification of this
AGREEMENT.

7) The Project will generally include PEL study for construction of an
interchange at 29 Road and [-70 as well as construction of a principal
arterial on 29 Road from Patterson north to the interchange and a

29 Road and I-70 Interchange Memorandum of Understanding / March 7, 2018 2



connecting collector road to Horizon Drive. The general configuration
of the design will not be changed except by mutual, written
modification of this AGREEMENT. All work will be in accordance with
FHWA and CDOT requirements / standards.

V. Administration

A) Nothing in this AGREEMENT will be construed as limiting of affecting
in any way the authority or legal responsibility of the COUNTY and/or
the CITY, or as binding either Party to perform beyond the respective
authority of each, or as requiring either Party to assume or expend any
sum in the excess of appropriations available.

B) This AGREEMENT shall become effective when signed by the Parties
hereto. The Parties may amend the AGREEMENT by mutual written
attachment as the need arises. Any Party may terminate this
AGREEMENT after 30 days notice in writing to the other in the
intention to do so and fulfillment of all outstanding legal obligations.

C) The COUNTY will advertise, receive proposals, and award the
proposal upon recommendation of the Project Management Team.
The COUNTY shall include all the terms and conditions regarding
bonding, insurance and indemnification provisions as part of the
COUNTY’S contract so that the Project is protected.

In Witness whereof, the parties herein have cause this document to be executed as of
the date of the last signature shown below.

MESA COUNTY
John Justman, Chair ATTEST: Sheila Reiner, Clerk
Mesa County Board of Commissioners Date:

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION

Rick Taggart, Mayor ATTEST: Wanda Winkelmann, Clerk
Grand Junction City Council Date:

29 Road and I-70 Interchange Memorandum of Understanding / March 7, 2018 3
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #6.a.i.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner/ CDBG Admin

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Public Hearing to consider a request by REgeneration LLC for review of a Service Plan
for the proposed Lowell Village Metropolitan District

RECOMMENDATION:

Planning Commission recommended Conditional Approval of the Lowell Village
Metropolitan District Service Plan

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, ReGeneration LLC, is planning for the proposed Lowell Village project
to be constructed on the easterly two-thirds (approximately 1.64 acres) of Block 84 of
the Original City Plat also known as the R-5 High School Block located at 310 North 7th
Street. Per conceptual plans reviewed by the City, the development will consist of 36
townhome units, each with the potential for an accessory dwelling unit above a garage
on each lot. As a means of generating capital for the construction and on-going
maintenance of the proposed public improvements within the development, the
Applicant is proposing to form a Metropolitan District. Per Title 32 of the Colorado
Revised Statutes (C.R.S.), the first step is to develop a Service Plan for the District,
which is to be considered and, if found acceptable, approved by the City.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Special districts are quasi-municipal corporations and political subdivisions that are
organized to act for a particular purpose. A metropolitan district is a special district that
provides any two or more services which may include fire protection, parks and
recreation, safety protection, sanitation, solid waste, street improvements or water, to



name a few. A district has the ability to acquire bonds for the construction of the
improvements and to levy taxes to the area within their boundaries to repay those
bonds. The financing, construction, and operation and maintenance of improvements
and services to support new development is legally the responsibility of the district if
formed. In many jurisdictions, both municipalities and counties, special districts have
been used as an implementation tool to harness private investment to achieve a city’s
planning, redevelopment, infill and economic goals.

The trend with special district legislation has been to allow general purpose local
governments to exert greater control over the formation and operation of special
districts. The service plan approval process is the key to exercising that control.

The legislative declaration found in Article 1 of Title 32 refers to “the Coordination and
orderly creation of special districts” and the logical extension of special district services
throughout the state.” It further declares that the review procedures in Part 2 (the
“Control Act”) are created to “prevent unnecessary proliferation and fragmentation of
local government and to avoid excessive diffusion of local tax sources.” Also cited as
reasons for these measures are “the elimination of the overlapping services provided
by local governments” and efforts to “reduce duplication, overlapping and
fragmentation of the functions and facilities of special districts.”

Service Plans and statements of purposes in effect create binding agreements
between the special district and the approval authority. (“Upon final approval by the
court for the organization of the special district, the facilities, services, and financial
arrangements of the special district shall conform so far as practicable to the approved
Service Plan.” (C.R.S. §32-1-201(1))).

The jurisdiction may request the filing of an annual report of any special district. This
report must be made available to the Division of Local Affairs and to all “interested
parties” as defined in C.R.S. §32-1-207(3)(c)(d). The statute does not specify what an
annual report should consist of; therefore, should the jurisdiction desire an annual
report, it should provide guidelines and rationale for the request. Section VIl of the
proposed Service Plan does include the requirement for an Annual Report as well as
outlines requirements for its contents.

The formation of a special district entails a three-part process that requires: 1) obtaining
review and approval from the local governmental jurisdiction; 2) review by district court;
and 3) a special election. The Grand Junction Municipal Code does not contain specific
provisions related to the review of service plans therefore the process of submittal and
review of the plans must be in compliance with requirements contained in Title 32 of
the Colorado Revised Statutes. Those statutory requirements include submittal of the
service plans to the clerk for the city council, referral of the plans to the planning
commission for review and recommendation (if consistent with City policy), referral to



City Council within thirty (30) days of plan submittal, and a public hearing with the City
Council not more than thirty (30) days after setting the public hearing date.

In summary, metropolitan districts are formed and operated as follows:

« City Council must vote to approve a district service plan based on statutory approval
criteria

« Affected property owners must vote to approve district formation by a simple majority
» Sale of municipal bonds generates funding for infrastructure and amenities

* As development occurs and property values increase, bonds are repaid by
homeowners within the district via the additional taxes paid by district residents. The
district does not tax anyone outside of its boundaries

» The developer maintains oversight of the district, an annual outside audit is conducted
of the district, and annual transparency reports are submitted to the City and State and
made publicly available

» The City has no legal or financial liability during the life of the district; it does not
reduce current or future tax revenues of other public agencies and it does not draw
from the City’s capital improvement budget or capital reserves

The Applicant submitted and requested review of the Service Plan for the proposed
Lowell Village Metropolitan District on February 2, 2018. The Service Plan proposes to
serve the Lowell Village development, a 36-unit development with potentially 36
accessory dwelling units on 1.64 acres in a B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district. At
the time of composing this report, the Applicant had recently submitted a Preliminary
Plat and Plan for its proposed project (submitted February 8, 2018) which has not been
reviewed or approved by the City. This results in a review of the Service Plan without
an accompanying Approved Development Plan as defined by the Service Plan.

The area defined as the boundary of the District includes the easterly two-thirds of
Block 84 of the Original City Plat also known as the R-5 block located at 310 North 7th
Street. However, the Service Plan states: “It is anticipated that the District’'s boundaries
may change from time to time as it undergoes inclusions and exclusions pursuant to
§32-1-401, et seq., C.R.S., and §32-1-501, et seq., C.R.S., subject to the limitations set
forth in Article V of the service plan.”

As proposed, the primary purpose of the District is to provide for the Public
Improvements associated with development and, if applicable, regional needs, and
operate and maintain Public Improvements not conveyed to the City, other appropriate
jurisdiction or an owners’ association. Statutory requirements in §32-1-103 (10) C.R.S
state that a Metropolitan District may include any of the following services, but is
required to provide at least two of the following services that benefit the public:

a) Fire Protection;
b) Mosquito Control;



c) Parks and recreation;

d) Safety protection;

e) Sanitation;

f) Solid Waste disposal facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste;
g) Street improvement;

h) Television relay and translation;

i) Transportation; or

j) Water.

The Service Plan for the Lowell Village Metropolitan District is to construct and provide
on-going maintenance of:

» Community Greenhouse/Gardens, Community Recycling/Composting and Public
Event Space (mini-plaza) east of historic school building (a parks and recreation
service),

» Solid waste disposal facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste (a
sanitation service),

* Public Roads and Private Drives (a streets improvement service), and

» Domestic water lines (a water service).

For purposes of a service plan, “public” is defined as those receiving services from the
district which are the “property owners/inhabitants of the development that are subject
to the metropolitan district mill levy.”

The Service Plan includes a detailed cost estimate of these improvements totaling
$1,585,915. The Service Plan proposes a total Anticipated Mill Levy of 55.277 Mills for
debt and operations. This is in addition to the current rate of 75.501 mills; resulting in a
total levy for property owners within the district boundaries of up to 130.778 mills. For
reference, an additional mill of 55.277 equates to approximately $994 per year in taxes
on an assessed valuation of $250,000.

ZONING AND ADJACENT USES

The property is zoned B-2 (Downtown Business) which allows for a mix of uses,
including multifamily residential such as the townhomes proposed. The block is also
within the Greater Downtown Overlay which includes development guidelines and
standards for new construction. While the property is also a part of the North Seventh
Street Historic Residential District, the guidelines and standards adopted for that district
are advisory only.

As indicated on the Applicant’s preliminary concept plan in the Service Plan, the
density of the development will be approximately 22 dwelling units per acre. This
density is consistent with existing multifamily development to the north and east that is
zoned RO (Residential Office). Properties to the south and west are also zoned B-2



and are developed as downtown commercial uses, primarily offices.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
In compliance with statutory requirements, the following steps have or will occur as the
Service Plan review proceeds:

1) City Clerk received a petition for review of a service plan for the Lowell Village
Metropolitan District on February 2, 2018.

2) The City Clerk reported the filing to the Colorado Department of Local Affairs on
February 5, 2018.

3) The City Clerk provided notification of the public hearing on February 26, 2018.
4) City Council set a date for a hearing on the Service Plan on March 7, 2018.

5) The City Clerk provided written notice of the hearing to the Department of Local
Affairs on February 5, 2018.

ANALYSIS

Statutory Compliance of Submittal Elements
The required submittal elements for a service plan included in C.R.S. §32-1-202 (2) are
listed below.

(a) A description of the proposed services;

The Service Plan provides a list of potential services but also states that these may or
may not be services that the district provides. The plan states that “The District shall
have the power and authority to provide for the planning, design, acquisition,
construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment, financing, operation and
maintenance of Public Improvements within and without the boundaries of the District
as such power and authority is described in the Special District Act, and other
applicable statutes, common law and the Constitution, subject to the limitations set
forth herein.” The specific services proposed in the Lowell Village Service Plan are: 1)
Community Greenhouse/Gardens, Community Recycling/Composting and Public Event
Space (mini-plaza) east of historic school building (a parks and recreation service); 2)
Solid waste disposal facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste (a
sanitation service); 3) Public Roads and Private Drives (a streets improvement service);
and 4) Domestic Water Lines.

(b) A financial plan showing how the proposed services are to be financed, including
the proposed operating revenue derived from property taxes for the first budget year of



the district, which shall not be materially exceeded except as authorized pursuant to §
32-1-207 or §29-1-302, C.R.S. All proposed indebtedness for the district shall be
displayed together with a schedule indicating the year or years in which the debt is
scheduled to be issued. The board of directors of the district shall notify the board of
county commissioners or the governing body of the municipality of any alteration or
revision of the proposed schedule of debt issuance set forth in the financial plan;

A financial plan was included in the Service Plan. The financial plan was reviewed the
City’s Deputy Finance Director, Jay Valentine. The financing assumptions in the plan
were modeled by D.A. Davidson and Company. Mr. Valentine commented that the
financing plan pertaining to the Lowell Village Metropolitan District, specifically the
revenues acquired through the issuance of debt, appears to be insufficient to construct
the public improvements within the District. Within the service plan, the estimated cost
of the Public Improvements is $1,600,000 while the revenue generated by the issuance
of debt is $697,000. The plan does not discuss how this funding gap is expected to be
closed but the applicant provided additional information regarding funding options for
the gap which was acceptable to Mr. Valentine.

The repayment of the estimated $697,000 debt is proposed to be achieved by imposing
a mill levy targeted at 55.277 mills on the taxable property of this District. The mill levy
rate may be increased or decreased to the extent the actual tax revenues generated by
the mill are sufficient to pay the debt. Although the mill levy will be the District's primary
source of revenue for the debt, the District will also have the discretion and power to
assess fees, rates or charges. The District is not pledging any revenue or property of
the City as security for the debt and it is stated that approval of the Service Plan shall
not be construed as a grantee by the City of payment of any of the District's obligations.

(c) A preliminary engineering or architectural survey showing how the proposed
services are to be provided;

Preliminary Plans have been included in the Service Plan. These plans were submitted
by the developer for review by the City on February 8, 2018 but have not received
approval nor do they constitute the Approved Development Plan as defined in the
Service Plan. The Preliminary Plans in the Service Plan generally depict the proposed
construction from which cost estimates were developed. The Preliminary Plans do not
specifically show which improvements and services are to be provided within the
proposed District — e.g. the Service Plan boundaries are not shown on the plans.
Instead, the plans show the ultimate build-out of the site, including areas that are not
being proposed as part of the initial District boundaries as well as areas that are within
City public rights-of-way and not within the District boundaries. Thus, this requirement
has not been met; and the recommendation is that if a District is approved, an
approved Preliminary Plan consistent with the GJMC shall be reviewed and approved
by the City prior to the Metropolitan District Service Plan becoming effective.



(d) A map of the proposed special district boundaries and an estimate of the population
and valuation for assessment of the proposed special district;

A map of the proposed district boundaries was provided as Exhibit A in the Service
Plan and the valuation for assessment of the 36 residential units is included. The
population at build-out is estimated to be approximately ninety (90) persons based on
projected market demand. The map however is inconsistent with the legal description
stated in the Service Plan since, per the Map and the subsequent Preliminary Plans
and listing of site improvements, it appears the District is intended to include the public
alley rights-of-way but the legal description does not include the alley rights-of-way.
The Preliminary Plans do not indicate the boundaries of the District so it is unclear what
improvements are actually to be included in the Service Plan. In addition, lots stated in
the legal description do not exist as of the composing of this staff report until a new
subdivision plat has been recorded. Thus, this element has not been met as it is
inconsistent with the legal description and must be modified prior to approval.

(e) A general description of the facilities to be constructed and the standards of such
construction, including a statement of how the facility and service standards of the
proposed special district are compatible with facility and service standards of any
county within which all or any portion of the proposed special district is to be located,
and of municipalities and special districts which are interested parties pursuant to
C.R.S. §32-1-204.

Standards for the proposed construction were discussed and a statement was included
in the Construction Standards Limitation section V.c. of the Service Plan “The District
will ensure that any Public Improvements are designed and constructed in accordance
with the applicable standards and specifications of the City and of other governmental
or non-governmental entities having proper jurisdiction consistent with the Approved
Preliminary Plan. Where such standards and specifications may not be optimal given
the project type, context, or constraints, the District will ensure that any variances from
said standards and specifications are subject to the applicable variance procedures of
the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having proper
jurisdiction.”

The facilities to be constructed include landscaping, community gardens and event
space, private drives and public alleys including street lighting, sanitary sewer, storm
sewer, domestic water and electrical distribution. While the Service Plan gives a
description, it is unclear from the Preliminary Plans included in the Service Plan the
extent of which/what/where facilities are to be provided via the District.

(f) A general description of the estimated cost of acquiring land, engineering services,
legal services, administrative service, initial proposed indebtedness and estimated



proposed maximum interest rates and discounts, and other major expenses related to
the organization and initial operation of the district.

There are no costs associated with the acquisition of the land. The plan provides
estimated costs for engineering, surveyor and construction management of the project
as well as the construction of improvements based on the submitted conceptual maps.
It is important to note that where these initial estimates might vary from the actual costs
developed from detailed design and review, the actual cost of development shall be
based on the engineer’s cost estimates associated with the Development
Improvements Agreement that will be required for this project as part of the Final Plan,
and not those estimates contained within the service plan. This statement has been
included in the Service Plan thus, this submittal element has been met.

(g) A description of any arrangement or proposed agreement with any political
subdivision for the performance of any services between the proposed special district
and such other political subdivision, and, if the form contract to be used is available, it
shall be attached to the service plan;

The Applicant does not anticipate the need for an agreement for the performance of
services between the City and the district. The Service Plan provides “Although it is
anticipated that the District will not operate and maintain public street improvements,
the District is expressly authorized, but not obligated, to supplement such operations
and maintenance to the extent that the Board in its sole discretion may determine is
appropriate. With respect to any Public Improvements which remain under District
ownership, if any, the District shall be authorized to enter into one or more agreements
with owners’ associations pursuant to which an owners’ association may operate and
maintain such Public Improvements.”

However, the need for intergovernmental or private agreements to address
construction and maintenance of site improvements shown on the Preliminary Plans
that are not within the proposed boundaries of the District has been identified. Much of
the landscaping and other improvements shown on the Preliminary Plans that are to be
constructed and maintained by the District are within the public rights-of-way of interior
alleys and perimeter streets. Similarly, the Stormwater Detention Bio-Swales shown on
the Preliminary Plans are on private property outside of the proposed District
Boundaries. Public alley rights-of-way are located within the District’'s boundaries and
an agreement should make clear obligation for construction and maintenance of these
alleys. Agreements, easements and the like that are needed to address the
construction and maintenance of these improvements outside the District boundaries
were not attached to the Service Plan.

(h) Information, along with other evidence presented at the hearing, satisfactory to
establish that each of the criteria set forth in section 32-1-203, if applicable, is met;



Statutory Criteria for Action
C.R.S. §32-1-203 contains the criteria for action on a service plan. These are listed
below.

(2) The jurisdiction shall disapprove the service plan unless evidence satisfactory to the
Council of each of the following is presented:

(a) There is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in the area to
be serviced by the proposed special district.

The Lowell Village property is an infill development site within downtown Grand
Junction. The Applicant is proposing Community Greenhouse/Gardens, Community
Recycling/Composting and Public Event Space (mini-plaza) as a parks and recreation
service; solid waste disposal facilities or collection and transportation of solid waste as
a sanitation service; Public Roads and Private Drives as a streets improvement service,
and Domestic water lines as water service. Many of these services are redundant with
those that are already provided within the City. For example, utility services exist to and
within the perimeter rights-of-way that can be improved and extended to serve any
proposed development, the City and other organizations provide parks and recreation
benefits, and the City and other private entities provide solid waste disposal.

The Applicant provides that “there are currently no other governmental entities,
including the city, located in the immediate vicinity of the District that consider it
desirable, feasible or practical to undertake the planning, design, acquisition,
construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment, financing, operation and
maintenance of the Public Improvements needed for the project.” The Applicant
provides, the “formation of the district is therefore necessary in order for the Public
Improvements required for the project to be provided in the most economical manner
possible.”

(b) The existing service in the area to be served by the proposed special district is
inadequate for present and projected needs.

Being an infill site in downtown, the site is not currently developed so the existing
services are inadequate. However, services such as water, sewer and roads currently
exist and the City anticipates that the service can and will be provided in a form that is
adequate for the projected needs. As stated above, the Applicant is proposing parks
and recreation, sanitation, roads and private drives and water services. As represented
(despite inconsistencies with maps and legal descriptions) some of these are not
services the City would provide internal to the private property (e.g. gardens or water
service lines) and therefore it could be assumed that the City’s service will be
inadequate to address the needs that the Applicant is proposing are essential to the



projected needs of this development.

(c) The proposed special district is capable of providing economical and sufficient
service to the area within its proposed boundaries.

The Service Plan has demonstrated that the Applicant is capable of providing
economical and sufficient service to the development to be constructed within the
district boundaries.

(d) The area to be included in the proposed special district has, or will have, the
financial ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

Based upon an economic analysis performed by the City Deputy Finance Director and
additional information provided by the applicant, it appears that the district should have
the ability to discharge the proposed debt.

(2.5) The jurisdiction may disapprove the service plan if evidence satisfactory to the
Council of any of the following, at the discretion of the Council, is not presented:

(a) Adequate service is not, or will not be, available to the area through the City or
other existing municipal or quasi-municipal corporations, including existing special
districts, within a reasonable time and on a comparable basis.

The Lowell Village property is an infill development site within downtown Grand
Junction. Utility services exist to and within the perimeter rights-of-way that can be
improved and extended to serve any proposed project. While construction and on-
going maintenance costs of the improvements will primarily be borne by the Applicant,
the utilities mains do exist while private services lines do not and are not a piece of
infrastructure typically provided by the City. Similarly, the City provides park and
recreation services but does not provide these services for small facilities internal to a
project and for green spaces intended only for a development’s residents versus the
general public. This is also the case for private road infrastructure; the City does not
construct or maintain infrastructure intended for private use.

The Applicant is proposing parks and recreation, sanitation, roads and private drives
and water services that could be redundant with those that are already provided within
the City. However, the Applicant implies that because the City does not provide these
services for private development, that, in fact, adequate service (for parks, recreation,
roads, solid waste, water lines) will not be available to the project.

(b) The facility and service standards of the proposed special district are compatible
with the facility and service standards of the jurisdiction within which the proposed
special district is to be located and each municipality which is an interested party under



C.R.S. §32-1-204(1).

The Construction Standards Limitation section of the proposed Lowell Village
Metropolitan District Service Plan does include language such that: “The District will
ensure that the Public Improvements are designed and constructed in accordance with
the applicable standards and specifications of the City and of other governmental or
non-governmental entities having proper jurisdiction consistent with the Approved
Preliminary Plan. Where such standards and specifications may not be optimal given
the project type, context, or constraints, the District will ensure that any variances from
said standards and specifications are subject to the applicable variance procedures of
the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having proper
jurisdiction. The District will be required to obtain the City’s approval of civil engineering
plans and will be required to obtain applicable permits for construction and installation
of Public Improvements prior to performing such work. The conveyance of Public
Improvements shall be subject to applicable acceptance procedures of the City and of
other governmental or non-governmental entities having proper jurisdiction.

(c) The proposal is in substantial compliance with a master plan adopted pursuant to
C.R.S. §30-28-106, C.R.S.

The property is within an area designated as Downtown Mixed Use on the City’s Future
Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed development is consistent
with the following goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

Goal 4: Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.

Goal 5: Provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs of
a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.

The proposed Lowell Village Townhomes project will develop a vacant and
underutilized block in the downtown area and will provide a housing product that
complements existing residential downtown neighborhoods, thereby meeting these
goals of the Comprehensive Plan.

(d) The proposal is in compliance with any duly adopted county, regional, or state
long-range water quality management plan for the area.

The City has an adopted Stormwater Management Manual with the purpose of
promoting public health, safety, and general welfare and to minimize public and private
losses due to flooding by adopting policies, procedures, standards, and criteria for
storm drainage. The proposed Lowell Village project will be required to meet or exceed
all requirements for adequate storm drainage system analysis and appropriate



drainage system design. This will be reviewed through the Preliminary and Final Plan
phases of the development application. Staff believes this criterion has been met.

(e) The creation of the proposed special district will be in the best interests of the area
proposed to be served.

The creation of the Lowell Village Metropolitan District appears to be for the primary
purpose of generating capital for initial construction of public improvements on the site,
most of which are standard requirements for the City’s development process. The
District may not be in the best interests of the future residents of the District given the
additional tax burden to be shared by potentially only 36 property owners that is greater
than the taxes paid on surrounding residential properties. However, benefit will be
provided by offering new opportunities for expanded housing choices and downtown
living options that currently do not exist.

(i) Such additional information as the jurisdiction may require by resolution on which to
base its findings pursuant to section 32-1-203;

The last two statutory requirements (h) and (i) give the City Council broad power to
establish requirements for service plan approval that exceed or enhance those
specifically cited in the statutes. The requirement that these be enacted by resolution
formalizes the request for additional information, and makes the demands for
information uniform for all applicants (where the information request is relevant to the
proposed services). For this proposed Service Plan, some areas for additional
information were originally proposed in the Planning Commission staff report which
resulted in 8 conditions of approval. Subsequently, the applicant provided additional
information prior to and at the Planning Commission meeting that satisfied 5 of the 8
conditions.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The City has no legal or financial liability during the life of the Metropolitan District; it
does not reduce current or future tax revenues of other public agencies; and it does not
draw from the City’s capital improvement budget or capital reserves.

A financial plan was included in the Service Plan. The financial plan was reviewed by
the City’s Deputy Finance Director, Jay Valentine. The financing assumptions in the
plan were modeled by D.A. Davidson and Company. Mr. Valentine commented that the
financing plan pertaining to the Lowell Village Metropolitan District, specifically the
revenues acquired through the issuance of debt, appears to be insufficient to construct
the public improvements within the District. Within the service plan, the estimated cost
of the Public Improvements is $1,600,000 while the revenue generated by the issuance
of debt is $697,000. The plan does not discuss how this funding gap is expected to be
closed.



The repayment of the estimated $697,000 debt is proposed to be achieved by imposing
a mill levy targeted at 55.277 mills on the taxable property of this District. The mill levy
rate may be increased or decreased to the extent the actual tax revenues generated by
the mill are sufficient to pay the debt. Although the mill levy will be the District's primary
source of revenue for the debt, the District will also have the discretion and power to
assess fees, rates or charges. The District is not pledging any revenue or property of
the City as security for the debt and it is stated that approval of the Service Plan shall
not be construed as a grantee by the City of payment of any of the District's obligations.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt/deny) Resolution No. 19-18, a resolution approving the service plan
for the Lowell Village Metropolitan District with the following 3 conditions that shall be
met prior to the District becoming effective. The effective date being the date which the
election results are certified by the Colorado Department of Local Affairs.

1) Revise legal description and boundary map within the Service Plan that correlate to
each other and accurately depict the location of the services to be provided and an
accurate map of Areas of Operations and Maintenance that clearly show the areas
within which the services will be provided by the District and whether the areas are
within or outside the District Boundaries.

2) An Approved Development Plan

3) An Intergovernmental Agreement and such other agreements needed as acceptable
to the City for the performance of any services (e.g. water acquisition, treatment and
delivery; transportation systems; road and drainage systems and recreation facilities,
parks and open space) between the proposed District and the City that is to be
attached to the Service Plan.

Attachments

Lowell Village Metro District Maps

Notice of Filing to DOLA Lowell Village Metro District
Lowell Metro District Additional Finance Information
Letters of Support Provided by Applicant

Additional Info from Applicant PC Meeting
Resolution and Service Plan

S o



Block 84 (R-5) Vicinity Map
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Block 84 (R-5) Future Land Use Map
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Block 84 (R-5) Existing Zoning Map
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COLORADO
Department of Local Affairs

Division of Local Government

DOLA
&8
7

NOTICE OF FILING OF SPECIAL DISTRICT SERVICE PLAN

Pursuant to CRS 32-1-202(1), the County Clerk and Recorder or Municipal Clerk shall notify
the Division of Local Government within five days after the filing of a service plan for the
formation of a new Special District. Please provide the information indicated and return
this form to the Division of Local Government.

Petitioner Information

Lowell Village Metropolitan District February 2, 2018
Name of Proposed District Filing Date
Metropolitan District City of Grand Junction, CO
Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk
Type of Proposed District Approving Authority Receiving Plan
Jeremy Nelson, Managing Member 415-425-9848
Downtown Grand Junction Regeneration, LLC jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com
Contact Person Filing Service Plan Phone/Email

Hearing Information’

City Hall Auditorium, 250 North 5th Street, Grand Junction, CO 81501

Location of Hearing
6:00 p.m. Wednesday, March 21, 2018

Time of Hearing Date of Hearing

WM WM%W February 5, 2018

Clerk Signature Date

'Pursuant to C.R.S. 32-1-202(1) the board of county commissioners shall provide written notice of the
date, time, and location of the hearing on the service plan to the division. Hearing information may be

provided when submitting this notice of filing of service plan if known,
DLG 60 (Rev. 6/16)

Governor John W, Hickenlooper | Irv Halter, Executive Director | Chantal Unfug, Division Director
1313 Sherman Street, Room 521, Denver, CO 80203 P 303.864,7720 TDD/TTY 303.864.7758 www.dola.colorado.gov
Strengthening Colorado Communities




Kristen Ashbeck

0000000000 IR
From: Jay Valentine
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 12:28 PM
To: Kristen Ashbeck
Subject: Re: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #5 of staff report
Kris,

Because these lenders have analyzed the risk and support the project from a financing standpoint, | am
satisfied and do not have any further concern.

Jay Valentine

Deputy Finance Director
City of Grand lunction
970-244-1517

From: Kristen Ashbeck

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:52 AM

To: Jay Valentine

Subject: FW: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #5 of staff report

Can you also suggest a response {o the highlighted question unless you think they have adequately responded with
these letters?

From: Jeremy Nelson [mailto:jnelson@regenerationdevelopment.com]

Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:54 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>

Cc: John Shaver <johns@gjcity.org>; Tamra Allen <tamraa@gjcity.org>; Brandon Stam <brandon@downtowngj.org>;
Chris Bremner <christopherabremner@gmail.com>; Pete Smith <mail@petesmithlaw.com>

Subject: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #5 of staff report

Importance: High

Hi Kris-

Staff's proposed Condition #5 of the Final Staff Report (downloaded from the Planning Commission’s
website on 2/16) states: “Provide evidence of commitment from a qualified lender or investment
banking firm.”

After we saw this condition in the Draft Staff Report (provided to us on 2/13), we sent letters from the
Denver office of DA Davidson (sent on 2/14) and the Grand Junction office of ANB Bank (sent on
2/15). Both letters are attached fro reference.




Cyhibit 5

Kristen Ashbeck

From: Jay Valentine

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 12:18 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck

Subject: Re: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #4 of staff report
~ Hi Kris,

~ The applicant's response, although very general and not very definitive, does address the funding gap. The
© funding methods are valid however it is subject to loan approval, additional bond financing and/or townhome
sales.

 lay

“Jay Valentine

- Deputy Finance Director
- City of Grand Junction

- 970-244-1517

From: Kristen Ashbeck

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 10:43 AM

To: Jay Valentine

Subject: FW: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #4 of staff report

Hi Jay,

Just wondering if you could give us a little feedback/professional opinion on this. The applicant for Lowell
Village Metro District has stated that he thinks they have satisfactorily addressed the funding gap question
with a response they provided (highlighted) below.

Any input would be very valuable — hearing is tonight.

Thanks,

Kris

From: Jeremy Nelson [mailto:jnelson@regenerationdevelopment.com]

Sent: Monday, February 19, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>

Cc: John Shaver <johns@gjcity.org>; Tamra Allen <tamraa@gjcity.org>; Brandon Stam
<brandon@downtowngj.org>; Pete Smith <mail@petesmithlaw.com>; Chris Bremner
<christopherabremner@gmail.com>

Subject: Lowell Village Metro District: Question re Condition #4 of staff report
Importance: High

H Kris-




Jeremy Nelson

place: San Francisco | Denver | Durango

e-mail: jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com
mobile: 415.425.9848

connect: LinkedIn

www. REgenerationDevelopment.com
@REgeneration: Twitter/Facebook/LinkedIn

Confidential, proprietary business information, not subject to disclosure pursuant to C.R.S. Section 24-72-201 et. seq.

From: Jeremy Nelson <jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com>

Date: Tuesday, January 23, 2018 at 4:31 PM

To: "Kristen (Kris) Ashbeck" <kristena@gjcity.org>

Cc: John Shaver <johns@gjcity.org>, Pete Smith <mail@petesmithlaw.com>, Chris Bremner

<christopherabremner@gmail.com>, Brandon Stam <brandon@downtowngj.org>, Tamra Allen <tamraa@gjcity.org>
Subject: Lowell Village Metro District: Response to City's 1/18 Service Plan Redline

Hi Kris-

We have responded to all City’s 1/18/18 comments on our 12/1/17 Service Plan, and redline version is

here: https://www.dropbox.com/s/u6u16dx3xnr802m/R-

5%20Townhomes Metro%20District Service%20Plan City%20Submittal REVISED%20COMPLETE 3rd%20
Draft.docx?d|=0

As requested in one of the City's comments in the document: the fully executed Purchase and Sale
Agreement between the DDA and Downtown Grand Junction REgeneration LLC is attached.

As requested in the your email below, here’s our response to the Finance’s Department’'s comment: “/t’s
typical that the initial or even total assessed values of development in a Metro District do not fully cover total
infrastructure costs to serve that development. Furthermore, the infrastructure cost estimates included in our
Service Plan are conservative assumptions and the revenue projections are standard assumptions. So while
the projected bond revenues do not currently cover the projected infrastructure costs, all these numbers are
assumptions and will be refined prior to bond issuance at which point the financial delta may be

reduced. However, if the bond revenues at the time of bond issuance don't fully cover 100% of infrastructure
costs for the one or more development phases, then those bond revenues will be supplemented from other
funding sources such as; conventional bank loans, proceeds from sale of townhomes in previous phases,
and/or additional bond revenues from the inclusion of the Lowell School building into the Metro District (since
the title to that building conveys to us once we have received CO on 4 townhomes). Finally, the construction ot
infrastructure will be phased in close alignment with the development program phasing, so that infrastructure
costs for future phases can be paid for incrementally as additional funds from sources such as those identified
above are accrued.”

It looks like the PDF of the document was converted to a Word doc at some point, so the document formatting
is looking a little ganky in some places. As soon as we are able to finalize the Service Plan content with the



Wednesday, February 14, 2018 at 10:54:54 AM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: Please Approve the Lowell Village Metro District Service Plan (Case # SDS-2017-558).
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 at 8:49:20 PM Pacific Standard Time

From: Aaron Young <aaron@kaartgroup.com>

To: kristena@gjcity.org <kristena@gjcity.org>

Dear Miss Ashbeck,

| am writing in support of the metro district for the Lowell Village at the old R5 site. As a
property owner in the Main Street corridor | see this as a positive benefit to the community
and the city. This is an innovative and beneficial means of develop for our city.

Aaron Young | Kaart Group | 970.314.3808 | aaron@kaartgroup.com

KAART CONFIDENTIAL

This message (including attachments if any) is for the private use of the addressee only and
may contain confidential or privileged information. If you have received this message by
mistake please notify the sender by return e-mail and delete this message and any
attachments from your system. Any unauthorized use or dissemination of this message, and
any attachments in whole or in part is strictly prohibited.
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Wednesday, February 14, 2018 at 10:52:14 AM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: Great to see you last week!
Date: Monday, February 5, 2018 at 2:03:55 PM Pacific Standard Time

From: Jamie Shapiro <outreach@downtowncoloradoinc.org>

To: kristena@gijcity.org <kristena@gjcity.org>
CC: Jeremy Nelson <jnelson@regenerationdevelopment.com>
Hi Kristen,

Great to see you last week at Saving Places! It was so good to hear some of your insight on
the HSA grant, and to see Lowell school with you. Wanted to follow up to say:

1. Please Approve the Lowell Village Metro District Service Plan (Case # SDS-2017-558)

It seems to me that a Metro District would be the best way to finance the infrastructure
necessary for this project. Not only will the Metro District be likely more efficient than an HOA
for homeowners, but it will be a great benefit to the City and community, who will receive the
infrastructure improvements. | believe that this kind of infill infrastructure is critical for cities
moving forward.

2. | will send you the HSA application draft later this week if you are able to review / edit / give
feedback.

3. We would love to see you at the Downtown Colorado, Inc. Annual Conference, April 10-13
(IN THE GAME)_ in Boulder. Our early bird registration ends February 15.

Best,

Jamie

Jamie Shapiro

Rural Outreach Specialist

Downtown Colorado, Inc.

1420 Ogden St., Suite G-1, Denver CO
303.282.0625

Join us at DCI’s

IN THE GAME Vibrant Downtowns Event, April 10-13, 2018

Register Now!

Sponsorship Opportunities Available Now!
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February 15, 2018

Grand Junction Planning Commission

Re: Lowell Village Metropolitan District

Ladies and Gentlemen,

My name is Steve Ammentorp and I’'m writing to lend support for the Regeneration Development
group’s Service Plan for the Lowell Village Metropolitan district. As Community Bank President for ANB
Bank | have been in communication with Regeneration since their initial community presentation last
year and as a Bank have a strong interest in the subject to include infrastructure, vertical construction
and permanent financing of the proposed townhome units and loft apartments in the R-5 building
located at 7" and Grand.

The proposed Metro District may be an unfamiliar tool in the Grand Valley, however we believe it is a
legitimate approach to promoting economic development in our area. This approach will also support
the developer’s proposal to build and maintain infrastructure and amenities of the highest quality for
the Lowell Village subdivision on this challenging infill development site.

In closing, as a Bank we are bullish on the revitalization of the downtown area and believe there is

strong demand for the project as currently presented. While ANB and Regeneration still have additional
due diligence to perform we are optimistic about the concept and its potential economic impact.

866-433-0282 ANBbaunk.com Member FDIC (21 Equal Housing Lender
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PoorL CrReEex BUILDERS, LLC

February 14, 2018

Pool Creek Builders, LLC
744 Lab Court
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Dear Grand Junction City Council,

As a local Home Builder who has built and sold multiple homes in the Valley, I'm interested in partnering with the City of
Grand Junction and Regeneration to add 36 new townhome units in the Lowell Village Subdivision. While there is an
obvious need for affordable Multi-Family Housing in the Downtown District, this project will create jobs, provide a
solution to the vacant land and help stimulate the local and national economy. Please consider accepting
Regeneration's Metro District Proposal to subdivide and install building infrastructure on the land around the former R-
5 High School.

Cordially Yours,

Treece Bohall

cell: 970.216.3111  fax: 970.243.8608 + PO.Box2684 * Grand Junction, CO 81502



via

D A DAVIDSON

D.A. Davidson & Co. member SIPC

February 13, 2018

Kristen Ashbeck AICP
Senior Planner / CDBG Administor
City of Grand Junction, Colorado

RE: Proposed Lowell Village Metropolitan District

To Whom It May Concern:

We are engaged as investment banker for the proposed Lowell Village Metropolitan District. We
have reviewed the service plan and the cash flow analyses, which demonstrate the feasibility of
the financing based on assumptions provided by the developer.

Based on our work thus far and our understanding of, and experience with, the financial markets,
we believe the debt assumptions included in the financial analysis are reasonable. Our
engagement provides that we will serve as underwriter to the District’s voter authorized debt
once sufficient credit support can be identified based on assessed value, guarantees provided by
the Developer and/or other forms of credit enhancement.

Please do not hesitate to contact me with questions.

Sincerely,

Zach Bishop
Managing Director

D.A. Davidson & Co. Fixed Income Capital Markets

1550 Market Street, Suite 300 ¢ Denver, CO 80202 ¢ (303) 764-6000 ¢ 1-800-942-7557 < FAX (303) 764-5736
http://www.davidsoncompanies.com/ficm/
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Kristen Ashbeck

]
From: rob bleiberg <rob.bleiberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2018 1.05 PM
To: Kristen Ashbeck
Subject: Please Approve the Lowell Village Metro District Service Plan (Case # SDS-2017-558)
Kristen,

I'am emailing to voice my support for the Lowell Village Metro District Service plan that is coming before the
Planning Commission this evening.

The Lowell Village project will be a tremendous project for our community. It will provide much-needed
downtown housing, it will get land onto to the tax roles, and will provide an example of in-fill
development. The project will promote down-town revitalization and reinvest. ‘

A

Our community is projected to see tens of thousands of new residents in the coming decades. Infill and
compact development is critical to our community's future quality of life.

The project advances the City's Downtown Plan and will be a wonderful addition for our community.
Thank you for your consideration.

Regards,

Rob

Rob Bleiberg
970.261.6970




Manday, February 19, 2018 at 9:53:08 PM Pacific Standard Time

Subject: Metro District Taxes

Date: Monday, February 19, 2018 at 9:40:51 PM Pacific Standard Time
From: Max Hutcheson <max@durangorealproperty.com>

To: Jeremy Nelson <jnelson@regenerationdevelopment.com>

Hi leremy,
Per our early conversation, below is a summary of my experience with a Metro District Mill Levy:

| have been selling homes in a Durango neighborhood, Three Springs, since 2010 and have represented sixty
percent of home sales in this neighborhood over the last eight years. The Three Springs neighborhood was
annexed into the City limits in 2002. It is a large development which currently has approximately 500
residences. Based on what the market demands, Three Springs will ultimately have anywhere from 1600 to
2200 residences.

The Three Springs mill levy for the Metro District is 50 mills. The City mill levy is about 33 mills, which makes
the Three Springs mill levy approximately 83 mills. In my experience, this additional tax expense has not been
a barrier to entry for potential buyers at Three Springs. To further illustrate, new homeowners are asked to
sign an acknowledgement form which is attached to each Real Estate contract. | also attach a formula so
buyers can estimate their own taxes. This helps lenders and home buyers accurately estimate monthly
expenses.

In total, property taxes at Three Springs are more than double that of similar properties in the rest of the and
County and City. When selling a property in Three Springs, we go to great lengths to ensure buyers
understand the tax difference prior to purchasing a home. We have not seen a lot of push back from potential
buyers in the neighborhood due to the taxes. When issues around taxes have come up, it has primarily been
with investors, as the higher taxes make the numbers tighter for rental properties.

Thanks,

Max

Max Hutcheson
Broker Associate

The Wells Group
Cell: 970-769-7392
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U RN 1220 Opden Street, Suite G-1, Denver, Colorada 80218, 303 282.0625, F 304.282.0651

COLORADD, ING  www.downtowncoloradoinc.or

February 15, 2018

Dear Grand Junction Planning Commission,

As a statewide organization.dedicated to Colorado’s downtowns, Downtown Colorado, Inc. (DCI) is
proud to support Grand Junction, a longtime DCI member. Throughout Colorado, communities have
consistently reported housing as one of their key concerns. In response, DCl now has a program aimed
at assisting communities form action plans to address these housing challenges. During 2017, DCI held
workshops in Grand County, Buena Vista, and Idaho Springs.

We would like to offer our support for Regeneration Development as a trusted partner who we have
worked with on many projects. Regeneration Development has served on DCl advisory teams, been
referred to our membership, and has always provided meaningful advice and delivered useful proposals
to our members.

In our work with local leaders in public, nonprofit, and private entities working on housing development,
we have been consistently reminded of the challenges facing infill housing development in much of the
state. We often find that a metro district represents an innovative approach to a challenging financing
environment. While DCl is not familiar with the details of the proposed metro district to support housing
in Grand Junction, we do encourage this as an option. If this option is pursued, we also encourage
strategic and deliberate planning around the composition of the metro district board to ensure that
leadership of this entity is in communication and alignment with other taxing entities in the area.

We are so excited about all of the amazing work happening in Grand Junction! Please let us know if you

have any questions, or if we can assist with additional resources.

Sincerely,

Jamie Shapiro
Rural Outreach Specialist
Downtown Colorado, Inc.
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To: City of Grand Junction Planning Commissioners

Cc: Tamara Allen (Director, City of Grand Junction Community Development Department)
Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner, City of Grand Junction Community Development Department)
Brandon Stam (Executive Director, Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority)

John Shaver (City Attorney, City of Grand Junction / Legal Counsel, Grand Junction Downtown
Development Authority)

From: Jeremy Nelson (Applicant, Managing Member, Downtown Grand Junction REgeneration LLC)
Chris Bremner (Metro District Consultant, Freeheel LLC)
Pete Smith (Project Attorney, Pete Smith Law LLC)

Date: 2/19/18

Re: Applicant Response Letter to Final Staff Report on Lowell Village Metro District Service Plan

Dear Commissioners:

Below are our responses to the Final Staff Report that we downloaded from the Planning Commission
website on 2/16.

For any Commissioners that don’t have a chance to review these responses prior to the 2/20 Planning
Commission hearing, we’ll be happy to provide the highlights and answer any questions at the discretion
of the Commission.

We look forward to discussing our proposed Metro District to provide infrastructure and amenities
necessary to support the first market-rate housing in downtown in nearly 20 years, all accomplished via
private-sector initiative and without any risk, obligation, or liability to the City or it’s taxpayers.

More information about the proposed Lowell Village development is available on the project website at
www.LowellVillage.co

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration of our proposal.

Sincerely,

Jéremy Nelson
Managing Member
Downtown Grand Junction REgeneration LLC

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848
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Applicant Responses to City Staff General Concerns, Evaluation of C.RS. Approval Criteria, and
Proposed Conditions of Approval

Staff General Concerns

Page 3: “This results in a review of the Service Plan without an accompanying Approved Development
Plan as defined by the Service Plan.”

Having an Approved Development Plan is not a C.R.S. approval criteria for a Service Plan. In
fact, it is not unheard for the Approved Development Plan to trail the Service Plan. This is
because C.R.S. intends for a Service Plan to function as a high-level framework of the intended
infrastructure required to serve the proposed development.

The key components of the proposed development program (including 36 for-sale townhome
units, a circulation system consisting of alleys and private drives, and a community gardens
landscape plan) have not changed since April 2017 General Meeting with the City and
Community Meeting open to the public.

The detailed engineering exhibits in the Service Plan showing the “Site Improvements” (Exhibit
C) and “Areas of Operations and Maintenance” (Exhibit D) are the exact same exhibits as
contained in Preliminary Subdivision Application.

Some aspects of the proposed infrastructure plan currently shown in our Preliminary
Subdivision Application may change as we go through the City review and approval process. But
the Service Plan makes clear that approval of the Service Plan does not constitute city approval
of the Final Development Plan (Section IV) and that final infrastructure will be based off of the
city-approved Final Development Plan (Section V).

See also response to staff proposed Condition of Approval #2.

Page 3: “The statutes do not define ‘public.” The Applicant provides that the statute implies that
‘public’ receiving services from this district will be the “property owners/inhabitants of the development
that are subject to the metropolitan district mill levy.”

We respectfully disagree with staff that C.R.S doesn’t define public. CRS 32-1-102 “Legislative
declaration” states: “The general assembly hereby declares that the organization of special
districts providing the services and having the purposes, powers, and authority provided in this
article will serve a public use and will promote the health, safety, prosperity, security, and
general welfare of the inhabitants of such districts and of the people of the state of Colorado.”

Title 32 of C.R.S. further clarifies that before a special district is established, the ‘public’ is
primarily defined as everyone or anyone in the general vicinity of the proposed District,
including the current property owner of land within the proposed district. After a special district

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848
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is established, the ‘public’ is primarily defined as property owners within boundaries of the
district.

* The creation of the proposed Metro District therefore does serve the C.R.S. definition of the
‘public’ as follows:

o Future inhabitants of the Metro District who benefit from the developer building and
maintaining high-quality infrastructure and amenities that serve their community but
that are paid by homeowner’s via an amortized, income tax deductible annual
assessment (versus paying via upfront increased purchase price or monthly HOA dues,
neither of which are tax deductible).

o Current and future neighbors of the project who benefit from the potential increase to
their property values due the developing building and maintaining high-quality
infrastructure and amenities without siphoning their existing taxes or future increase to
their taxes.

o The citizens of the State of Colorado (specifically those residing in Grand Junction) who
benefit from the developer maintaining high-quality infrastructure and amenities for the
project, some of which would otherwise be the responsibility of Grand Junction
taxpayers.

Page 9: “The creation of the Lowell Village Metropolitan District appears to be for the primary purpose
of generating capital for initial construction of public improvements on the site, most of which are
standard requirements for the City’s development process.”

* We respectfully disagree with this assertion which is unsupported by the evidence. In fact, the
increased costs for building and maintaining infrastructure of the type and quality that we are
proposing as necessary to support infill development does in fact demonstrate the need for the
formation of the Metro District (unless some other public agency is prepared to implement the
required circulation improvements, public open spaces, etc.). Regardless, the legislature’s intent
in authorizing Metro Districts was explicitly for the purpose of providing a financing tool to assist
developers with the costs of building and maintain infrastructure to support development, and
is therefore not in violation of C.R.S.

Page 9: “The District may not be in the best interests of the future residents of the District given the
additional tax burden to be shared by potentially only 36 property owners that is greater than the taxes
paid on surrounding residential properties.”

* We respectfully disagree with this assertion which is unsupported by the evidence we’ve
provided, including:

Main Office;: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848
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o A comparison showing our proposed Metro District fee is less than the proposed HOA
dues for a townhome project currently under construction; and

o A letter of support from a realtor who have sold homes to homebuyers in Metro
Districts.

® Metro Districts construct and maintain infrastructure that is paid for only by the homebuyers
that directly benefit from that infrastructure.

* In addition, annual Metro District fees are a form of property tax. As such Metro District fees
are an eligible deduction on a homebuyers’ income taxes (unlike HOA dues) thereby further
reducing any perceived financial burden.

Staff Evaluation of C.R.S. Required Submittal Elements, Statutory Criteria for Action, and Approval
Criteria

Pages 4-5: “(b) A financial plan showing how the proposed services are to be financed, including the
proposed operating revenue derived from property taxes for the first budget year of the district, which
shall not be materially exceeded except as authorized pursuant to § 32-1-207 or §29-1-302, C.R.S.

[.]

Generally, it appears that the financial statements were composed correctly, however there is a funding
gap that should be addressed by the Applicant prior to considering approval of the Service Plan.”

* This concern has been previously addressed. It isn’t uncommon for projected infrastructure
costs in a Metro District Service Plan to exceed initial projected bond revenues. Please see
response to proposed Condition of Approval #4 for more detail.

* C.R.S. does not state any initial “gap” as a Service Plan approval criteria. Therefore this issue
should not delay consideration of approval of the proposed Service Plan.

Page 5: “(c) A preliminary engineering or architectural survey showing how the proposed services are to
be provided; The Preliminary Plans do not specifically show which improvements and services are to be
provided within the proposed District — e.g. the Service Plan boundaries are not shown on the plans.
Instead, the plans show the ultimate build-out of the site, including areas that are not being proposed as
part of the initial District boundaries as well as areas that are within City public rights-of-way and not
within the District boundaries. Thus, staff believes this requirement has not been met; and is
recommending that if a District is approved, an approved Preliminary Plan consistent with the GIMC
shall be reviewed and approved by the City prior to the Metropolitan District Service Plan becoming
effective.”

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425.9848
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*  We respectfully disagree that that this requirement hasn’t been met, but are happy to work
with staff to reformat exhibits clarify any potential confusion prior to City Council
consideration of the Service Plan for approval.

* C.R.S. requires the Service Plan to show the boundaries and describe the legal description of
the proposed Metro District. Exhibit A shows both the Service Plan boundaries and
describes the legal description. There is no conflict between the boundary map and the legal
description, and this Exhibit is in full compliance with C.R.S. requirements. Our Metro
District consultant and project attorney both concur that the format of all the exhibits is
fully compliant with C.R.S. requirements.

* Please see response to requirement (d) and proposed Condition of Approval #1 below for
more detail. ‘

Page 5: “(d) A map of the proposed special district boundaries and an estimate of the population and
valuation for assessment of the proposed special district;

(-]

The map however is inconsistent with the legal description stated in the Service Plan since, per the Map
and the subsequent Preliminary Plans and listing of site improvements, it appears the District is
intended to include the public alley rights-of-way but the legal description does not include the alley
rights-of-way. The Preliminary Plans do not indicate the boundaries of the District so it is unclear what
improvements are actually to be included in the Service Plan. In addition, lots stated in the legal
description do not exist as of the composing of this staff report until a new subdivision plat has been
recorded. Thus, this element has not been met as it is inconsistent with the legal description and must
be modified prior to approval.”

*  We respectfully disagree that that this requirement hasn’t been met, but are happy to work
with staff to reformat exhibits clarify any potential confusion prior to City Council
consideration of the Service Plan for approval.

* The statement that “lots stated in the legal description do not exist as of the composing if
this staff report” is confusing to us. We were specifically directed by staff to not use the
legal description based off the old plat map that was included in previous drafts of the
Service Plan, and to instead used the legal description from new plat map. We did this in
compliance with staff request. The new plat map was approved by the City on 1/24 and will
be recorded imminently and certainly prior to City Council consideration of the Service Plan
for approval.

* Please see response to criteria (c) above and response to proposed Condition of Approval #1
below for more details.

Main OHice: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425:9848
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Page 6: “(e) A general description of the facilities to be constructed and the standards of such
construction, including a statement of how the facility and service standards of the proposed special
district are compatible with facility and service standards of any county within which all or any portion
of the proposed special district is to be located, and of municipalities and special districts which are
interested parties pursuant to C.R.S. §32-1-204.

[-]

While the Service Plan gives a description, it is unclear from the Preliminary Plans included in the Service
Plan the extent of which/what/where facilities are to be provided via the District. Thus, Staff concludes
this submittal element has not been met.”

*  We respectfully disagree that that this requirement hasn’t been met, but are happy to work
with staff to reformat exhibits clarify any potential confusion prior to City Council
consideration of the Service Plan for approval.

* Please see response to criteria (c) and (d) above and response to proposed Condition of
Approval #1 below for more details.

Page 6: “(g) A description of any arrangement or proposed agreement with any political subdivision for
the performance of any services between the proposed special district and such other political
subdivision, and, if the form contract to be used is available, it shall be attached to the service plan;

The Applicant does not anticipate the need for an agreement for the performance of services between
the City and the district. [...] Staff believes this submittal element has not been met and recommends

that such agreements be submitted and reviewed prior to approval of the Service Plan.”

*  We respectfully disagree that that this requirement hasn’t been met.

*  We also dispute the statement that the Service Plan doesn’t anticipate the Metro District
entering into Intergovernmental Agreements or other contracts. In fact the Service Plan
expressly authorized the Metro district to do and state the intent that Metro District will do
sQ.

* Aswe've discussed and documented with staff previously, we can’t legally comply with the
statement “such agreements be submitted and reviewed prior to approval of the Service
Plan.” This is because the Metro District can’t negotiate or execute an Intergovernmental
Agreement with the City (or a contract of any kind) until we are a legally-recognized entity
by the State of Colorado. We can’t be a legally-recognized entity by the State of Colorado
until the City Council approves the proposed Service Plan.

* Please see response to proposed Condition of Approval #3 below for more details.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425.9848
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Staff Proposed Conditions of Approval

Page 11: “...the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of denial, conditional approval, or
approval with the following eight (8) conditions that shall be met prior to the Metropolitan District
Service Plan becoming effective:

* Regarding the phrase “conditions that shall be met prior to the Metropolitan District Service
Plan becoming effective”: we request that the phrase “prior to the Metropolitan Service Plan
becoming effective” be changed to “prior to the construction of infrastructure and amenities
proposed in the final Approved Development Plan.”

* Leaving the language as is will cause us to miss C.R.S. statutorily-defined deadlines for formation
of the Metro District at the next available May 2018 election date. Missing the May 2018
election will push back the required election to November 2018. Waiting until the November
2018 election will significantly delay the construction of infrastructure as well as the
constructing of townhomes that the infrastructure supports.

1. Revise legal description and boundary map within the Service Plan that correlate to each other and
accurately depict the location of the services to be provided and an accurate map of Operations and
Maintenance that clearly show the areas within which the services will be provided by the District
and whether the areas are within or outside the District Boundaries.

*  We do NOT support this proposed Condition of Approval being included in the motion as
currently written. The legal description and boundary map provided in the Service Plan
are consistent with C.R.S. requirements. We DO agree to work with staff to make changes
to formatting and/or text annotations on the Service Plan exhibits to clarify any potential
confusion prior to City Council consideration of the Service Plan for approval.

* C.R.S. requires the Service Plan to show the boundaries and describe the legal description of
the proposed Metro District. Exhibit A shows both the Service Plan boundaries and
describes the legal description. There is no conflict between the boundary map and the legal
description, and the exhibits in full compliance with C.R.S. requirements.

* This engineering exhibits in the current draft of the Service Plan was changed at the request
of Staff. Given the additional engineering detail requested, the Metro District boundary was
not added to these exhibits but the legal description governs. Our Metro District consultant
and project attorney both concur that the format of all the exhibits is fully compliant with
C.R.S. requirements.

*  Aswe've discussed and documented with staff previously, C.R.S. requires that the legal
description for the Metro District only include the parcels that are subject to the proposed
mill levy property tax assessment. In other words, we can’t legally include publicly-owned
properties within the legal description of the Metro District as these properties are publicly-
owned at this time, tax exempt, and therefore can’t be not subject to the proposed mill levy
property tax assessment.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425.9848
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* As we’ve discussed and documented with staff previously, we can and do show public
rights-of-ways within the proposed Metro District boundary exhibit. We can and do define
with engineering diagrams and text annotations on the Site Improvements and Areas of
Operations and Maintenance exhibits what infrastructure is proposed to be built and/or
maintained by the Metro District on these public rights-of-ways, subject to negotiations of
the final Approved Development Plan and Intergovernmental Agreement. Nothing in C.R.S.
prevents this scenario.

* Aswe’ve discussed and documented with staff previously, our engineering drawings can and
do show future improvements to Lot 5 which we don’t currently own and which is not
currently in the Metro District boundaries, subject to property owner’s written permission.
As discussed elsewhere in this document, we requested an agreement for stormwater
detention treatments on Lot 5 and were told by the City to wait until the entitlement
approvals process to execute an agreement providing this permission. Nothing in C.R.S.
prevents this scenario.

2. An Approved Development Plan

*  We DO support this proposed Condition of Approval being included in the motion as
currently written, IF the “becoming effective” clause in the proposed motion language is
revised as proposed above.

* Asdiscussed above, an Approved Development Plan is not a C.R.S. approval criteria for a
Service Plan. In fact, it is not uncommon for the Approved Development Plan to trail the
Service Plan. This is because C.R.S. intends for a Service Plan to function as a high-level
framework of the intended infrastructure required to serve the proposed development.

3. An Intergovernmental Agreement [IGA] acceptable to the City for the performance of any services
(e.g. water acquisition, treatment and delivery; transportation systems; road and drainage systems
and recreation facilities, parks and open space) between the proposed District and the City that is to
be attached to the Service Plan.

* We DO support this proposed Condition of Approval being included in the motion as
_ currently written, IF the “becoming effective” clause in the proposed motion language is
revised as proposed above. '

* PerC.R.S.29-1-203 & 203.5, Section V of the Service Plan specifically states that the Metro
District has the authority to enter into IGAs and intends to enter into IGAs as needed.

* However, we can’t negotiate or execute an IGA at this time given that C.R.S 29-1-202 legally
prevents us from entering into an IGA with the City until after the Metro District is formed
and given that the responsibilities outlined in the IGA between the will tier off of the final
infrastructure and services contained in the Approved Development Plan.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suvite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848

2/20/20



yut:blank

Page 9 of
N

REgeneration

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

San Francisco | Durango

The City requested on 1/25 that we provide a draft IGA for inclusion in the draft Service Plan
for City approval. On 1/26 we responded that the Metro District will be executing an IGA
with the City but that an IGA was premature at this time, not required for Service Plan
approval, and in fact can't be executed until after the Service Plan is approved and the
Metro District is formed.

Our 1/26 response is produced verbatim as follows: “We understand the need for an IGA
before the district begins providing any services, but the project’s Metro District consultant
and the project’s attorney both concur that the IGA should be executed once we have an
approved Service Plan and an approved development plan. This is because the district can’t
legally enter into an IGA with the City at this time given that the Metro District isn’t
currently a recognized governmental entity by the State of Colorado, In fact, the district
can’t enter into legally-binding contracts of any kind, since the district doesn’t officially exist
until the Service Plan is approved, the election is held, the election results are certified, the
district formation documentation is submitted to the State, and we receive the district
recognition documentation back from the State.”

4. Provide a written explanation of how the funding gap will be met that is satisfactory to the City’s
Deputy Finance Director.

We believe this proposed Condition of Approval has already been addressed in the
previously submitted comments to the City as described below, and is therefore not
necessary to include in the motion. If City staff or Planning Commission disagrees, we'd
look for guidance on specific language that the City would like us to include.

This info was first requested by the City on 1/18. We provided a written explanation via
email on 1/23 and reiterated the same explanation at a 1/24 in-person meeting with City
staff. Our explanation from our 1/23 email is reproduced verbatim as follows:

o “It's typical that the initial or even total assessed values of development in a Metro
District do not fully cover total infrastructure costs to serve that
development. Furthermore, the infrastructure cost estimates included in our
Service Plan are conservative assumptions and the revenue projections are standard
assumptions. So while the projected bond revenues do not currently cover the
projected infrastructure costs, all these numbers are assumptions and will be
refined prior to bond issuance at which point the financial delta may be
reduced. However, if the bond revenues at the time of bond issuance don’t fully
cover 100% of infrastructure costs for the one or more development phases, then

Main Office: 610 22nd St.,, Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425.9848
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those bond revenues will be supplemented from other funding sources such as:
conventional bank loans, proceeds from sale of townhomes in previous phases,
and/or additional bond revenues from the inclusion of the Lowell School building
into the Metro District (since the title to that building conveys to us once we have
received CO on 4 townhomes). Finally, the construction of infrastructure will be
phased in close alignment with the development program phasing, so that
infrastructure costs for future phases can be paid for incrementally as additional
funds from sources such as those identified above are accrued.”

When the City requested that we officially submit our Service Plan we therefore assumed
our explanation had been deemed adequate.

The City at no point asked us to include this requested explanation in the Service Plan itself
and the experts on our team advised that it was inappropriate to do so.

5. Provide evidence of commitment from a qualified lender or investment banking firm.

6.

We believe this proposed Condition of Approval has already been addressed in the
previously submitted Service Plan as described below, and is therefore not necessary to
include in the motion. If City staff or Planning Commission disagrees, we’d look for
guidance on specific language that the City would like us to include.

This is the first time this info been requested. However if we understand the request
correctly, this is addressed by two letters included in the agenda packet:

o A letter sent to the City on 2/14 from Zach Bishop, Managing Director of the Denver
office of DA Davidson, an investment banking firm.

o A letter sent to the City on 2/15 from Steve Ammentorp, Community Bank President
of the Grand Junction office of ANB Bank, a qualified lender.

We believe that these letters provide the requested “evidence of commitment” and that we
have satisfied this proposed condition of approval. We can also provide additional letters
of a similar nature from the Denver office of Colorado Business Bank and the Grand Junction
office of Bank of Colorado, both of whom have expressed interest in underwriting the Metro
District bond issuance.

Include a sunset clause in the Service Plan to address dissolution of the district in the event that
development activity ceases or the district fails to provide services. The clause shall make reference
to statutorily prescribed dissolution procedures, and any such dissolution procedures shall be carried
out accordingly.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848
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* We do NOT support this proposed Condition of Approval being included in the motion as
currently written, but we DO agree to make the change described below prior to City
Council consideration of the Service Plan for approval.

* Section IX of the Service Plan contains detailed language governing the potential future
dissolution of the Metro District. This section was previously revised to respond to earlier
input from staff.

* Inregards to: “asunset clause to address dissolution of the district in the event that
development activity ceases or the district fails to provide services.” This Is the first time
this specific language around a sunset clause of this type has been requested. If we
understand the request correctly, we can't legally add this language to the Service Plan.
This is because per C.R.S. and the Section IX of the Service Plan, the Metro District can’t
legally dissolve until “the District has provided for the payment or discharge of all of its
outstanding indebtedness and other financial obligations as required pursuant to State
statutes.”

* In regards to “make reference to statutorily prescribed dissolution procedures, and any such
dissolution procedures shall be carried out accordingly”: the Metro District is by default
governed by C.R.S. Part 7 (“Dissolution”) which outlines procedures and requirements for
dissolution of any and all special districts in the State of Colorado. If we understand the
request correctly, we will add language to Section IX of the Service Plan that explicitly states
that any potential future dissolution of the Metro District is subject to Part 7 of C.R.S.

7. Specify in the Service Plan what is to be considered a “material modification” as described in C.R.S.
§32-1-207(2).

* We believe this proposed Condition of Approval has already been addressed in the
previously submitted Service Plan as described below, and is therefore not necessary to
include in the motion. If City staff or Planning Commission disagrees, we’d look for
guidance on specific language that the City would like us to include.

*  This is the first time this info been requested. However, if we understand the request
correctly, this is already addressed in Sections V and X of the submitted Service Plan, as
follows:

e Per C.R.S., Section V of the Service Plan states that material modification includes:
“Any issuance of debt [...] that exceeds the maximum debt mill levy...”

e Per C.R.S., Section X of the Service Plan states: that material modification includes:
“Changes of a basic or essential nature, including but not limited to the following:

o Any addition to the types of services provided by the District;

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848

yut:blank 2/20/20



out:blank

] Pags 12 of
CO

==

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

San Francisco | Durange

o Anydecrease in the level of services provided by the District;

o Any decrease in the financial ability of the District to discharge any existing
or proposed indebtedness; or

o Anydecrease in the existing or projected need for organized service in the
existing or proposed District boundaries.”

*  Per C.R.S, Section V of the Service Plan states:

o Any material modifications of the Service Plan must be submitted to the City
as a Service Plan Amendment; and

o Any Service Plan Amendments can’t take effect until they are approved by a
separate affirmative vote of City Council in a similar process as the approval
of the original Service Plan.

Specify in the Service Plan the District’s policy(fes) for inclusion of new areas, including criteria to be
employed in extending services.

* We believe this proposed Condition of Approval has already been addressed in the
previously submitted Service Plan as described below, and is therefore not necessary to
include in the motion. If City staff or Planning Commission disagrees, we’d look for
guidance on specific language that the City would like us to include.

*  For Planning Commission reference and as we have previously discussed with and
documented to staff:

o The only additional parcel that would ever be included in the currently proposed
Metro District is the actual Lowell School building and the lawn area in front of the
building (comprising Lot 5 of the City-approved subdivision replat). This would be
done to allow for the infrastructure such as stormwater detention proposed for Lot
5 that will serve both the townhome development (Lots 1-4) and the redevelopment
of the Lowell School (Lot 5) to be built and maintained by the Metro District.

o We'd prefer to include the Lowell School building and lawn (Lot 5) into the Metro
District now. However we legally can’t at this time since the DDA is the current
property owner, per the phased development approach in our purchase and sale
agreement with the DDA. As discussed elsewhere in this letter, we can’t legally
include any publicly-owned property in a special district, as publicly-owned parcels
are exempt from property tax assessments.

o With the exception of Lot 5 as discussed above, we don’t intend to include any
other parcels into the Metro District in the future.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
inelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848

2/20/20



yut:blank

REgeneration
DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

San Franciseo | Durange

In terms of including in the Service Plan “policies for inclusion of new areas”: This is the first
time this info been requested. However, if we understand the request correctly, this is
addressed in Section V.d of the submitted Service Plan. Section V.d states that any property
included into the Metro District in the future requires either:

o 100% of the owners of said property to vote in the affirmative to be included (via
the same public election process required for the initial formation of the District); or

o Separate affirmative vote of City Council.
In terms of including in the Service Plan “criteria to be employed in extending services”:

o This is the first time this info been requested. However if we understand the
request correctly, the concern is about the Metro District constructing and/or
maintaining improvements outside of the current Metro District boundaries shown
in the Service Plan. As discussed elsewhere in this response, our engineering
drawings can and do show future improvements to Lot 5 which we don’t currently
own and which is not currently in the Metro District boundaries, subject to property
owner’s written permission. Therefore, criteria to be employed in extending services
to included parcel or non-included parcels are governed by same C.R.S. criteria for
the initial improvements on parcels within the Metro District boundaries, with the
addition of obtaining written permission from property owners of non-included
parcels prior to constructing said improvements.

o Related to this issue: during the entitlement process, we have already agreed to
enter into a mutual use agreement with the DDA for implementation of stormwater
detention treatments on Lot 5 in advance of owning Lot 5. City staff have stipulated
in writing that they will credit any stormwater treatments implemented on Lot 5
prior to our ownership towards the City’s stormwater requirements for
development of Lots 1-4.

Main Office: 610 22nd St., Suvite 315, San Francisco, CA 94107
Branch Office: 1221 Main Ave., Durango, CO 81301
jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com (415) 425-9848
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO.
A RESOLUTION APPROVING THE SERVICE PLAN FOR THE LOWELL VLLAGE
METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

A. Pursuant to §32-1-204.5, C.R.S., as amended, a Service Plan (“Service Plan”) for the
proposed Lowell Village Metropolitan District (“District”) has been submitted to the City Council
(“Council”) of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado (“City”). A copy of the Service Plan is
attached hereto as Exhibit “A”.

B. Pursuant to the provisions of Title 32, Article 1, Colorado Revised Statutes (C.R.S.), as
amended, and the Grand Junction Municipal Code (“GJMC”) on March 7, 2018 the Council
scheduled a public hearing on the Service Plan for March 21, 2018.

C. Notice of the hearing before the Council on March 21, 2018 was duly published in the Daily
Sentinel, a newspaper of general circulation within the City, on February 26, 2018 (minimum 20
days prior to hearing), as required by law, and forwarded to the petitioners, others entitled to
postcard or letter notice, the Department of Local Affairs, and the governing body of each
municipality and Title 32 Special District that has levied ad valorem tax within the next preceding
tax year and that has boundaries within a radius of three miles of the District.

D. The Council has considered the Service Plan and all other testimony and evidence
presented at the hearing.

E. The Council finds that the Service Plan shall be approved with the following conditions which
shall be met prior to the Metropolitan District Service Plan becoming effective, as permitted by
Sections 32-1-203(2) and 32-1-204.5(1)(a), C.R.S., as amended. For purposes of this Resolution,
he effective date is the date which the election results are accepted/certified by the Colorado
Department of Local Affairs:

1) Revise legal description and boundary map within the Service Plan so that each
correlate to the other and accurately depict the location of the services to be provided
and an accurate map of Areas of Operations and Maintenance that clearly shows the
area(s) within which the services will be provided by the District and whether the area(s)
are within or outside the District Boundaries; and,

2) An Approved Development Plan be on file with the City; and,

3) An Intergovernmental Agreement and such other agreement(s) as deemed necessary
or required and in a form(s) acceptable to the City describing the performance of any
services (e.g. water acquisition, treatment and delivery; transportation systems; road and
drainage systems; and recreation facilities, parks and open space) by and between the
proposed District and the City be attached to the Service Plan.

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

1. The Council hereby determines that all of the requirements of Title 32, Article 1, Part 2,
C.R.S., as amended, relating to the filing of the Service Plan for the District have been fulfilled
and that notice of the hearing was given in the time and manner required by law.



2. The Council further determines that all pertinent facts, matters and issues were submitted at
the public hearing; that all interested parties were heard or had the opportunity to be heard and
that evidence satisfactory to the Council of each of the following was presented:

(a) There is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in the area to be
serviced by the proposed District;

(b) The existing service in the area to be served by the proposed District is inadequate
for present and projected needs;

(c) The proposed District is capable of providing economical and sufficient service to the
area within the proposed boundaries; and

(d) The area to be included in the proposed District has, or will have, the financial ability
to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis.

3 This Resolution shall be filed in the records of the City and a copy thereof submitted to the
petitioners for the District for filing in the District Court of Mesa County, Colorado.

4. All prior resolutions or any parts thereof, to the extent that they are inconsistent with this
Resolution, are hereby rescinded.

PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED this 21st day of March 2018.

Bennett Boeschenstein, Mayor pro tem

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk
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I. INTRODUCTION

a. Purpose and Intent.

The District is an independent unit of local government, separate and distinct from the City, and,
except as may otherwise be provided for by State or local law or this Service Plan, its activities
are subject to review by the City only insofar as they may deviate in a material matter from the
requirements of the Service Plan. It is intended that the District will provide a part or all of the
Public Improvements for the use and benefit of all anticipated inhabitants and taxpayers of the
District. The primary purposes of the District will be to finance the construction of the Public
Improvements and provide ongoing operation and maintenance services as more specifically set
forth in this Service Plan.

b. Need for the District.

There are currently no other governmental entities, including the City, located in the immediate
vicinity of the District that consider it desirable, feasible or practical to undertake the planning,
design, acquisition, construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment, financing, operation
and maintenance of the Public Improvements needed for the Project. Formation of the District is
therefore necessary in order for the Public Improvements required for the Project to be provided
in the most economic manner possible. It is also necessary in order to not burden the City or the
surrounding neighborhoods with the additional maintenance and operation costs associated with
the development of the parcel.

c. Objective of the City Regarding District’s Service Plan.

The City’s objective in approving the Service Plan is to authorize the District to provide for the
planning, design, acquisition, construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment and financing
of the Public Improvements from the proceeds of Debt to be issued by the District and other
legally available revenues of the District. All Debt is expected to be repaid by taxes imposed
and collected at a mill levy no higher than the Maximum Debt Mill Levy and/or Fees. Debt
which is issued within these parameters and, as further described in the Financial Plan, will
insulate property owners from excessive tax and Fee burdens to support the servicing of the Debt
and will result in a timely and reasonable discharge of the Debt.

The primary purpose of the District is to provide for the Public Improvements associated with
development and, if applicable, regional needs, and operate and maintain Public Improvements
not conveyed to the City, other appropriate jurisdiction or an owners’ association. This Service
Plan is intended to establish a limited purpose for the District and explicit financial constraints
that are not to be violated under any circumstances. Under no circumstance(s) is the City
agreeing or undertaking to be financially responsible for the Debt or the construction of Public
Improvements.

II. DEFINITIONS

In this Service Plan, the following terms shall have the meanings indicated below, unless



the context hereof clearly requires otherwise:

Approved Development Plan: means an Approved Preliminary Plan as approved by the
City pursuant to City Code(s) that, among other things, identifies Public Improvements
necessary for facilitating development of property within the District.

Board: means the board of directors of the District.

Board of Trustees: means the Board of Trustees of the City of Grand Junction.

Bond, Bonds or Debt: means bonds or other obligations for the payment of which the
District has promised to impose an ad valorem property tax mill levy, and/or collect Fee
revenue.

City: means the City of Grand Junction, Colorado.

DDA: means the Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority in Grand Junction
Colorado.

Developer: means Downtown Grand Junction REgeneration LLC, Colorado limited
liability company or a successor entity..

District: means Lowell Village Metropolitan District.

District Boundaries: means the boundaries of the area legally described and depicted on
the District Boundary Map in Exhibit A.

District Boundary Map: means the map attached hereto as Exhibit A, depicting the
District’s boundaries.

Fees: means any fee imposed and/or received by the District for services, programs or
facilities provided by the District.

Financial Plan: means the Financial Plan described in Section VI which describes

(1) how the Public Improvements are to be financed; (ii) how the Debt is expected to be
incurred; and (iii) the estimated operating revenue derived from property taxes for the
first budget year.

Maximum Debt Mill Levy: means the maximum mill levy the District is permitted to
impose for payment of Debt as set forth in Section VI.C below.

Project: means the development or property commonly referred to as “R-5
Redevelopment Site, Undeveloped Land for Townhomes Portion” in the executed
Purchase and Sale Agreement between the DDA and the Developer.

Public Improvements: means a part or all of the improvements authorized to be planned,
designed, acquired, constructed, installed, relocated, redeveloped, and financed as
generally described in the Special District Act, except as specifically limited in Section V




below, to serve the future taxpayers and inhabitants of the District as determined by the
Board.

Service Area: means the area legally described and depicted on the map attached hereto
as Exhibit A.

Service Plan: means this Service Plan for the District approved by City Council.

Service Plan Amendment: means an amendment to the Service Plan approved by the
Board of Trustees in accordance with applicable law.

Special District Act: means Section 32-1-101, et seq., of the Colorado Revised Statutes,
as amended from time to time.

State: means the State of Colorado.

Taxable Property: means real or personal property subject to ad valorem taxes imposed
by the District.

Total Debt Issuance Limit: means the maximum amount of general obligation Debt the
District may issue, which amount shall be One Million Six Hundred Thousand Dollars
($1,600,000).

III.  BOUNDARIES

The initial District Boundaries include approximately 1.64 acres. A legal description of
the District Boundaries and a map of the District Boundary is attached hereto as Exhibit A. A
vicinity map is attached hereto as Exhibit B. It is anticipated that the District’s boundaries may
change from time to time as it undergoes inclusions and exclusions pursuant to Section 32-1-
401, et seq., C.R.S., and Section 32-1-501, ef seq., C.R.S., subject to the limitations set forth in
Article V below.

IV.  PROPOSED LAND USE/POPULATION PROJECTIONS/ASSESSED
VALUATION

The Project consists of approximately 1.64 acres of residential land. Based on a January
2017 appraisal, the current assessed valuation of property within the District is approximately
$55,595.00 for purposes of this Service Plan and, at build-out, is expected to be sufficient to
reasonably discharge the Debt under the Financial Plan. The population of the District at build-
out is estimated to be approximately ninety (90) people based on projected market demand.

Approval of this Service Plan by the City does not imply approval of the development of
a specific area within the District, nor does it imply approval of the number of residential units
identified in this Service Plan or any of the exhibits attached thereto, unless the same is
contained within an Approved Development Plan.



V. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED POWERS, IMPROVEMENTS AND SERVICES

a. Types of Improvements.

The District shall have the power and authority to provide for the planning, design,
acquisition, construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment, financing, operation and
maintenance of Public Improvements within and without the boundaries of the District as such
power and authority is described in the Special District Act, and other applicable statutes,
common law and the Constitution, subject to the limitations set forth herein. Without limiting the
foregoing, following is a general description of the types of Public Improvements and services
the District shall be authorized to provide. The proposed types of improvements, but not limited
to, is attached hereto as Exhibit C.

1. Street Improvements. The District shall have the power and authority to
plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain street and
roadway improvements including, but not limited to, related landscaping, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, culverts and other drainage facilities, pedestrian ways, bridges, overpasses,
interchanges, signage, median islands, alleys, parking facilities, paving, lighting, grading and
irrigation structures, and fiber optic cable conduit, together with all necessary, incidental and
appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements to said
facilities. It is anticipated that street improvements not conveyed to the City, other appropriate
jurisdiction or an owners’ association, if any, may be owned and maintained by the District.

2. Water Improvements. The District shall have the power and authority to
plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain potable, non-
potable and irrigation water systems including, but not limited to, transmission lines, distribution
mains and laterals, storage and treatment facilities, water right acquisition, together with all
necessary, incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and
improvements to said facilities. It is anticipated that water improvements not conveyed to the
City, other appropriate jurisdiction or an owners’ association, if any, may be owned and
maintained by the District.

3. Sanitation Improvements. The District shall have the power and authority
to plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain sanitation
improvements including, but not limited to, sanitary sewer transmission lines, wastewater
treatment, storm drainage, detention/retention ponds, together with all necessary, incidental and
appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements to said
facilities. It is anticipated that sanitation improvements not conveyed to the City, other
appropriate jurisdiction or an owners’ association, if any, may be owned and maintained by the
District.

4. Safety Protection Improvements. The District shall have the power and
authority to plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain
traffic and safety controls and devices on streets, highways and railroad crossings including, but
not limited to, signalization, signage and striping, together with all necessary, incidental and
appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements to said
facilities. It is anticipated that safety protection improvements not conveyed to the City, other




appropriate jurisdiction or an owners’ association, if any, may be owned and maintained by the
District.

5. Park and Recreation Improvements. The District shall have the power and
authority to plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain park
and recreation facilities and programs including, but not limited to, parks, pedestrian ways, bike
paths, bike storage facilities, signage, interpretive kiosks and facilities, open space, landscaping,
cultural activities, community centers, recreational centers, water bodies, wildlife preservation
and mitigation areas, irrigation facilities, playgrounds, pocket parks, swimming pools, and other
active and passive recreational facilities, together with all necessary, incidental and appurtenant
facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements to said facilities. It is
anticipated that park and recreation improvements not conveyed to the City, other appropriate
jurisdiction or an owners’ association, if any, may be owned and maintained by the District.

6. Transportation Improvements. The District shall have the power and
authority to plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate and maintain a
system to transport the public by bus, rail or any other means of conveyance, or any combination
thereof, including, but not limited to, bus stops and shelters, park-and-ride facilities, parking
facilities, bike storage facilities, together with all necessary, incidental and appurtenant facilities,
land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements to said facilities. It is anticipated that
transportation improvements not conveyed to the City, other appropriate jurisdiction or an
owners’ association, if any, may be owned and maintained by the District.

7. Mosquito Control. The District shall have the power to provide for the
eradication and control of mosquitos, including but not limited to elimination or treatment of
breeding grounds and the purchase, lease, contracting or other use of equipment or supplies for
mosquito control.

8. Fire Protection. The District shall have the power and authority to plan,
design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop and (on a supplemental basis) operate and
maintain improvements for fire protection and emergency response services, together with all
necessary, incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and
improvements to said facilities. It is anticipated that fire protection and emergency response
services will be provided to the Project by the City or other appropriate jurisdiction, but not the
District.

9. Television Relay and Translation Improvements. The District shall have
the power and authority to plan, design, acquire, construct, install, relocate, redevelop, operate
and maintain television relay and translation facilities and programs, together with all necessary,
incidental and appurtenant facilities, land and easements, and all extensions of and improvements
to said facilities.

b. Other Powers.

Operations and Maintenance. The District shall be authorized to operate and maintain Public
Improvements not conveyed to the City or other governmental entities having proper jurisdiction
in a manner consistent with the Approved Preliminary Plan. Although it is anticipated that the




District will not operate and maintain public street improvements, the District is expressly
authorized, but not obligated, to supplement such operations and maintenance to the extent that
the Board in its sole discretion may determine is appropriate. With respect to any Public
Improvements which remain under District ownership, if any, the District shall be authorized to
enter into one or more agreements with owners’ associations pursuant to which an owners’
association may operate and maintain such Public Improvements. The proposed types of
operations and maintenance, includes but is not limited too, is attached hereto as Exhibit D.

1. Security Services. Subject to the provisions of Section 32-1-1004(7),
C.R.S., the District shall have the power to furnish security services within the District.

2. Covenant Enforcement. Subject to the provisions of Section 32-1-
1004(8), C.R.S., the District shall have the power to furnish covenant enforcement and design
review services within the District.

3. Phasing; Deferral. Except as may be limited herein, the District shall have
the right, without having to amend this Service Plan, to defer, delay, reschedule, re-phase or
restructure the financing and/or construction of the Public Improvements to accommodate the
pace of development within the Project, resource availability and the funding capability of the
District.

4. Service Plan Amendment. The District shall have the authority to amend or
modify this Service Plan, as needed, subject to the applicable statutory procedures.

5. Additional Services. Except as specifically provided herein, the District
shall be authorized to provide such additional services and exercise such powers as are expressly
or impliedly granted by Colorado law.

6. Subdistricts. The District shall have the authority pursuant to Section 32-
I-1101(1)(f), C.R.S., and Sections 32-1-1101(1.5)(a)-(e), C.R.S., to divide the District into one
or more areas consistent with the services, programs and facilities to be furnished therein. The
exercise of such authority shall not be deemed a material modification of this Service Plan.

7. Special Improvement District. The District shall have the authority
pursuant to Section 32-1-1101.7, C.R.S., to establish one or more special improvement districts
within the boundaries of the District, including the power to levy assessments.

8. Intergovernmental Agreements. At such time as the District has been
recognized as a governmental agency under Colorado law, the District shall then have the
authority to enter into such intergovernmental agreements as may be necessary to perform the
functions for which the District has been organized, including the provision of Public
Improvements required by any Approved Development Plan. Furthermore, it is the intent of the
District to enter into such intergovernmental agreements as may be necessary to perform the
functions for which the District has been organized including the provision of Public
Improvements required by any Approved Development Plan.

c. Construction Standards Limitation. The District will ensure that the Public
Improvements are designed and constructed in accordance with the applicable standards and




specifications of the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having proper
jurisdiction consistent with the Approved Preliminary Plan. Where such standards and
specifications may not be optimal given the project type, context, or constraints, the District will
ensure that any variances from said standards and specifications are subject to the applicable
variance procedures of the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having
proper jurisdiction. The District will obtain the City’s approval of civil engineering plans and
will obtain applicable permits for construction and installation of Public Improvements prior to
performing such work. The conveyance of Public Improvements shall be subject to applicable
acceptance procedures of the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having
proper jurisdiction.

d. Inclusion Limitation. The District shall not include within any its boundaries any
property outside the Service Area without the prior written consent of the City except upon
petition of the fee owner or owners of one hundred percent (100%) of such property as provided
in Section 32-1-401(1)(a), C.R.S.

e. Total Debt Issuance Limitation. The District shall not issue Debt in excess of the
Total Debt Issuance Limit; provided, however, any refunding Debt shall not count against the
Total Debt Issuance Limit. Any Debt, issued with a pledge or which results in a pledge, that
exceeds the Maximum Debt Mill Levy shall be deemed a material modification of this Service
Plan pursuant to Section 32-1-207, C.R.S., and shall not be an authorized issuance of Debt unless
and until such material modification has been approved by the City as part of a Service Plan
Amendment.

f. Estimate of Public Improvement Costs. The District shall have the authority to
provide for the planning, design, acquisition, construction, installation, relocation, redevelopment,
maintenance and financing of the Public Improvements within and adjacent to the boundaries of
the District, to be more specifically defined in a Approved Development Plan. An estimate of the
costs of the Public Improvements which may be planned for, designed, acquired, constructed,
installed, relocated, redeveloped, maintained or financed was prepared based upon a preliminary
engineering survey and estimates derived from the zoning on the property in the District and is
approximately One Million Six Hundred Thousand Dollars ($1,600,000.00) in 2017 dollars, as
further described in Exhibit E. All construction cost estimates are based on the assumption that
construction conforms to applicable local, State or Federal requirements or that construction
should reasonably qualify for variances from said requirements subject to the applicable variance
procedures of the City and of other governmental or non-governmental entities having proper
jurisdiction. Actual Public Improvements to be constructed and their costs may vary, and
increase or decrease the costs of any category of Public Improvements to serve the Project as
development occurs without the necessity of amending this Service Plan. Costs for development
will be based on the Approved Development Plan and associated Development Improvements
Agreement (DIA) rather than the initial cost estimate of the Metropolitan District Service Plan.

VI. FINANCIAL PLAN
a. General.

The District shall be authorized to provide for the planning, design, acquisition,



construction, installation, relocation and/or redevelopment of the Public Improvements from its
revenues and by and through the proceeds of Debt to be issued by the District. The Financial
Plan for the District shall be to issue such Debt as the District can reasonably pay from revenues
derived from the Maximum Debt Mill Levy, Fees and other legally available revenues. The total
Debt that the District shall be permitted to issue shall not exceed the Total Debt Issuance Limit
and shall be permitted to be issued on a schedule and in such year or years as the District
determines shall meet the needs of the Financial Plan referenced above and phased to serve
development as it occurs. All bonds and other Debt issued by the District may be payable from
any and all legally available revenues of the District, including general ad valorem taxes to be
imposed upon all Taxable Property of the District (and associated specific ownership tax
revenues) and Fees. The District will also rely upon various other revenue sources authorized by
law. These will include the power to assess Fees, rates, tolls, penalties, or charges as provided in
Section 32-1-1001(1), C.R.S., as amended from time to time. The Financial Plan attached hereto
as Exhibit F provides hypothetical assumptions for financing the Public Improvements and is
provided for illustrative purposes only. Subject to the limitations set forth herein, the District
shall be permitted to issue Debt on a schedule and in such years as the District determines shall
meet the needs of the District and phased to serve development as it occurs.

Prior to the issuance of Debt, it is anticipated that the Developer may advance funds,
and/or contractual or in-kind services to the District to pay the organizational costs of the District
and costs for constructing and installing Public Improvements. The District shall be authorized
to reimburse such Developer advances with interest from Debt proceeds or other legally
available revenues.

b. Maximum Voted Interest Rate and Maximum Underwriting Discount.

The interest rate on any Debt is expected to be the market rate at the time the Debt is
issued. In the event of a default, the proposed maximum interest rate on any Debt is not expected
to exceed eighteen percent (18%). The proposed maximum underwriting discount will be five
percent (5%). Debt, when issued, will comply with all relevant requirements of this Service Plan,
State law and Federal law as then applicable to the issuance of public securities.

c. Maximum Debt Mill Levy.

The “Maximum Debt Mill Levy” shall be the maximum mill levy the District is permitted
to impose upon the Taxable Property of the District for payment of Debt, and shall be
determined as follows:

1. For any District Debt which exceeds fifty percent (50%) of the District’s
assessed valuation, the Maximum Debt Mill Levy for such Debt shall be sixty-five (65) mills less
the number of mills necessary to pay unlimited mill levy Debt described in Section VI.C.2 below;
provided that if, on or after January 1, 2018, there are changes in the method of calculating
assessed valuation or any constitutionally mandated tax credit, cut or abatement, the mill levy
limitation applicable to such Debt may be increased or decreased to reflect such changes, such
increases or decreases to be determined by the Board in good faith (such determination to be
binding and final) so that to the extent possible, the actual tax revenues generated by the mill
levy, as adjusted for changes occurring after January 1, 2018, are neither diminished nor
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enhanced as a result of such changes. For purposes of the foregoing, a change in the ratio of
actual valuation shall be deemed to be a change in the method of calculating assessed valuation.

2. For any District Debt which is equal to or less than fifty percent (50%) of
the District’s assessed valuation, either on the date of issuance or at any time thereafter, the mill
levy to be imposed to repay such Debt shall not be subject to the Maximum Debt Mill Levy and,
as a result, the mill levy may be such amount as is necessary to pay the Debt service on such
Debt, without limitation of rate.

3. For purposes of the foregoing, once Debt has been determined to be within
Section VI.C.2 above, so that the District is entitled to pledge to its payment an unlimited ad
valorem mill levy, the District may provide that such Debt shall remain secured by such
unlimited mill levy, notwithstanding any subsequent change in the District’s Debt to assessed
ratio. All Debt issued by the District must be issued in compliance with the requirements of
Section 32-1-1101, C.R.S. and all other requirements of State law.

To the extent that the District is composed of or subsequently organized into one or more
subdistricts as permitted under Section 32-1-1101, C.R.S., the term “District” as used herein
shall be deemed to refer to the District and to each such subdistrict separately, so that each of the
subdistricts shall be treated as a separate, independent district for purposes of the application of
this definition.

d. Debt Repayment Sources.

The District may impose a mill levy as a primary source of revenue for repayment of debt
service and for operations and maintenance. The District may also rely upon various other
revenue sources authorized by law. At the District’s discretion, these may include the power to
assess fees, rates, tolls, penalties, or charges as provided in Section 32-1-1001(1), C.R.S., as
amended from time to time. In no event shall the debt service mill levy in the District exceed the
Maximum Debt Mill Levy, except as provided in Section VI.C.2 above.

€. Security for Debt.

The District shall not pledge any revenue or property of the City as security for the
indebtedness set forth in this Service Plan. Approval of this Service Plan shall not be construed
as a guarantee by the City of payment of any of the District’s obligations; nor shall anything in
the Service Plan be construed so as to create any responsibility or liability on the part of the City
in the event of default by the District in the payment of any such obligation.

f. District’s Operating Costs.

The estimated cost of acquiring land, engineering and planning services, legal services
and administrative services, together with the estimated costs of the District’s organization and
initial operations, are anticipated to be approximately One Hundred Thousand Dollars
($100,000), which will be eligible for reimbursement from Debt proceeds.

In addition to the capital costs of the Public Improvements, the District will require
operating funds for administration and to plan and cause the Public Improvements to be
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constructed and maintained. The first year’s operating budget is estimated to be approximately
Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000) which is anticipated to be derived from property taxes and
other revenues.

The Maximum Debt Mill Levy for the repayment of Debt shall not apply to the District’s
ability to increase its mill levy as necessary for provision of operation and maintenance services
to its taxpayers and service users.

It is anticipated that the Developer may advance funds and/or contractual or in-kind
services to the District to pay its operating costs until such time as the District has sufficient
revenue from its operation and maintenance mill levy. The District shall be authorized to
reimburse the Developer for such advances with interest.

VII. ANNUAL REPORT
a. General.

The District shall be responsible for submitting an annual report to the City no later than
August Ist of each year following the year in which the Order and Decree creating the District has
been issued.

b. Annual Reporting Requirements.

The annual report to the City shall include information as to any of the following:

1. Boundary changes made or proposed to the District’s boundaries as of December
31 of the prior year.

2. Intergovernmental Agreements either entered into or proposed as of December 31
of the prior year.

3. A summary of any litigation which involves the District Public Improvements as
of December 31 of the prior year.

4. Status of the District’s construction of the Public Improvements as of December
31 of the prior year.

5. A list of all facilities and improvements constructed by the District that have been
dedicated to and accepted by the City as of December 31 of the prior year.

6. The assessed valuation of the District for the current year.
7. Current year budget.
8. Audit of the District’s financial statements, for the year ending December 31 of

the previous year, prepared in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles or audit
exemption, if applicable.
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VIII. DISCLOSURE TO PURCHASERS

The District will record or cause to be recorded against property within the District information
regarding the District, including its authority to impose and collect property taxes, rates, fees, tolls
and charges. The District will disclose to all potential purchasers of real property that the property
is in a special taxing district and where the purchaser can obtain information online about the
District’s ability to impose and collect property taxes, rates, fees, tolls and charges per the sample
disclosure statement to purchasers in Exhibit G. These disclosure protocols exceed current
disclosure requirements of C.R.S. Section 38-35.7-101 (at the time of this writing) that only require
disclosure that the subject property may be in a special taxing district and where the purchaser can
obtain information to confirm whether the property is in fact in a special taxing district.

IX. DISSOLUTION

In no event shall the District be dissolved until the District has provided for the payment
or discharge of all of its outstanding indebtedness and other financial obligations as required
pursuant to State statutes. The District shall only dissolve upon payment or defeasance of all
Debt incurred or upon a court determination that adequate provision has been made for the
payment of all Debt. However, if the District has authorized operation/maintenance functions
under this Service Plan, or if by agreement with the City it is desired that the District shall
continue to exist, then the District shall continue to exist and shall not dissolve but shall retain the
power necessary to impose and collect taxes or fees to pay for the cost of operation and
maintenance and/or to perform the agreement(s) with the City; upon satisfaction of any
agreement(s) with the City the District may then dissolve.

X. MODIFICATION

Material modifications of the Service Plan as originally approved may be made by the
governing body of the District only by petition to and approval by City Council that has adopted
a resolution of approval of the District pursuant to CRS sections 32-1-204.5 or 32-1-204.7 in
substantially the same manner as is provided for the approval of the original Service Plan. Such
approval of modifications shall be required only with regard to changes of a basic or essential
nature, including but not limited to the following: a) any addition to the types of services
provided by the District; b) any decrease in the level of services provided by the District; ¢) any
decrease in the financial ability of the District to discharge any existing or proposed
indebtedness; or d) any decrease in the existing or projected need for organized service in the
existing or proposed District boundaries.

XI. INCORPORATION OF CITY APPROVAL IN SERVICE PLAN

This Service Plan for the District, as approved by City Council, shall be the terms by
which the District shall operate.

XII. CONCLUSION

It is submitted that this Service Plan for the District, as required by Section 32-1-203(2),
C.R.S., establishes that:
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1. There is sufficient existing and projected need for organized service in the area to
be serviced by the District;

2. The existing service in the area to be served by the District is inadequate for
present and projected needs;

3. The District is capable of providing economical and sufficient service to the area
within its proposed boundaries; and

4, The area to be included in the District does have, and will have, the financial
ability to discharge the proposed indebtedness on a reasonable basis.
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EXHIBIT A
District Boundary Map and Legal Description
Legal Description: Lots 1-4, Block 84, Plat of Resurvey of Second Division of City of Grand

Junction, Plat Book 2, Page 37 Located within the SE 1/4 of Section 14, Township 1 South,
Range 1 West, Ute Meridian, City of Grand Junction, County of Mesa, State of Colorado.

15



EXHIBIT B

Vicinity Map
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EXHIBIT C

Site Improvements
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LOWELL VILLAGE
H mmon Name tanical Name Insectar ible Fiases
Proposed Site Improvements il R il I e T OWNHOMES

American chestnut Castanea dentata x 4 - -
Apple Malus pumila x X 49 at 7th and Grand
Asian pear Pyrus pyiola X8 Grand Junction, Colorado
Beech Fagus grandifora, F sylvalica X X 4 ,
Black locust Robinia pseudoacacia x 3 T Clent
Black walnut Juglans nigra x 4
Buarnut Juglans x bisbyi X 5
Bur oak Quercus macrocapa 28
Butternut Juglans cinerea X 3
Cherry Prunus cerasus, P. avium x x 59 e-mail: jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com
Chinese Chestnut Castanea moilisima X 5 mobile: 415.425.9848
-— European Pear Pyrus communis X 49 ;
Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 37 Landscape Architect:
: Heartnut Juglans ailantfolia cordiformis X 5
g Hickory Carya spp. x 6
& Honey locust Giedilsia tiacanthos x 49
N -~ ui Peach Prunus persica x 59
N~ /I . 36 35134 Z Pecan Caryaillinoensis X 69
o o 99 J
; il 7 Gommunity Garden B Pinon Pine Pinus eduls x s
=z / di > \ o Z Plum Prunus domestica X 49
i T ] A D z Stone pine Pines pinea X 2
| ° | — T White oak Quercus alba, Q garryona 49
) ( \ | Yellowhom Xanthocera sorbilium x 57
\ I =1 S . |
Low Tree Layer
Right-of-Way Landscape Concept o A
-Ul- Apple, Dwarf o Semi-Dwarf  Malus pumila x X 4 —
, Apricot Prunus amenica x x 59 Architeet:
@ s Original Vision: “Make the Landscape Productive” Bamboo Phyllostachys spp, Fargesia x X 6
N / We are proposing a landscape that's NOT just “sustainable” or “xeriscape” or “just for looks” or "minimal Comelian Chery Dogwood ~ Comus mas X 4
AN y4 i AN maintenance”. It's NOT just 1 shrub per 300 SF or 1 tree per 40 LF; we are proposing something much more s Crabapple Malus spp x X 3
tati Filberhazel Forylus spp X 4
N 7 7 \
A R Golden-Chain Tree Laburmum spp. 5
777777 Crealg a Healthy }eran Landscape ) ) ) 1 Hawthom Crataequs spp. X 4
Vo |‘ Our primary goal is to produce fresh and nutrient dense food in an urban neighborhood context to promote health, Medlar Mespilus germanica x 59
% D] social intersection, and youth job training. We want a landscape that Integrates PEOPLE — ENVIRONMENT Mountain Ash Sotbus spp X 3
B RETERIITE — ECONOMY; a landscape that invites community participation — creates a mind-set of local involvement; a Mulberry Morus spp. X 59
¥ WA landscape that gives people a sense of belonging & civic pride and provides educational opportunities for people _
IR RIS ® ! d > es fc e~ Osage Orange Maclum pamifera 59
,‘,1,:.,0,,0‘0,4 S of all ages, whether they are residents, neighbors, school children, or organizers of non-profit organizations. Part =\ Pawpaw Asiminc trilobata X 57
e, of this concept involves providing Nutrition and Healthy Eating Classes, Nutritional Coaches, Chefs, and even Ve [ Peach. dwaf or semidwar | Prun 59 +
4 .\:::::::::3‘. encourages Preventative Medicine through the growth, care, and use of healthy vegetables, fruit, and medicinal — | U P::’;n;":: :m::ca'n e D’:g::";j’::f;nm X z 5 T
Nfo herbs. -.—: ‘
@ < Ly Quince Cydonia oblongata x 59
Reduced City Maintenance — On-Site Garden Manager & Team | U)
SIDEWALK \ The entire city block including all of the public gardens will be managed by a full time on-site garden manager. m ghmb I-D!yer
/'\ /\ This person will work closely with teams and individuals to grow, nurture, and maintain all of the plant materials | i 2 \\ - . e"ﬂcf eﬂr:.y . Amelanchier alnifolia X x 2
d \ l | \\ on-site. The garden manager will also implement an integrated composting and recycling program for the | | = ] -+ F';,;e",gm” ™ Amorpha futicosa 3
- 4 u T residents and classes on gardening, permaculture, and water harvesting. | | ° i w Aronia (Chokeberry) Aronia melanocarpa X 4
\ C.0 o i _
\ Y i il v covereD |4 P Aligns with Mesa County Health Initiatives o éaga"%: Bafg:ﬂvb g:fbeﬂs '*\;nbevg" ;g
OVERED g} \ i “Healthy Mesa County” Program: Strong families, positive relationships, active communities, health care: T Z ibenan Fea Shrul ragan arborscens
\ PofcH ol N\ foreH 5 preventative, nutrition, healthy lifestyle L/ | Summersweet Clethra Clethra alnifolia x 38
Sustainability: Energy Efficiency, Gardens & Markets, Localization, Recycling m Red Azarole Crataequs azarolus x 4
H The Great Nei Book (http://www.pp greatnei -book/) P Russian Olive Elaeagnus angustifolia X 4
e nn nl‘es - vnma an nv n ns N Goumi Elacagnus multfiora x 58
I ALE: This is an approach that partners with nature, not trying to dominate it. It uses bio-mimicry as its guide and . | N Autum Olive Elaeagnus umhell x 4
SCALE: 1" =10 = . includes elements of on-site Water Harvesting (bio-swales, micro-basins and graywater), Chop and drop mulching, & Witch Hazel Hamomelis virginiana 48
0 5 10 Large Tree Layer @ Groundcover Layer Reduced turf usage (lowering water/fertiizerherbicide demands). 4 Sea buckthom Hippophae hamnoides x 38
. X NUT TREES, SEMI-STANDARD FRUIT Indigo Indigofera tincloria 6
A Food Forest consists of 7 layers: Large Trees, Small Trees, Shrubs, Herbs, TREES Z;é%ﬁﬁgé’“gﬁ%ﬁgﬂfﬁg“ﬂ Direct Market Sales and Partnerships Hansen's bush chry Prunus besseyi . . 4
Vines, GrOUndCOVEI’, Roots (a" which are either food producing or supporting ’ Locally grown food will be provided to on-site residents, adjacent neighbors, the greater community, local ! Nanking cherry Prunus tomentosa X X 38
! X ; Small Tree Layer restaurants, and people generally in need. Initial Funding is being sought by the Colorado Health F: on,
companions for different functions), Low Heat Wall " ' ! J ° ! Goosebeny Ribes hirellum x 3
p - SEMI-DWARF FRUIT TREES AND Rocky Mountain Health Plans Foundation, The Goodwin Foundation, and the Bacon Family Foundation. We are Currant Ribes spp X 3
NITROGEN FIXING TREES SHORT WALL MADE OF CLAY BRICK i seeking Local ips such as with the Community Alliance for Education and Hunger Relief, Jostabeny Ribes x Rubus hybrid 3
Goals: OR SANDSTONE, COLLECTS PASSIVE ~ Juniper Ridge School, Other Schools, Restaurants, Health & Wellness Agencies, CMU, WCCC and may \ /_\ Rugosa rose Rosa rugosa X 28
oals: @ Access Paths SOLAR HEAT DURING WINTER seek certification by the ise Green C ities Certification program N Raspbery Rubus idaeus . 39 !
e Use Cover Cropping - building soil health & microbiology WOOD CHIPS AND CHOPPED LEAVES :‘_Eh?g&%gg}?sgﬁ% SENSITIVE (www.enterprisecommunily.org). H Blackbery Rubus spp. X 5 Registration:
*  Use On-Site Composting RETENTION, EROSION CONTROL, AND TREES AND SHRUSS, COULD BE U Buober Srpheriors s
N 8 ., § .. fia he ph
e Use Plant Nutrient Accumulators; chop and drop mulch A RIGH SOURCE OF CARBON TALLER AND REPLACE FENCE nrmac" "rn I'II:I ns au faloberry Shepherdea argentea X 2
) " X - ighbush cranberry Vaccinium macrocarpon X 48
e Use mixed flowers to attract pollinators and predatory insects. NECESSARY FOR FEEDING SOIL Micro-Basin 12 Bluebery Vaccinium spp. X 4
) ) MICRO-BIOLOGY
d Produce a yield — return a profit ETHICS: CARE FOR THE EARTH, CARE FOR PEOPLE, CONTRIBUTE SURPLUS TIME, MONEY AND American cranberry Vibumum trilobum 2
i THE MICRO-BASIN (ALSO KNOWNAS  ENERGY TO ACHIEVE THE AIMS OF EARTH AND PEGPLE CARE
@ Vine Layer MULCH BASIN, RAIN GARDEN, ETC.) I Vine Layer
ESPALIER FRUIT, CANE FRUIT AT gﬁm@g&égﬁgﬁ%?&%ﬁ/‘” FOR  DESIGN PRINCIPLES: Kiwifruit, Hardy Actinidia arguto, A. kolomikio X 48
EDGES, GROWING ON FENCE, RUNOFF THAT HELPS TO RECHARGE  * PLACE EVERY ELEMENT IN RELATIONSHIP TO ANOTHER SO THEY ASSIST EACH OTHER T Clematis Clemais spp x 5
GRAPES, SQUASH, CUCUMBERS, THE GROUNDWATER SUPPLY. FILTER  * EACH ELEMENT PERFORMS MANY FUNCTIONS I Melon Cucumis melo X Annual
PEAS, BEANS TOXIC AFFECTS OF URBANIZATION + EACH IMPORTANT FUNCTION IS SUPPORTED BY MANY ELEMENTS | Cucumber Cucumis salivus X Annual
@ Annual & Perennial Garden Beds AND PROVIDES A CONCENTRATED  * PLAN FOR EFFICIENT ENERGY USE IN HOMES AND COMUNITIES (ZONES AND SECTORS) | Squash Cucurbita spp X Annual
SOURCE OF WATER CREATING DEEP  * USE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES OVER FOSSIL FUEL RESOURCES IF POSSIBLE - Hops Humulus lupulus X X 4
INCLUDE HERB LAYER AND ROOT ROOTS FOR LONG TERM + RECYCLE ENERGY ON SITE (BOTH FUEL AND HUMAN) | ) Jasmine Jasminum spp. 6 +
LAYER, LOW LEVEL FRUIT AND VEGETATION GROWTH EVEN IN + USE AND ACCELERATE NATURAL PLANT SUCCESSION TO ESTABLISH FAVORABLE SITES AND SOILS Honeysuckle Lonicera spp X 3
VEGETABLES GROWN ON THE SOUTH TIMES OF DROUGHT « USE A DIVERSITY OF BENEFICIAL SPECIES FOR A PRODUCTIVE, INTERACTIVE SYSTEM Passionfrut Passifiora spp x x 6 1. THIS DRAWING SHALL BE USED FOR
SUNWARD SIDE NEAR THE SIDEWALK + USE EDGE AND NATURAL PATTERNS FOR BEST EFFECT :
Scarlet Runner Bean Phaseolus coccineus X Annual ILLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY AND IS NOT
Pea Pisum saivum X Annual INTENDED FOR SITE SPECIFIC CONSTRUCTION.
Magrnolia Vine Schisandra chinensis X 4 2. BASE PLAN INFORMATION SHOWN ON THIS
Nasturtium Tropaeolum ma jus X X Annual DRAWING IS INTERPOLATED FROM AERIAL
Grape Vitis spp. X 6 PHOTOGRAPHS. A FIELD SURVEY SHALL BE
REQUIRED TO VERIFY ALL EXISTING
Ground Cover Layer CONDITIONS.
Ajuga Ajuga reptans X 3 3. THE FINAL SITE PLAN SHALL BE CREATED UPON
Bearberry (Kinnickinnick)  Arclostaphylos uvaursi X 6 COMMENTS TO THIS PRELIMINARY PLAN AND
Clover Trfolum 5pp . 3 SUBMITTED AT A FUTURE DATE.
Creeping Phlox Phlox stolonifera x 4
Creeping Thyme Thymus praecox, T vulgaris x 4
Lingonbery Voccinium viis-idaea X 47
Miner's Letuce Montia spp. x 4
/ i Nepalese Raspberry Rubus nepalensis X 6
] ﬁllllmlllltv all'lllll Prostrate Verbena Vetbena peruviana, V. tenera X 5
1 Stonecrop Sedum spp. X 3 +
\ Strawbermy Fragana spp. X X 5 ' cvisions:
Sweet Violet Viola odorala x 6 Revisions:
Thit Phlox subulata X 4
Trailing Bellfower Campanula poscharskyana X X 3
. Wid Ginger Asarum canadense X 3
-+
(D Root Layer
Camas Camassia quamash X X 5
‘ Biscuit Root Lomatium spp. x x 5
— r Earth Chestnut Bunium bulbocastanum x 5
M~ g Garlic Allum satva X 4
. 2 Garlic Chives Allium tuberosurm X 3
i Groundnut Apios americana X 3
= " Z Hardy Ginger Zingiber mioga X 6
|1 e Ave N. 8TH ST.RO.W. o Horseradish Amoracia rusiicana x 59
. " = Hog Peanut Amphicorpaea bracteata X X 39
I .
N.7TH ST.ROW. z Licorice Fern Polypodium glycyrhiza x 6
Jerusalem Artichoke Helianthus tuberoses X X 2 :
Mountain Yam Dioscorea batatas X 5 Sheet Title:
Peanut Arachis hypogaeo X 6 o
ACCEPTANCE BLOCK Potalo Solarium tuberosum Annual
T B0 unerion seview consrures senemt conpmce i e o i x Ay Preliminary ROW Landscape Plan
CITY'S DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE PLANS BEING SEALED, SIGNED, P

AND DATED BY THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. REVIEW BY THE CITY DOES NOT

CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITY NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR

ASSUES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR OUISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESION OR Project:
CALGULATIONS REVAI THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD, .
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| OWELL VILLAGE
" " " " . . . ” 18”'S 18”S 18”s 18's —— 18" —— 18"s . ——— 18"s —— 18|s ——&— 95 -
18"'s 18"'s 187S 18"'s 18"'S 18 18"'S 18"'S = @ ROOF DOWNSPOUTS SHALL BE T
I‘nn“sa I a mnrnve en s DIRECTED TO MICRO-BASINS OWNHOMES
24"'S 247'S 247'S 24"'s 24"'s 24"'S 24"S  — 247s 247's 2473 247S 24"S 24"S 2475 ——— 24°s 7475 ES 247 @ aﬁfg&vg;imr&giaggsc&snm at 7th and Grand
I ° COURTYARDS Grand JUanIOH, Colorado
" "
| N @ 2 (55 GAL.) RAIN COLLECTION et i
~ - = BARRELS PER UNIT OR PER
<8 N > /\ v CURRENT COLORADO STATE LAW
e,
\ \‘ ] _ @ ELEC TRANSFORMER TO BE
RELOCATED IN PHASE 2 S .
y - ) O | :2 e-mail: jnelson@REgenerationDevelopment.com
S, f J 3 ) mobile: 415.425.9848 )
| N + +
=N . — ~ reywater GConce, T amdscape Archicer i
7 w
| Al
| b . WEARE PROPOSING A SIMPLE GREYWATER DRAIN SYSTEM THAT WILL DRAIN TO A TREE
P NE 1% | . | WITH A MULCH BASIN IN EACH OF THE PRIVATE COURTYARD SPACES.
[ g
f 1 32131} 30 ¢ lz! ’ ™ /' DRAINTO MULGH BASIN
& 1 1 1 *\M N 1/, THE DRAIN TO MULCH BASIN IS A SIMPLE SYSTEM FOR EASILY MAKING THE BEST USE
/ (| o | B OF GREYWATER. PROBABLY 90% OF THE GREYWATER SYSTEMS IN THE WORLD ARE NO
[ | 121 @ MORE THAN DRAINS THAT POINT OUT THE BACK OF THE HOUSE. SOME ARE GROSS, AND
| 4 7 15 | S | I | MOST DON'T REUSE THE WATER FOR IRRIGATION. THE SIMPLE REFINEMENT OF ADDING
\ © { )) (( (( . )) # = 7 AMULCH-FILLED BASIN OR SLOPING CHANNEL WHERE THE PIPE DUMPS ELIMINATES
\ = o . | A3 MOST GROSSNESS. CULTIVATING PLANTS THERE WHOSE IRRIGATION NEEDS MATCH
- \\ NI g [B& ! | @ THE WATER SOURCE CAN EFFICIENTLY REUSE THE WATER. COVER THE GREYWATER
N < Ve e | o © OUTLET WITH ROCKS AND MULCH, AND INSTALL A SCREEN OVER THE DRAIN (OR A VENT : :
- ' =7/~ ~NOT BE NECESSARY: © NEEE 3 NE — | ! = AND TRAP) TO PREVENT VERMIN ENTERING THE HOUSE VIA THE DRAINPIPE. LINES CAN Architect:
/< ~J 2 FINAL GRADING & @ / I ! ! k g q N= “ RUN ANY DISTANCE WITH CONTINUOUS DOWNHILL SLOPE. CAUTION: IN CLAY SOILS,
iy 7 (/T 5 " DRAINAGEDESIGNTO / /= % | 24 = T T g o APPLYING GREYWATER TOO NEAR THE HOUSE FOUNDATION MAY CAUSE PROBLEMS
) ~BE DETERMINED . \ ) (FOLLOW SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FROM GEOTECH REPORT).
I NV e o I I
\ \ 0 ~+7 - H g 2
\ - F— i | | :
o —oft o on o — s s sk — o — o oas— I
S ! =1 = i ‘
S|y F = |\ 77777 *7L77747L7777L777ﬂ4 77777777777 g gty > M~ SN ey = S, J‘{ I
} (/‘ : = q : s
=
' it i i ! 2
‘ ; 1 1 1 3 % %
- L INR N B ' '
| ! Vi S8 I Rain Water / Micro-Basin Concept
\ | 7 aill water / micro-basin Loncep
| X{>< - »><
I I , i ; g n _ WE ARE PROPOSING A SERIES OF MICRO-BASINS IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY
S N v / | I T— l L | Z %) AREAS THAT WILL ASSIST IN THE HANDLING OF RAINWATER AND STORM RUNOFF
- N . . 12 | L FROM ONSITE AS WELL AS FROM THE ADJACENT PUBLIC STREETS. WE WILL
! \ ‘ 1 i [ ! o | ) UTILIZE THESE BASINS FOR GROWING PERENNIAL AND ANNUAL FOOD PLANTS AS A
| LOWE LL | leg - PART OF OUR OVERALL COMMUNITY GARDEN CONCEPT WHICH WILL BE MANAGED
\ | o N 15 N BY A FULL-TIME ON-SITE MANAGER. THE GOAL IS TO CREATE A LANDSCAPE OF
4 N | 1 2| i "ABUNDANCE" WHERE RAIN, RUNOFF, LEAF DROP, AND TOPSOIL ARE HARVESTED
ol - ~ _ S C H OO L TVYP. b AND UTILIZED WITHIN THE LANDSCAPE CONTRIBUTING TO FLOOD CONTROL AND
> - > = | c  H— -— | ENHANCED WATER QUALITY. THIS SYSTEM IS SELF-FERTILIZING WITH HARVESTED
| \ + G ol ! Ll ont 10t % ORGANIC MATTER.
K’\ / @ \ B L DG ; 297 1 12N S rI 3 THE EIGHT PRINCIPLES OF SUCCESSFUL WATER HARVESTING
5 \ /I } N D Iy 1. BEGIN WITH LONG AND THOUGHTFUL OBSERVATION.
> N ~ e | T T ™ 1 N T_1 A Bl ORIG. CREDIT: ©2009 CREATE AN OASIS WITH GREYWATER BY ART  USE ALL YOUR SENSES TO SEE WHERE THE WATER FLOWS AND HOW. WHAT IS
1 1 ) I 1 11 ¥ LUDWIG MODIFIED SLIGHTLY BY NVISION DESIGN STUDIO, INC. WORKING, WHAT IS NOT? BUILD ON WHAT WORKS.
OHE 0 — OHE—g eI — Y . 2. START AT THE TOP (HIGHPOINT) OF YOUR WATERSHED AND WORK YOUR WAY
B CoM—— o YT — P WATER TRAVELS DOWNHILL, SO COLLECT WATER AT YOUR HIGH POINTS FOR MORE
M et 8 IMMEDIATE INFILTRATION AND EASY GRAVITY-FED DISTRIBUTION. START AT THE
o TOP WHERE THERE IS LESS VOLUME AND VELOCITY OF WATER.
R | 3. START SMALL AND SIMPLE. + +
HT WORK AT THE HUMAN SCALE SO YOU CAN BUILD AND REPAIR Registration:
T . EVERYTHING. MANY SMALL STRATEGIES ARE FAR MORE EFFECTIVE
NOTE: ELECTRIC AND GAS T U THAN ONE BIG ONE WHEN YOU ARE TRYING TO INFILTRATE WATER
LAYOUT FINAL DESIGN TO BE g INToTHESOL
COORDINATED WITH EXCEL ! 4. SLOW, SPREAD, AND INFILTRATE THE FLOW OF WATER.
ENERGY. SEE CIVIL PLANS 1 RATHER THAN HAVING WATER RUN EROSIVELY OFF THE LAND'S SURFACE, ENCOURAGE IT TO STICK
FOR UTILITY COMPOSITE AROUND, “WALK" AROUND, AND INFILTRATE INTO THE SOIL. SLOW IT, SPREAD IT, SINK IT.
" N
‘f‘\‘ TR - 5. ALWAYS PLAN AN OVERFLOW ROUTE, AND MANAGE THAT OVERFLOW AS A RESOURCE.
EERRENER] % 5 ALWAYS HAVE AN OVERFLOW ROUTE FOR THE WATER IN TIMES OF EXTRA HEAVY RAINS, AND WHERE
i m j i : POSSIBLE, USE THE OVERFLOW AS A RESOURCE.
, o
j{ A } ™ 6. MAXIMIZE LIVING AND ORGANIC GROUNDCOVER.
sl ! CREATE A LIVING SPONGE SO THE HARVESTED WATER IS USED TO CREATE MORE RESOURCES, WHILE
tH H 181 THE SOIL'S ABILITY TO INFILTRATE AND HOLD WATER STEADILY IMPROVES.
} I I x {i iq 1 ey 7. MAXIMIZE BENEFICIAL RELATIONSHIPS AND EFFICIENCY BY “STACKING FUNCTIONS.” + +
——————— | n 5 . GET YOUR WATER HARVESTING STRATEGIES TO DO MORE THAN HOLD WATER. BERMS CAN DOUBLE AS NOTE:
\ f I (r i U1 HIGH-AND-DRY RAISED PATHS. PLANTINGS CAN BE PLACED TO COOL BUILDINGS IN SUMMER. 1. THIS DRAWING SHALL BE USED FOR
/ = | W o | T VEGETATION CAN BE SELECTED TOPROVIDE FOOD. JLLUSTRATION PURPOSES ONLY AND IS NOT
Q
e e e e e ] === a— 8. CONTINUALLY REASSESS YOUR SYSTEM: THE “FEEDBACK LOOP." 2 gfggngNﬁﬁ';géﬁ;Tgﬁ EL%%NSLF#?; 1ON.
4% 4 = OBSERVE HOW YOUR WORK AFFECTS THE SITE, BEGINNING AGAIN WITH THE FIRST PRINCIPLE. MAKE < e e b o e S e AL
£ < I | ANY NEEDED CHANGES, USING THE PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE YOU.
\ 4 \ N PHOTOGRAPHS. A FIELD SURVEY SHALL BE
\ t " { t 4 - REQUIRED TO VERIFY ALL EXISTING
E 4 = CONDITIONS.
7, N NN ON A %
» - : 3. THE FINAL SITE PLAN SHALL BE CREATED UPON
< T 2 COMMENTS TO THIS PRELIMINARY PLAN AND
u ( I S lL‘ 3 7 I 7 SUBMITTED AT A FUTURE DATE.
) ) ) L
LY | ) N I A1 I | 21 | INY
] 1% Il 1 g -
M 2 @ 11 g8 g5
i 4| 4| ! *?I O 9 { v 8 ! 1 ! e P
I 7 i 7 — L2 2
4 aln LD D Bl s s
T T 17 T Pl Revisions:
12750 . [ 7 : :’5 LS:ZL
N | U %) =
7 [ ‘\ 9 v
———— o
ey . % "
& N ; | fucrosasni (| ® y ,‘ MICRO-BASIN O)
i {——— ) \
- - - — — N i > — == 1 RN i W ’/g‘_"’\&“\ ll =
AN i .
. 7 i _
N 4 3 2
Ve o
i, 9, " " " » ", N », ", ., ., », " " -, . ", 1, » ” "
— 6"W 67w 6"'W 8"'W 6"W 6w 6”W 5w 5% 6"W 6”W 6"W 6"W 6"W 6"W 6"'W 6"W "W 6'|W 6"W 6" —
—__
3
15"ST 157ST 157sT 15"'ST 157'ST 15"ST 15"ST 15"ST 157ST 15”sT 15"”sT 15"'sT 15"sT 15"sT 15"'ST 1579 ——— [5"'ST ORIG. CREDIT: ©2017 RAINWATER HARVESTING FOR DRYLANDS AND BEYOND BY BRAD
) = LANCASTER : :
e — ’ ' Sheet Tite:
PRINCIPLES 2, 4, 5, AND 6 ARE BASED ON THOSE DEVELOPED AND PROMOTED BY PELUM, THE PARTICIPATORY ECOLOGICAL LAND-USE MANAGEMENT o
ASSOCIATION OF EAST AND SOUTHERN AFRICA. PRINCIPLES 1, 3, 7, AND 8 ARE BASED ON MY OWN EXPERIENCES AND INSIGHTS GAINED FROM OTHER WATER ﬂl‘nv watnr/“aln watnl‘ le
HARVESTERS.
ACCEPTANCE BLOCK ACCEPTANCE BLOCK
CITVS DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT T0 THESE PLAS BENG SEALED, SIGNED. CITY S OEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, SUBJECT TO THESE FLALS BEING SEALED, SIGNED: | O B L A G AN A T e A R D T OUR FAVORITES. TN Project: Sheer
g d g : . - IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL WATER-HARVESTING LANDSCAPES. YOU MUST INTEGRATE ALL PRINCIPLES, NOT JUST YOUR FAVORITES, TO REALIZE A SITE'S FULL : . i
CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF THE PLAN DESIGN. THE CITv NEITHER ACCEPTS NOR CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF THE PLAN DESIGN.. THE GITY HEITHER ACCEPTS HOR POTENTIAL. USED TOGETHER, THESE PRINCIPLES GREATLY ENHANCE SUCCESS, DRAMATICALLY REDUCE MISTAKES, AND ENABLE YOU TO ADAPT AND H . Lowell Village TH
ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR ASSUMES ANY LIABILITY FOR ERRORS OR OMISSIONS. ERRORS IN THE DESIGN OR INTEGRATE A RANGE OF STRATEGIES TO MEET SITE NEEDS. WHILE THE PRINCIPLES REMAIN CONSTANT, THE STRATEGIES YOU USE TO ACHIEVE THEM WILL re I ' ' l | n a
CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. CALCULATIONS REMAIN THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PROFESSIONAL OF RECORD. \ " \ VARY WITH EACH UNIQUE SITE. Date:
CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN CONSTRUCTION MUST COMMENCE WITHIN ONE YEAR FROM THE DATE OF PLAN 0 10" 20 40 ’
SIGNATURE SIGNATURE R " January 31,2018
SCALE: 1" = 20 FOR A THOROUGH INTRODUCTORY DESCRIPTION OF WATER-HARVESTING PRINCIPLES AND ADDITIONAL ETHICS SEE RAINWATER HARVESTING FOR Not For Construction
DRYLANDS AND BEYOND, VOLUME 1 (RAINSOURCE PRESS, REV. 2017). CREDIT: ©2017 RAINWATER HARVESTING FOR DRYLANDS AND BEYOND BY BRAD Scale: -y |
COPYRIGHT NOTICE UNCASTER 1" =20 S
CITY ENGINEER DATE CITY PLANNER DATE This drawing is an instrument of service and is the property of Nvision Design Studio, Inc. No reproduction of this sheet in whole or part, for this or any other project, shall be done without authorization from Nvision Design Studio, Inc. =
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\ TO EXISTING FIRE

HYDRANT (NW CORNER

(3) RUBBER DRIVE-OVER BOLLARDS

Legend LOWELL VILLAGE

2) EMERGENCY ACCESS ONLY
OF 7TH & GRaNDY L T - @) EMERGENCY ACCESS \ N P P TOWNHOMES
\ / \  EX.TREETO —‘( \\ at 7th and Grand
= . Grand Ave. ‘_‘ . I A Y Grand Junction, Colorado
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GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

Development Projection at 55.277 (target) District Mills for Debt Service -- 11/07/2017

Series 2021A, G.O. Bonds, 130x, Assumes Investment Grade, 30-yr. Maturity; plus Ser. 2021B Cash-Flow Subs

<<<<<<<<Residential >>>>>>>> < Platted/Developed Lots >
Mkt Value As'ed Value As'ed Value District District District
Biennial @7.20% @ 29.00% Total D/S Mill Levy D/S Mill Levy S.0. Taxes Total
Total Reasses'mt Cumulative of Market Cumulative of Market Assessed [55.277 Target] Collections Collected Available
YEAR Res'l Units @ 2.0% Market Value (2-yr lag) Market Value (2-yr lag) Value [55.277 Cap] @ 98% @ 6% Revenue

2017 0 0 0 $0
2018 0 0 0 360,000 0
2019 12 3,745,440 0 360,000 0 $0 0
2020 12 74,909 7,640,698 0 360,000 104,400 104,400 $0 $0 0
2021 12 11,537,453 269,672 0 104,400 374,072 55.277 20,264 1,216 21,480
2022 0 230,749 11,768,202 550,130 0 104,400 654,530 55.277 35,457 2,127 37,584
2023 0 11,768,202 830,697 0 0 830,697 55.277 45,000 2,700 47,700
2024 0 235,364 12,003,566 847,311 0 0 847,311 55.277 45,900 2,754 48,654
2025 0 12,003,566 847,311 0 0 847,311 55.277 45,900 2,754 48,654
2026 0 240,071 12,243,638 864,257 0 0 864,257 55.277 46,818 2,809 49,627
2027 0 12,243,638 864,257 0 0 864,257 55.277 46,818 2,809 49,627
2028 0 244,873 12,488,511 881,542 0 0 881,542 55.277 47,754 2,865 50,620
2029 0 12,488,511 881,542 0 0 881,542 55.277 47,754 2,865 50,620
2030 0 249,770 12,738,281 899,173 0 0 899,173 55.277 48,710 2,923 51,632
2031 0 12,738,281 899,173 0 0 899,173 55.277 48,710 2,923 51,632
2032 0 254,766 12,993,046 917,156 0 0 917,156 55.277 49,684 2,981 52,665
2033 0 12,993,046 917,156 0 0 917,156 55.277 49,684 2,981 52,665
2034 0 259,861 13,252,907 935,499 0 0 935,499 55.277 50,677 3,041 53,718
2035 0 13,252,907 935,499 0 0 935,499 55.277 50,677 3,041 53,718
2036 0 265,058 13,517,965 954,209 0 0 954,209 55.277 51,691 3,101 54,792
2037 0 13,517,965 954,209 0 0 954,209 55.277 51,691 3,101 54,792
2038 270,359 13,788,325 973,294 0 0 973,294 55.277 52,725 3,163 55,888
2039 13,788,325 973,294 0 0 973,294 55.277 52,725 3,163 55,888
2040 275,766 14,064,091 992,759 0 0 992,759 55.277 53,779 3,227 57,006
2041 14,064,091 992,759 0 0 992,759 55.277 53,779 3,227 57,006
2042 281,282 14,345,373 1,012,615 0 0 1,012,615 55.277 54,855 3,291 58,146
2043 14,345,373 1,012,615 0 0 1,012,615 55.277 54,855 3,291 58,146
2044 286,907 14,632,281 1,032,867 0 0 1,032,867 55.277 55,952 3,357 59,309
2045 14,632,281 1,032,867 0 0 1,032,867 55.277 55,952 3,357 59,309
2046 292,646 14,924,926 1,053,524 0 0 1,053,524 55.277 57,071 3,424 60,495
2047 14,924,926 1,053,524 0 0 1,053,524 55.277 57,071 3,424 60,495
2048 298,499 15,223,425 1,074,595 0 0 1,074,595 55.277 58,212 3,493 61,705
2049 15,223,425 1,074,595 0 0 1,074,595 55.277 58,212 3,493 61,705
2050 304,468 15,527,893 1,096,087 0 0 1,096,087 55.277 59,377 3,563 62,939
2051 15,527,893 1,096,087 0 0 1,096,087 55.277 59,377 3,563 62,939

36 4,065,349 1,567,130 94,028 1,661,158

11/7/2017 A GJR5MD Fin Plan 17

IG LB Fin Plan+CFS

Prepared by D.A.Davidson & Co.
Draft: For discussion purposes only.
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GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

Development Projection at 55.277 (target) District Mills for Debt Service -- 11/07/2017

Series 2021A, G.O. Bonds, 130x, Assumes Investment Grade, 30-yr. Maturity; plus Ser. 2021B Cash-Flow Subs

Ser. 2021A
$520,000 Par Surplus Cov. of Net DS: Cov. of Net DS:
[Net $0.399 MM] Annual Release @ Cumulative Debt/ Debt/ @ 55.277 target @ 55.277 Cap
Net Available Net Debt Surplus Surplus Assessed Act’l Value
YEAR for Debt Svc Service to $52,000 $52,000 Target Ratio Ratio

2017 $0 n/a $0

2018 0 n/a 0 n/a n/a 0% 0%
2019 0 n/a 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
2020 0 n/a 0 0% 0% 0% 0%
2021 21,480 $0 $21,480 21,480 79% 4% 0% 0%
2022 37,584 26,000 11,584 $0 33,064 63% 4% 145% 145%
2023 47,700 36,000 11,700 0 44,764 60% 4% 133% 133%
2024 48,654 35,500 13,154 5,918 52,000 59% 4% 137% 137%
2025 48,654 35,000 13,654 13,654 52,000 57% 4% 139% 139%
2026 49,627 34,500 15,127 15,127 52,000 56% 4% 144% 144%
2027 49,627 34,000 15,627 15,627 52,000 53% 4% 146% 146%
2028 50,620 33,500 17,120 17,120 52,000 52% 4% 151% 151%
2029 50,620 33,000 17,620 17,620 52,000 50% 4% 153% 153%
2030 51,632 32,500 19,132 19,132 52,000 49% 3% 159% 159%
2031 51,632 32,000 19,632 19,632 52,000 47% 3% 161% 161%
2032 52,665 31,500 21,165 21,165 52,000 46% 3% 167% 167%
2033 52,665 36,000 16,665 16,665 52,000 43% 3% 146% 146%
2034 53,718 35,250 18,468 18,468 52,000 42% 3% 152% 152%
2035 53,718 34,500 19,218 19,218 52,000 39% 3% 156% 156%
2036 54,792 33,750 21,042 21,042 52,000 38% 3% 162% 162%
2037 54,792 33,000 21,792 21,792 52,000 35% 3% 166% 166%
2038 55,888 32,250 23,638 23,638 52,000 34% 2% 173% 173%
2039 55,888 36,500 19,388 19,388 52,000 31% 2% 153% 153%
2040 57,006 35,500 21,506 21,506 52,000 29% 2% 161% 161%
2041 57,006 34,500 22,506 22,506 52,000 27% 2% 165% 165%
2042 58,146 33,500 24,646 24,646 52,000 25% 2% 174% 174%
2043 58,146 32,500 25,646 25,646 52,000 22% 2% 179% 179%
2044 59,309 31,500 27,809 27,809 52,000 20% 1% 188% 188%
2045 59,309 35,500 23,809 23,809 52,000 18% 1% 167% 167%
2046 60,495 34,250 26,245 26,245 52,000 15% 1% 177% 177%
2047 60,495 33,000 27,495 27,495 52,000 13% 1% 183% 183%
2048 61,705 31,750 29,955 29,955 52,000 10% 1% 194% 194%
2049 61,705 35,500 26,205 26,205 52,000 7% 1% 174% 174%
2050 62,939 34,000 28,939 28,939 52,000 5% 0% 185% 185%
2051 62,939 34,250 28,689 80,689 0 0% 0% 184% 184%

1,661,158 1,010,500 650,658 650,658

11/7/2017 A GJR5MD Fin Plan 17

[ANov0717 21iglbA]

IG LB Fin Plan+CFS

Prepared by D.A.Davidson & Co.
Draft: For discussion purposes only.
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GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

Development Projection at 55.277 (target) District Mills for Debt Service -- 11/07/2017

Series 2021A, G.O. Bonds, 130x, Assumes Investment Grade, 30-yr. Maturity; plus Ser. 2021B Cash-Flow Subs

Cash-Flow Subs. > > >

Surplus Total Sub Less Payments Accrued
Available for Application Date Available for  Bond Interest Toward Interest Less Payments Balance of Sub Bonds Less Payments Balance of Total Surplus Surplus Cum. Surplus
Sub of Prior Year Bonds Sub on Balance Sub Bond +Int. on Bal. @ Toward Accrued Accrued Principal Toward Bond Sub Sub. Debt Cash Flow Release
YEAR Debt Service Surplus Issued Debt Service 8.00% Interest 8.00% Interest Interest Issued Principal Bond Principal Pmts.
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021 $0 12/1/21 $0 $551 $0 $551 $0 $551 $177,000 $0 $177,000 $0 $0 $0
2022 0 $0 0 14,160 0 14,204 0 14,755 0 177,000 0 0 $0 0
2023 0 0 0 14,160 0 15,340 0 30,095 0 177,000 0 0 0 0
2024 5,918 0 5,918 14,160 5,918 10,649 0 40,744 0 177,000 5,918 0 0 0
2025 13,654 0 13,654 14,160 13,654 3,766 0 44,510 0 177,000 13,654 0 0 0
2026 15,127 0 15,127 14,160 14,160 3,561 967 47,104 0 177,000 15,127 0 0 0
2027 15,627 0 15,627 14,160 14,160 3,768 1,467 49,405 0 177,000 15,627 0 0 0
2028 17,120 0 17,120 14,160 14,160 3,952 2,960 50,398 0 177,000 17,120 0 0 0
2029 17,620 0 17,620 14,160 14,160 4,032 3,460 50,970 0 177,000 17,620 0 0 0
2030 19,132 0 19,132 14,160 14,160 4,078 4,972 50,075 0 177,000 19,132 0 0 0
2031 19,632 0 19,632 14,160 14,160 4,006 5,472 48,609 0 177,000 19,632 0 0 0
2032 21,165 0 21,165 14,160 14,160 3,889 7,005 45,493 0 177,000 21,165 0 0 0
2033 16,665 0 16,665 14,160 14,160 3,639 2,505 46,628 0 177,000 16,665 0 0 0
2034 18,468 0 18,468 14,160 14,160 3,730 4,308 46,050 0 177,000 18,468 0 0 0
2035 19,218 0 19,218 14,160 14,160 3,684 5,058 44,676 0 177,000 19,218 0 0 0
2036 21,042 0 21,042 14,160 14,160 3,574 6,882 41,368 0 177,000 21,042 0 0 0
2037 21,792 0 21,792 14,160 14,160 3,309 7,632 37,045 0 177,000 21,792 0 0 0
2038 23,638 0 23,638 14,160 14,160 2,964 9,478 30,530 0 177,000 23,638 0 0 0
2039 19,388 0 19,388 14,160 14,160 2,442 5,228 27,744 0 177,000 19,388 0 0 0
2040 21,506 0 21,506 14,160 14,160 2,220 7,346 22,618 0 177,000 21,506 0 0 0
2041 22,506 0 22,506 14,160 14,160 1,809 8,346 16,081 0 177,000 22,506 0 0 0
2042 24,646 0 24,646 14,160 14,160 1,287 10,486 6,882 0 177,000 24,646 0 0 0
2043 25,646 0 25,646 14,160 14,160 551 7,432 0 4,000 173,000 25,592 54 0 54
2044 27,809 54 27,863 13,840 13,840 0 0 0 14,000 159,000 27,840 (31) 0 23
2045 23,809 23 23,832 12,720 12,720 0 0 0 11,000 148,000 23,720 89 0 112
2046 26,245 112 26,357 11,840 11,840 0 0 0 14,000 134,000 25,840 405 0 517
2047 27,495 517 28,012 10,720 10,720 0 0 (0] 17,000 117,000 27,720 (225) 0 292
2048 29,955 292 30,247 9,360 9,360 0 0 0 20,000 97,000 29,360 595 0 887
2049 26,205 887 27,092 7,760 7,760 0 0 0 19,000 78,000 26,760 (555) 0 332
2050 28,939 332 29,272 6,240 6,240 0 0 0 23,000 55,000 29,240 (301) 0 32
2051 80,689 0 80,689 4,400 4,400 0 0 0 55,000 0 59,400 21,289 21,321 0
650,658 2,217 652,875 388,951 351,332 101,005 101,005 177,000 177,000 629,337 21,321 21,321
COl (est.): 5,310
Proceeds: 171,690
Prepared by D.A.Davidson & Co. 29
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GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

Development Projection -- Buildout Plan (updated 11/7/17)

Residential Development

Residential Summary

Townhomes
Incr/(Decr) in
Finished Lot # Units Price Total Value of Platted &
# Lots Value @ Completed Inflated @ Market Residential Total Developed Lots
YEAR Devel'd 10% 36 target 2% Value Market Value Res'l Units Adjustment’ Adjusted Value

2017 0 0 $300,000 0 $0 0 0 0
2018 12 360,000 306,000 0 0 0 0 360,000
2019 12 0 12 312,120 3,745,440 3,745,440 12 0 0
2020 12 0 12 318,362 3,820,349 3,820,349 12 0 0
2021 0 (360,000) 12 324,730 3,896,756 3,896,756 12 0 (360,000)
2022 0 0 0 331,224 0 0 0 0 0
2023 0 0 0 337,849 0 0 0 0 0
2024 0 0 0 344,606 0 0 0 0 0
2025 0 0 0 351,498 0 0 0 0 0
2026 0 0 0 358,528 0 0 0 0 0
2027 0 0 0 365,698 0 0 0 0 0
2028 0 0 0 373,012 0 0 0 0 0
2029 0 0 0 380,473 0 0 0 0 0
2030 0 0 0 388,082 0 0 0 0 0
2031 0 0 0 395,844 0 0 0 0 0
2032 0 0 0 403,761 0 0 0 0 0
2033 0 0 0 411,836 0 0 0 0 0
2034 0 0 0 420,072 0 0 0 0 0
2035 0 0 0 428,474 0 0 0 0 0
2036 0 0 0 437,043 0 0 0 0 0
2037 0 0 445,784 0 0 0 0 0

36 0 36 11,462,545 11,462,545 36 0 0

[1] Adj. to actual/prelim. AV
Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co.
11/7/2017 A GJR5MD Fin Plan 17 Abs
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SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
Combined Results

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
SUBORDINATE BONDS, SERIES 2021B

I~~~

[ Preliminary -- for discussion only ]

Dated Date 12/01/2021
Delivery Date 12/01/2021
Sources: SERIES 2021A SERIES 2021B Total
Bond Proceeds:
Par Amount 520,000.00 177,000.00 697,000.00
520,000.00 177,000.00 697,000.00
Uses: SERIES 2021A SERIES 2021B Total
Project Fund Deposits:
Project Fund 399,150.00 171,690.00 570,840.00
Other Fund Deposits:
Debt Service Reserve Fund 18,250.00 18,250.00
Cost of Issuance:
Other Cost of Issuance 100,000.00 100,000.00
Delivery Date Expenses:
Underwriter's Discount 2,600.00 5,310.00 7,910.00
520,000.00 177,000.00 697,000.00

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB

(Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:21ABA) 31



SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
55.277 (target) Mills
Assumes Investment Grade, 130x, 30-yr. Maturity
(Full Growth / No Reassessment*)

[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Dated Date 12/01/2021
Delivery Date 12/01/2021

Sources:

Bond Proceeds:
Par Amount 520,000.00

520,000.00

Uses:

Project Fund Deposits:

Project Fund 399,150.00
Other Fund Deposits:

Debt Service Reserve Fund 18,250.00
Cost of Issuance:

Other Cost of Issuance 100,000.00
Delivery Date Expenses:

Underwriter's Discount 2,600.00

520,000.00

Note: [*] Assumes 2% Bi-Reassessment thru Issuance date, No Bi-Reassessment thereafter.

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB

(Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:ANOV0717-21IGLBA) 32



BOND SUMMARY STATISTICS

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
55.277 (target) Mills
Assumes Investment Grade, 130x, 30-yr. Maturity
(Full Growth / No Reassessment*)

[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Dated Date 12/01/2021
Delivery Date 12/01/2021
First Coupon 06/01/2022
Last Maturity 12/01/2051
Arbitrage Yield 5.000000%
True Interest Cost (TIC) 5.042878%
Net Interest Cost (NIC) 5.025553%
All-In TIC 6.995674%
Average Coupon 5.000000%
Average Life (years) 19.567
Weighted Average Maturity (years) 19.567
Duration of Issue (years) 11.969
Par Amount 520,000.00
Bond Proceeds 520,000.00
Total Interest 508,750.00
Net Interest 511,350.00
Bond Years from Dated Date 10,175,000.00
Bond Years from Delivery Date 10,175,000.00
Total Debt Service 1,028,750.00
Maximum Annual Debt Service 52,500.00
Average Annual Debt Service 34,291.67

Underwriter's Fees (per $1000)
Average Takedown

Other Fee 5.000000
Total Underwriter's Discount 5.000000
Bid Price 99.500000
Average
Par Average Average Maturity PV of 1 bp
Bond Component Value Price Coupon Life Date change
Term Bond due 2051 520,000.00 100.000 5.000% 19.567 06/25/2041 806.00
520,000.00 19.567 806.00
All-In Arbitrage
TIC TIC Yield
Par Value 520,000.00 520,000.00 520,000.00

+ Accrued Interest
+ Premium (Discount)

- Underwriter's Discount -2,600.00 -2,600.00

- Cost of Issuance Expense -100,000.00

- Other Amounts
Target Value 517,400.00 417,400.00 520,000.00
Target Date 12/01/2021 12/01/2021 12/01/2021
Yield 5.042878% 6.995674% 5.000000%

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB (Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:ANOV0717-21IGLBA) 33



BOND DEBT SERVICE

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
55.277 (target) Mills
Assumes Investment Grade, 130x, 30-yr. Maturity
(Full Growth / No Reassessment*)

[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Annual
Period Debt Debt
Ending Principal Coupon Interest Service Service
06/01/2022 13,000 13,000
12/01/2022 13,000 13,000 26,000
06/01/2023 13,000 13,000
12/01/2023 10,000 5.000% 13,000 23,000 36,000
06/01/2024 12,750 12,750
12/01/2024 10,000 5.000% 12,750 22,750 35,500
06/01/2025 12,500 12,500
12/01/2025 10,000 5.000% 12,500 22,500 35,000
06/01/2026 12,250 12,250
12/01/2026 10,000 5.000% 12,250 22,250 34,500
06/01/2027 12,000 12,000
12/01/2027 10,000 5.000% 12,000 22,000 34,000
06/01/2028 11,750 11,750
12/01/2028 10,000 5.000% 11,750 21,750 33,500
06/01/2029 11,500 11,500
12/01/2029 10,000 5.000% 11,500 21,500 33,000
06/01/2030 11,250 11,250
12/01/2030 10,000 5.000% 11,250 21,250 32,500
06/01/2031 11,000 11,000
12/01/2031 10,000 5.000% 11,000 21,000 32,000
06/01/2032 10,750 10,750
12/01/2032 10,000 5.000% 10,750 20,750 31,500
06/01/2033 10,500 10,500
12/01/2033 15,000 5.000% 10,500 25,500 36,000
06/01/2034 10,125 10,125
12/01/2034 15,000 5.000% 10,125 25,125 35,250
06/01/2035 9,750 9,750
12/01/2035 15,000 5.000% 9,750 24,750 34,500
06/01/2036 9,375 9,375
12/01/2036 15,000 5.000% 9,375 24,375 33,750
06/01/2037 9,000 9,000
12/01/2037 15,000 5.000% 9,000 24,000 33,000
06/01/2038 8,625 8,625
12/01/2038 15,000 5.000% 8,625 23,625 32,250
06/01/2039 8,250 8,250
12/01/2039 20,000 5.000% 8,250 28,250 36,500
06/01/2040 7,750 7,750
12/01/2040 20,000 5.000% 7,750 27,750 35,500
06/01/2041 7,250 7,250
12/01/2041 20,000 5.000% 7,250 27,250 34,500
06/01/2042 6,750 6,750
12/01/2042 20,000 5.000% 6,750 26,750 33,500
06/01/2043 6,250 6,250
12/01/2043 20,000 5.000% 6,250 26,250 32,500
06/01/2044 5,750 5,750
12/01/2044 20,000 5.000% 5,750 25,750 31,500
06/01/2045 5,250 5,250
12/01/2045 25,000 5.000% 5,250 30,250 35,500
06/01/2046 4,625 4,625
12/01/2046 25,000 5.000% 4,625 29,625 34,250
06/01/2047 4,000 4,000
12/01/2047 25,000 5.000% 4,000 29,000 33,000
06/01/2048 3,375 3,375
12/01/2048 25,000 5.000% 3,375 28,375 31,750
06/01/2049 2,750 2,750
12/01/2049 30,000 5.000% 2,750 32,750 35,500
06/01/2050 2,000 2,000
12/01/2050 30,000 5.000% 2,000 32,000 34,000
06/01/2051 1,250 1,250
12/01/2051 50,000 5.000% 1,250 51,250 52,500
520,000 508,750 1,028,750 1,028,750
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NET DEBT SERVICE

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
55.277 (target) Mills
Assumes Investment Grade, 130x, 30-yr. Maturity
(Full Growth / No Reassessment*)

[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Period Total Debt Service Net
Ending Principal Interest Debt Service Reserve Fund  Debt Service
12/01/2022 26,000 26,000 26,000
12/01/2023 10,000 26,000 36,000 36,000
12/01/2024 10,000 25,500 35,500 35,500
12/01/2025 10,000 25,000 35,000 35,000
12/01/2026 10,000 24,500 34,500 34,500
12/01/2027 10,000 24,000 34,000 34,000
12/01/2028 10,000 23,500 33,500 33,500
12/01/2029 10,000 23,000 33,000 33,000
12/01/2030 10,000 22,500 32,500 32,500
12/01/2031 10,000 22,000 32,000 32,000
12/01/2032 10,000 21,500 31,500 31,500
12/01/2033 15,000 21,000 36,000 36,000
12/01/2034 15,000 20,250 35,250 35,250
12/01/2035 15,000 19,500 34,500 34,500
12/01/2036 15,000 18,750 33,750 33,750
12/01/2037 15,000 18,000 33,000 33,000
12/01/2038 15,000 17,250 32,250 32,250
12/01/2039 20,000 16,500 36,500 36,500
12/01/2040 20,000 15,500 35,500 35,500
12/01/2041 20,000 14,500 34,500 34,500
12/01/2042 20,000 13,500 33,500 33,500
12/01/2043 20,000 12,500 32,500 32,500
12/01/2044 20,000 11,500 31,500 31,500
12/01/2045 25,000 10,500 35,500 35,500
12/01/2046 25,000 9,250 34,250 34,250
12/01/2047 25,000 8,000 33,000 33,000
12/01/2048 25,000 6,750 31,750 31,750
12/01/2049 30,000 5,500 35,500 35,500
12/01/2050 30,000 4,000 34,000 34,000
12/01/2051 50,000 2,500 52,500 18,250 34,250
520,000 508,750 1,028,750 18,250 1,010,500

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB (Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:ANOV0717-21IGLBA) 35



BOND SOLUTION

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS, SERIES 2021A
55.277 (target) Mills
Assumes Investment Grade, 130x, 30-yr. Maturity
(Full Growth / No Reassessment*)

[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Period Proposed Proposed Debt Service Total Adj Revenue Unused Debt Serv

Ending Principal Debt Service Adjustments Debt Service Constraints Revenues Coverage
12/01/2022 26,000 26,000 37,584 11,584 144.55488%
12/01/2023 10,000 36,000 36,000 47,700 11,700 132.50014%
12/01/2024 10,000 35,500 35,500 47,700 12,200 134.36634%
12/01/2025 10,000 35,000 35,000 47,700 12,700 136.28586%
12/01/2026 10,000 34,500 34,500 47,700 13,200 138.26101%
12/01/2027 10,000 34,000 34,000 47,700 13,700 140.29426%
12/01/2028 10,000 33,500 33,500 47,700 14,200 142.38821%
12/01/2029 10,000 33,000 33,000 47,700 14,700 144.54561%
12/01/2030 10,000 32,500 32,500 47,700 15,200 146.76938%
12/01/2031 10,000 32,000 32,000 47,700 15,700 149.06266%
12/01/2032 10,000 31,500 31,500 47,700 16,200 151.42873%
12/01/2033 15,000 36,000 36,000 47,700 11,700 132.50014%
12/01/2034 15,000 35,250 35,250 47,700 12,450 135.31929%
12/01/2035 15,000 34,500 34,500 47,700 13,200 138.26101%
12/01/2036 15,000 33,750 33,750 47,700 13,950 141.33348%
12/01/2037 15,000 33,000 33,000 47,700 14,700 144.54561%
12/01/2038 15,000 32,250 32,250 47,700 15,450 147.90713%
12/01/2039 20,000 36,500 36,500 47,700 11,200 130.68507%
12/01/2040 20,000 35,500 35,500 47,700 12,200 134.36634%
12/01/2041 20,000 34,500 34,500 47,700 13,200 138.26101%
12/01/2042 20,000 33,500 33,500 47,700 14,200 142.38821%
12/01/2043 20,000 32,500 32,500 47,700 15,200 146.76938%
12/01/2044 20,000 31,500 31,500 47,700 16,200 151.42873%
12/01/2045 25,000 35,500 35,500 47,700 12,200 134.36634%
12/01/2046 25,000 34,250 34,250 47,700 13,450 139.27022%
12/01/2047 25,000 33,000 33,000 47,700 14,700 144.54561%
12/01/2048 25,000 31,750 31,750 47,700 15,950 150.23638%
12/01/2049 30,000 35,500 35,500 47,700 12,200 134.36634%
12/01/2050 30,000 34,000 34,000 47,700 13,700 140.29426%
12/01/2051 50,000 52,500 -18,250 34,250 47,700 13,450 139.27022%

520,000 1,028,750 -18,250 1,010,500 1,420,886 410,386

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB (Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:ANOV0717-21IGLBA) 36



SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT

SUBORDINATE BONDS, SERIES 2021B
Non-Rated, Cash-Flow Bonds, Annual Pay, 12/15/2051 (Stated) Maturity
[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Dated Date
Delivery Date

Sources:

Bond Proceeds:

Par Amount 177,000.00
177,000.00
Uses:
Project Fund Deposits:
Project Fund 171,690.00
Delivery Date Expenses:
Underwriter's Discount 5,310.00
177,000.00

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB
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BOND PRICING

GRAND JUNCTION R-5 METROPOLITAN DISTRICT
SUBORDINATE BONDS, SERIES 2021B
Non-Rated, Cash-Flow Bonds, Annual Pay, 12/15/2051 (Stated) Maturity
[ Preliminary -- for discsussion only ]

Maturity
Bond Component Date Amount Rate Yield Price
Term Bond due 2051:
12/15/2051 177,000 8.000% 8.000% 100.000
177,000

Dated Date 12/01/2021

Delivery Date 12/01/2021

First Coupon 12/15/2021

Par Amount 177,000.00

Original Issue Discount

Production 177,000.00  100.000000%

Underwriter's Discount -5,310.00 -3.000000%

Purchase Price 171,690.00 97.000000%

Accrued Interest

Net Proceeds 171,690.00

Nov 7, 2017 12:13 pm Prepared by D.A. Davidson & Co Quantitative Group~CB (Grand Junction R-5 MD 17:ANOV0717-21BCFA) 38



EXHIBIT G

Sample Disclosure Statement to Purchasers

Below is sample language (preliminary, may be refined) for a “disclosure statement” addendum
to all sales contracts for townhome lots and/or townhome units:

Special taxing districts may be subject to general obligation indebtedness that is paid by
revenues produced from annual tax levies on the taxable property within such districts.
Property owners in such districts may be placed at risk for increased mill levies and excessive
tax burdens to support the servicing of such debt where circumstances arise resulting in the
inability of such a district to discharge such indebtedness without such an increase in mill
levies. Buyer should investigate the debt financing requirements of the authorized general
obligation indebtedness of such districts, existing mill levies of such district(s) servicing such
indebtedness, and the potential for an increase in such mill levies. More information can be
obtained online at www.lowellvillage.co.
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CITY O

Grand Junction
( COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #6.a.ii.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager

Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Kathy Portner

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Accepting a Petition for the Annexation and Ordinances Annexing and
Zoning the Camp Annexation CSR (Community Services and Recreation) and C-1
(Light Commercial), Located at 171 Lake Road

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested zoning at their
February 27, 2018 meeting.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicants, Mirror Pond, LLC, have requested annexation of their 8.626 acres
located at 171 Lake Road. The proposed annexation also includes all of the right-of-
way of variable width of Power Road (approximately 750 linear feet), Dike Road
(approximately 652 linear feet), and Lake Road (approximately 532 linear feet). The
property is currently used as a primitive campground for special events under a Special
Use Permit issued by Mesa County. The Applicant is requesting annexation for future
development of the property, which is anticipated to constitute "annexable
development" and as such is required to annex in accordance with the Persigo
Agreement.

The request also includes zoning of 4.445 acres of the property to CSR (Community
Services and Recreation) and zoning to C-1 (Light Commercial) for 4.181 acres of the
property. The proposed split zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future
Land Use Map and recognizes the constraints of the special flood hazard areas on the
property.



BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The Camp annexation consists of one 8.626 acre parcel of land and 2.026 acres of
adjacent right-of-way. The property is currently used as a primitive campground for
special events under a Special Use Permit issued by Mesa County. The Applicant
plans to continue to operate the campground under the terms of the original permit, but
is requesting annexation at this time in anticipation of further development of the
property.

Use of the property as a primitive campground for special events was originally
approved by Mesa County in 2015 to provide camping facilities during area events,
with a calendar of events being approved annually. There is an existing residential
structure on the site that is used for an on-site caretaker. The campground operates
from April through October and provides temporary toilets, trash, security and on-site
personnel. Operation of the campground was approved for 18 events in 2017 by Mesa
County and the same number of events are proposed for 2018.

The property is currently zoned RSF-R (Residential Single Family, Rural) in the County.
The Applicant is requesting a split zoning of CSR (Community Services and
Recreation) for 4.445 acres and C-1 (Light Commercial) for 4.181 acres. The CSR
zone district allows primitive campgrounds and both the CSR and C-1 zone districts
also allow non-primitive campgrounds, amongst other uses. The use as it was
approved by Mesa County will be allowed to continue until such time as additional
development or a major revision is proposed. The proposed split zoning of CSR and C-
1 is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map that dedicates
these two areas as Conservation and Neighborhood Center. The CSR zone district is
intended for uses such as parks, open space and recreational uses and can be applied
to environmentally sensitive lands and in this case would apply to the portion of the
property within the Floodway and with a Future Land Use Designation of Conservation.
The C-1 zone district is a district for the primary use as Office, retail and services and is
proposed for the portion of the property along Power Road, which has a Future Land
Use Designation of Neighborhood Center. The area proposed for C-1 zoning is located
within the designated 100-year floodplain which requires any proposed buildings to be
elevated one foot above the flood elevation.

The property is adjacent to existing city limits, within the Persigo 201 boundary and is
Annexable Development as defined in the Persigo Agreement. Under the 1998 Persigo
Agreement with Mesa County, all proposed development within the Persigo
Wastewater Treatment Facility 201 service boundary requires annexation by the City.
The property owners have signed a petition for annexation of the property, which
includes all of the right-of-way of variable width of Power Road (approximately 750
linear feet), Dike Road (approximately 652 linear feet), and Lake Road (approximately
532 linear feet).



NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on October 10, 2017 consistent with the
requirements of Section 21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and Development Code. Eight
citizens attended the meeting along with the Applicant, Applicant’s representative and
City Staff. The Applicant discussed the proposed annexation and zoning and the plan
to continue operating the primitive campground as originally approved. Attendees
expressed their concern with transient activity in the area. There was also some
discussion of potential future use of the property.

Notice was completed consistent to the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the City’s
Zoning and Development Code. Mailed notice of the application submittal in the form of
notification cards was sent to surrounding property owners within 500 feet of the
subject property on February 16, 2018. The subject property was posted with an
application sign on December 15, 2017 and notice of the public hearing was published
February 20, 2018 in the Grand Junction Sentinel.

ANNEXATION ANALYSIS

Staff has found, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable state law,
including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the Camp
Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the following:

a) A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more than
50% of the property described;

b) Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is contiguous with
the existing City limits;

c) A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City. This is
so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single demographic and
economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, and regularly do, use City
streets, parks and other urban facilities;

d) The area is or will be urbanized in the near future;

e) The area is capable of being integrated with the City;

f) No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed annexation;

g) No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more with an

assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included without the
owner’s consent.



The proposed annexation and zoning schedule with a summary is attached.

ZONING ANALYSIS

Pursuant to Section 21.02.140 (a) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development
Code, the City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of
the following rezone criteria as identified:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or

The current zoning in unincorporated Mesa County is RSF-R (Residential Single
Family, Rural), which is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map designation that was adopted subsequent to the original zoning. The Future Land
Use Map adopted in 2010, designated the south half of the property as Neighborhood
Center, which can be implemented by the requested C-1 zone district, and the north
half of the property as Conservation, which can be implemented by the requested CSR
zone district. Though the current zoning is not in the City, the subsequent event of
adopting the 2010 Comprehensive Plan and its associated land use designations has
invalidated the current/original zoning and therefore Staff finds that this criterion has
been met.

(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment
is consistent with the Plan; and/or

Properties to the north and west of the Camp Annexation are still outside the City limits
and zoned RSF-R with single family homes or vacant property. Properties to the east
and south are inside the City limits and zoned C-1 and C-2. Development on those
properties consist of the Pepsi warehouse and the Safeway Shopping Center that have
been there for 20 plus years.

Staff has not found that the character of the area has changed and therefore finds this
criterion has not been met.

(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land
use proposed; and/or

Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the property and
are sufficient to serve future development of uses allowed with the CSR and C-1 zone
districts. Ute Water and City sanitary sewer are both presently available in Power
Road. Property can also be served by Xcel Energy natural gas and electric. Due to the
proximity and availability of services and facilities, staff finds this criterion has been
met.



(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or

The portion of this property that is proposed for C-1 zoning is within the Neighborhood
Center identified on the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan.
Neighborhood Centers were identified throughout the community to serve the needs of
the immediate neighborhoods with a mix of residential and commercial uses. Though
there is C-1 located to the South and east of the property, the Future Land Use Map
calls for additional area to designated for a mix of uses, including commercial uses
allowed within the C-1 zone district in this area.

The CSR zoning proposed is specific to the constraints of the portion of the property
located within the regulated Floodway. Because there exists properties that have
significant constraints such as this property from the special flood hazard area
Floodway delineation, it could be implied that until all such properties are appropriately
zoned that there is an inadequate supply of the CSR zone district designation.

Staff finds that there is an inadequate supply of these zoning designations in this area
and, therefore, has found this criterion to have been met.

(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from
the proposed amendment.

The area and community, in general, would derive benefits from the proposed zoning
of this property as it would provide mixed use opportunities in an identified
Neighborhood Center and preserve and protect the designated Floodway. This
principle is supported and encouraged by the Comprehensive Plan and furthers the
goal of promoting infill development. Because the community and area will derive
benefits, staff has found this criterion has been met.

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code states that the
City may rezone property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the property as
Neighborhood Center and Conservation. The request for a C-1 zone district is
consistent with the Neighborhood Center designation and the request for a CSR zone
district is consistent with the Conservation designation and works to implement the
Comprehensive Plan. Further, the zoning request is consistent with the following goal
of the Comprehensive Plan:

Goal 3/ Policy A.: To create large and small “centers” throughout the community that
provide services and commercial area.



Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code, states that the zoning of an
annexation area shall be consistent with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the
criteria set forth. The Comprehensive Plan shows this area to develop in the
Neighborhood Center and Conservation categories. The Applicant’s request to zone
the property to C-1 and CSR is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

After reviewing the Zoning of the Camp Annexation, ANX-2017-611, a request to zone
the 8.626 -acre property to the C-1 zone district (4.181 acres) and CSR zone district
(4.445 acres), the following findings of fact have been made:

1. The requested zone is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive
Plan.

2. More than one of the applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code have been met.

3. The applicable review criteria in Section 21.02.160(f) of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code have been met.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The provision of municipal services will be consistent with adjacent properties already
in the City. Property tax levies and municipal sales/use tax will be collected, as
applicable, upon annexation.

Annual maintenance cost for the 536 linear feet of pavement on Lake Road, 538 linear
feet of pavement on Dike Road, and 550 linear feet of pavement on Power Road is
estimated at approximately $560/year. Future chipseal cost for the roads is estimated
at $5,216 and would be planned as part of this area’s normal chip seal cycle in the next
six years.

The cost to improve the road frontages to a local road according to the Grand Valley
Circulation Plan is estimated at $950,000. No plans are in place for this major
improvement.

This area is currently in the Grand Junction Rural Fire District and receives fire and
emergency medical services from the Grand Junction Fire Department by contract.
Primary fire and emergency medical response to this area is from Fire Station 1 and
secondary from Fire Station 5. The area is within recommended National Fire
Protection Association response time standards from either station. The current use
has minimal impact on fire and EMS services, but that could change depending on
future development. This annexation does create a fiscal impact in loss of tax revenue
to the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection Redlands Sub-District, which in turn is a



revenue reduction to the City based on the fire district contract.

The Police Department review of the site indicates that it is currently well managed and
that there are no recorded calls for service in the last year. Therefore, impact to Police
Department Operations will be minimal. However, future development of commercial
property could change that impact based on the type and size of development.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (adopt or deny) Resolution No. 20-18, a resolution accepting a petition for the
annexation of lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, making certain findings,
and determining that property known as the Camp Annexation, located at 171 Lake
Road is eligible for annexation, and to (adopt/deny) Ordinance No. 4792 an Ordinance
annexing territory to the City Of Grand Junction, Colorado, Camp Annexation,
approximately 10.652 acres, located at 171 Lake Road, on final passage and order
final publication in pamphlet form and to (adopt/deny) Ordinance No. 4793,

an Ordinance zoning the Camp Annexation to CSR (Community Services and
Recreation) and C-1 (Light Commercial) located at 171 Lake Road on final passage
and order final publication in pamphlet form.

Attachments
The Camp Annexation Schedule
Site Maps
Site Photos

Applicant letter

Public Comment

Public Comment
Resolution

Annexation Ordinance
Camp Zoning Ordinance
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January 17, 2018

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction of a Proposed
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use

February 27, 2018 | Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation

March 7, 2018 Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council

March 21, 2018 )
Council

Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation by City

April 22, 2018 Effective date of Annexation

March 21, 2018 City Council considers Zone of Annexation

File Number:

ANX-2017-611

Location:

171 Lake Road

Tax ID Numbers:

2945-164-00-290

# of Parcels: 1

Existing Population: 0

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 0

# of Dwelling Units: 0

Acres land annexed: 10.652
Developable Acres Remaining: 10.652
Right-of-way in Annexation: 83,512 s.f.
Previous County Zoning: RSF-R
Proposed City Zoning: CSR and C-1

Current Land Use:

Primitive Campground

Future Land Use:

Primitive Campground

Assessed: $34,060
Values:
Actual: $117,450
Address Ranges: 171 Lake Road
Water: Ute
Sewer: City
. Fire: GJ Rural
Special — . .
Districts: Irrigation/Drainage: | Redlands Water and Power

School:

Fruita Monument HS / Redlands Middle / Scenic
Elementary

Pest:

Grand River Mosquito Control District
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The Camp caretaker house along Lake Road




The Camp property along Dike Road
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The Camp entrance from Power Road




March 14, 2018

Kathy Portner
City of Grand Junction
Community Development

RE: The Camp Annexation

Dear Kathy,

| thought it would be helpful to share this letter with you in regards to our annexation of the property at
171 Lake Road. Unfortunately | will be out of town for the public hearing but thought it might be useful
to understand the history of the property, our current use, and the potential for future development on
the property.

We had been looking at this property for many years before purchasing the property in 2014. Prior to
purchasing the property we met with City and County staff, informally met with some of the neighbors
and completed a CLOMR-F with FEMA as part of the process of understanding the future potential of the
property. We purchased the property as a long-term hold believing that in the future, maybe 10 years
down the road, the property would be appropriate for multifamily development. The property’s
location next to a neighborhood commercial center, close to downtown, and directly adjacent to the
riverfront trail to connected lakes were all positive factors for future multifamily development.

We felt that in time, the residential neighborhood to the west may evolve into a higher and better use
as it has such a central and convenient location near the same amenities but vertical development there
would be a challenge with the lack of sewer and difficulties of development in the floodway.

Even though we had studied the property for several months and visited the property several times we
were surprised to find a large occupied transient camp that was buried deep in the trees and dense
foliage that existed on the property. There were several other abandoned camps across the property
and in cleaning these up and removing them, as well as other trash on the property, several 30 yard roll-
off containers were filled and hauled to the dump. In the past the County had an inmate program that
would assist in the cleanup but had changed policy because of the health hazard associated.

It was clear that we needed an interim use to discourage this activity and over time an idea evolved to
open as a primitive campground for select weekends during other events in town and establish a

presence on the site. Initially the inspiration came from a combination of the Grand Junction Off-road
and Country Jam but over the years it has grown to accommodate other events in town. The first

weekend we were open it was lightly attended but a huge success. The customers who came were all
pleasantly surprised by the amount of trees and space on the site as well as its convenient location to
downtown. For all the years we had been looking at the property we never heard locals refer to it the



way people were after our first event. After the event we had several locals tell us the property was a
“gem”. Not only was the use helpful in establishing a presence on the site and discouraging unhealthy
occupation of the site, but it was clear now that it was changing the perception of the property and
perhaps the neighborhood as well.

Over time we have continued to make small improvements to the site including re-establishing our
irrigation feed from the Redlands Power Canal, installing a potable water supply, and rebuilding a home
on the property complete with bathrooms for our campers during event weekends. In the past we’ve
kept the property occupied with camp hosts for the season, however this year, with completion of the
house, we will be able to maintain a presence on the site year-round.

The Camp is not just a campground but also a place where events can be held. In 2017 we hosted the
inaugural Grand Enduro put on by local pro Noah Sears and race organizer John Klish of MAD Racing, an
epic mountain bike race sending riders on series of timed sections in the nearby Tabeguache/Lunch
Loops/Three sisters area. The Camp hosted the first Grand Valley Bike Swap put on by local professional
photographer and mountain biking advocate Devon Balet and the local COPMOBA chapter. The Camp
was also considered as a potential site for the Colorado Outdoor Leadership Summit as well as a Big
Agnes “Tent City” that was being planned in conjunction with that event.

Although we have yet to make a profit, and may not for a long time, we believe that the interim use has
been a benefit not only to the site but also to the neighborhood as a whole. Our intent is to continue
this interim use until such time that development of the property is appropriate. Although we do not
have a crystal ball, we believe that the future development of the site could likely be multifamily
development or storage units. Its also possible that the interim use could evolve over time to be a more
permanent use with more permanent facilities, RV hookups, park models, etc. Of the three scenarios
we prefer the evolution of the camp as a permanent facility but only time will tell if that is a feasible
long-term use for the property.

For 2018 we plan to continue to build relationships with event promoters, increase our grass
groundcover across the property, improve our common-area, pump track and trail, and add wifi to the
property. We will continue to operate as a good neighbor to both residential and commercial
neighbors, be a benefit to visitors to our area wanting to be close to shopping and restaurants, and be
an example of how an interim use can be a catalyst for an area to be looked at from a new and positive
perspective. We appreciate your consideration of our application for annexation and look forward to
the future evolution of this property as a real asset to the community.

Sincerely,

Kevin Bray, Manager

Mirror Pond LLC



Mail - kathyp@gjeity.org Page 1 of 1

The Camp comments

John M. Klish <klishy@madracingcolorado.com >

Thu 3/15/2018 7:18 AM

To:Katherine Portner <kathyp@gjcity.orgs;

Hey Kathy,

I was requested to put in some comments regarding The Camp since Kevin said they're annexing the property and wanted me to
send over comments to you yesterday. | didn't get his request until this morning, so I'm sending it over anyway in case you still
can take them.

Anyway, The Camp has been a great venue location for the Grand Enduro and many other events - we're locking forward to many
more fun activities there as we continue to grow our events in GJ. They are the key to the new Gl as it's unique and provides a
great camping experience.

Best MADess,

John M. Klish || CEO

Event Solutions || Timing || Registration || Results || MAD Events
Grand Junction, CO

p: (970} 744-4450 || e: klishv@madracingcolorado.com || w: www.madracingcolorado.com

https://outlook.office365.com/owa/?realm=gjcity.org&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0 3/16/2018
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The Camp Observation

Ryan Lewis <ryan@thelewisagencyllc.com>

Thu 3/15/2018 7:15 AM

To:Katherine Portner <kathyp@gjcity.orgs;

Good morning Kathy!

My name is Ryan Lewis, Owner and Brand Strategist of the Lewis Agency. My business resides next to the
Camp. | moved to that location prior to the camp moving in. We had big issues with transient traffic and hangouts.
The Camp moved in with Bray and Perter as leaders and we have seen a huge decrease of issues. They have
cleaned up the property and it looks great. That is my two cents. Thank you for your time!

The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential
and/or legally privileged information. If you are not the intendsd recipient, please immediately alert the sender by reply &-mail and then
delete this message and arny attachments. If you are not the intended recigient, you are notified that any use, dissemination, distribution,
copying, or storage of this message or any aftachment is strictly prohibited.

https://outlook.office365.com/owa/?realm=gjcity.org&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0 3/16/2018



February 22, 2018

Community Development
250 North 5% Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501-2628

Attn: Kathy Portner, Planner
Subject: ANX-2017-611, The Camp Annexation

Comments/Questions on the Proposed Annexation of approximately 8.5 acres, 171 Lake Road.

1. The Bigger Picture...
To the north of this requested annexation lies a small neighborhood that is in the City but NOT
in the City limits. There are approximately 100+ homes that are on un-incorporated County land.
No sidewalks, curbs, gutters, no sewer, a barely acceptable potable water supply. The
annexation as proposed will push commercial property further into this struggling, neglected
neighborhood. Realtors will profit, developers will profit, contractors will profit, City coffers will
plump from fees. The situation of these local residents will be the same after the annexation as
it was before. You have granted a building permit (17-01648) for a building on the elevated
remains of a burned out house present on the property, thus assuring the current owners that
they can sell as RSF-R if not C-1 Commercial. You allowed this house to be connected to a sewer
lift that is near capacity. A low cost connection for the developer that neglects the bigger issues.

2. Nothing New...
| have occupied property to the south of this requested annexation for 55 years. The old Bowers
property has been problematic my entire life, it is the acme of neglected properties. It is the
“border” between developed property and the stricken neighborhood discussed above. When
this property came for sale | was interested, as was my brother, and several other people | know
inquired about it. We were all told the same thing by City Planning: Prior to ANY development
this property would be annexed into the City and ALL improvements along Power Road and Dike
(Lake) Road would have to be made. At one point the asking price for this property was
$1,000,000 — it sold for $47,000... Less than 5% of the original asking price. You have allowed
considerable development on this property WITHOUT requiring the upgrades you told others
would be mandatory?

3. Community Service — Really...?
The split between C-1 and CSR zoning appears to be an attempt on the part of the developer to
eliminate the required improvements along Power Road. | have reviewed the approximately 180
parcels that carry the CSR designation in Mesa County. It’s clear the CSR designation was NOT
intended as a way for someone to operate a for-profit-business on property that would get
favored tax status from a CSR designation. Very few CSR parcels are owned by private
individuals or companies, those that are appear to be involved in mineral (gravel) extraction. If
approximately half of the property can be eliminated from required improvements then the half



that becomes C-1 would be worth much more than if not. Four acres of commercial property on
the Redlands is worth the current asking price of $450,000, 10 times the purchase price.

4. Aplaceto callHome...?
Displacing homeless people hardly counts as Community Service. | have watched these people
be displaced for five decades, they will be back, and they didn’t go far, check the other side of
the fence to the west. The developer did not house these people, find them jobs, food, health
care, only displaced them, a common approach in the place we live. Cleaning up the property is
a big benefit to all surrounding parcels. Visit the website for The Camp, read the reviews left by
attendees. This is NOT a good place to camp. Under high voltage power lines, in a floodway,
surrounded by un-maintained cottonwood trees of unusual height. These trees can be
dangerous, does the power company easement allow for campers in their right of way? Does it
allow for a property entrance driveway under the power lines, near the power poles?

5. Use the Front Entrance please...
This property is addressed as 171 Lake Road (sometimes 171 Dike Road), that’s where the
entrance is and should be, including any camp grounds. The Camp has cut an impromptu
driveway entrance to their property from Power Road. This is a problem, there is no
deceleration or turn lane from Power Road. Traffic on Power Road dictates that this entrance be
dramatically improved — or ELIMINATED. There are no sidewalks, curbs, gutters, on the north
side of Power Road, not required?

6. Back to #1 above. It is time to address expansion into a part of the City that is NOT part of the
City. The purpose of annexation is to improve a given area, improve services, and improve the
quality of life. This neighborhood deserves more than allowing developers to pick low hanging
fruit, connect to existing services, ignore their responsibilities, and take the profits.

Dave F. Brach

2499 Power Road

Grand Junction, CO 81507
970-242-0117
brachd@msn.com



mailto:brachd@msn.com

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A PETITION
FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS
TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO,
MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS,
AND DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE
CAMP ANNEXATION, LOCATED AT 171 LAKE ROAD
IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION

WHEREAS, on the 17t day of January 2018, a petition was referred to the City
Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the following
property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows:

CAMP ANNEXATION

A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 15 and the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 1/4 SE
1/4) of Section 16, all in Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal Meridian and
being more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16 and
assuming the East line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16 bears S 00°17'33" W with
all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Commencement, S 00°17'33" W along the East line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16,
also being the West line of the Western Annexation, Ordinance No. 1278, as same is
recorded in Book 918, Page 495, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of
377.37 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence continuing along the Westerly line of
said Western Annexation the following three (3) courses:
1) $56°18'07" E, a distance of 63.03 feet, thence...
2.) S 17°17'27" E, a distance of 538.00 feet, thence...
3.) $ 39°10'27" E, a distance of 114.00 feet, thence along the Northerly limits of the
Pioneer Village Annexation, Ordinance No. 1847, as same is recorded with Reception
No. 1211412 the following three (3) courses:
1) S 14°42'54" W, a distance of 20.14 feet, thence...
2.) N 75°17'06" W, a distance of 41.75 feet, thence...
3.) 5 85°12'35" W, a distance of 243.10 feet, more or less, to a point on the West line
of the NW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15, thence along the Northerly limits of the
Brach Annexation, Ordinance No. 2105, as same is recorded in Book 1419, Page 232,
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado the following five (5) courses:
1.) N 00°17'33" E, along said West line, a distance of 16.34 feet, thence...



2.) N 88°54'36" W, a distance of 136.82 feet, thence...

3.) N 89°43'08" W, a distance of 119.70 feet, thence...

4) N 84°39'05" W, a distance of 50.37 feet, thence...

5.) N 85°01'08" W, a distance of 367.61 feet to a point being the Northwest corner of

said Brach Annexation;

thence N 00°42'08" W, a distance of 12.69 feet, more or less, to a point being the Northwest
corner of Brach's Commercial Subdivision, as same is recorded in Book 3897, Page 199, Public
Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S 84°38'45" E, a distance of 1.98 feet to a point
being the beginning of a 392.78 foot radius curve, concave North, whose long chord bears S
81°45'02" E with a long chord length of 50.13 feet; thence Easterly along the arc of said
curve, thru a central angle of 07°19'04" an arc length of 50.17 feet; thence S 85°19'05" E,
a distance of 165.83 feet, more or less, to a point being the Southerly projection of the
West line of that certain parcel of land, the description of which is recorded within a
Personal Representative’'s Deed recorded in Book 5589, Page 509, Public Records of Mesa
County, Colorado, said parcel surveyed and described by RiverCity Consultants, Survey
Deposit 4944-14; thence N 00°10'25" E, along said West line, a distance of 573.09 feet;
thence S 69°42'44" E, a distance of 88.90 feet; thence N 41°42'44" W, a distance of 590.05
feet, more or less, to a point on the North line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16;
thence N 89°02'06" E, along said North line, a distance of 8.92 feet; thence S 46°36'24" E,
a distance of 195.09 feet; thence S 75°05'12" E, a distance of 133.32 feet; thence N
26°29'21" E, a distance of 50.00 feet to a point on the Northerly right of way for Lake Road,
as same is recorded in Book 1510, Page 569, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence
S 63°30'39" E, along said Northerly line, a distance of 218.54 feet; thence S 59°00'17" E,
along said Northerly line, a distance of 314.36 feet, more or less, to a point on the East line
of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16; thence N 00°17'33" E, along said East line, a
distance of 18.38 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.

CONTAINING 463,986 Square Feet or 10.652 Acres, more or less, as described.

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 21st
day of March, 2018; and

WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined and does hereby find and
determine that said petition is in substantial compliance with statutory requirements
therefore, that one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be annexed is
contiguous with the City; that a community of interest exists between the territory and the
City; that the territory proposed to be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near
future; that the said territory is integrated or is capable of being integrated with said City;
that no land held in identical ownership has been divided without the consent of the
landowner; that no land held in identical ownership comprising more than twenty acres
which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, has an assessed valuation
in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included without the landowner’s consent;
and that no election is required under the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965.



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

The said territory is eligible for annexation to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, and
should be so annexed by Ordinance.

ADOPTED the day of , 2018.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that a hearing will be held in accordance with the Resolution
on the date and at the time and place set forth in the Resolution.

City Clerk



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

CAMP ANNEXATION
APPROXIMATELY 10.652 ACRES LOCATED AT 171 LAKE ROAD
WHEREAS, on the 17" day of January 2018, the City Council of the City of Grand
Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described territory to the

City of Grand Junction; and

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 21st
day of March 2018; and

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory should
be annexed;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO:

That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit:

CAMP ANNEXATION

A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NW 1/4
SW 1/4) of Section 15 and the Northeast Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NE 1/4 SE
1/4) of Section 16, all in Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Principal Meridian and
being more particularly described as follows:

COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16 and
assuming the East line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16 bears S 00°17'33" W with
all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of
Commencement, S 00°17'33" W along the East line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16,
also being the West line of the Western Annexation, Ordinance No. 1278, as same is
recorded in Book 918, Page 495, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of
377.37 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence continuing along the Westerly line of
said Western Annexation the following three (3) courses:

1) S56°18'07" E, a distance of 63.03 feet, thence...

2.) S 17°17'27" E, a distance of 538.00 feet, thence...



3.) S 39°10'27" E, a distance of 114.00 feet, thence along the Northerly limits of the
Pioneer Village Annexation, Ordinance No. 1847, as same is recorded with Reception
No. 1211412 the following three (3) courses:
1) S 14°42'54" W, a distance of 20.14 feet, thence...
2.) N 75°17'06" W, a distance of 41.75 feet, thence...
3.) 5 85°12'35" W, a distance of 243.10 feet, more or less, to a point on the West line
of the NW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15, thence along the Northerly limits of the
Brach Annexation, Ordinance No. 2105, as same is recorded in Book 1419, Page 232,
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado the following five (5) courses:
1.) N 00°17'33" E, along said West line, a distance of 16.34 feet, thence...
2.) N 88°54'36" W, a distance of 136.82 feet, thence...
3.) N 89°43'08" W, a distance of 119.70 feet, thence...
4) N 84°39'05" W, a distance of 50.37 feet, thence...
5.) N 85°01'08" W, a distance of 367.61 feet to a point being the Northwest corner of
said Brach Annexation;
thence N 00°42'08" W, a distance of 12.69 feet, more or less, to a point being the Northwest
corner of Brach's Commercial Subdivision, as same is recorded in Book 3897, Page 199, Public
Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S 84°38'45" E, a distance of 1.98 feet to a point
being the beginning of a 392.78 foot radius curve, concave North, whose long chord bears S
81°45'02" E with a long chord length of 50.13 feet; thence Easterly along the arc of said
curve, thru a central angle of 07°19'04" an arc length of 50.17 feet; thence S 85°19'05" E,
a distance of 165.83 feet, more or less, to a point being the Southerly projection of the
West line of that certain parcel of land, the description of which is recorded within a
Personal Representative’'s Deed recorded in Book 5589, Page 509, Public Records of Mesa
County, Colorado, said parcel surveyed and described by RiverCity Consultants, Survey
Deposit 4944-14; thence N 00°10'25" E, along said West line, a distance of 573.09 feet;
thence S 69°42'44" E, a distance of 88.90 feet; thence N 41°42'44" W, a distance of 590.05
feet, more or less, to a point on the North line of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16;
thence N 89°02'06" E, along said North line, a distance of 8.92 feet; thence S 46°36'24" E,
a distance of 195.09 feet; thence S 75°05'12" E, a distance of 133.32 feet; thence N
26°29'21" E, a distance of 50.00 feet to a point on the Northerly right of way for Lake Road,
as same is recorded in Book 1510, Page 569, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence
S 63°30'39" E, along said Northerly line, a distance of 218.54 feet; thence S 59°00'17" E,
along said Northerly line, a distance of 314.36 feet, more or less, to a point on the East line
of the NE 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 16; thence N 00°17'33" E, along said East line, a
distance of 18.38 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. (Exhibit A)

CONTAINING 463,986 Square Feet or 10.652 Acres, more or less, as described.

be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado.



INTRODUCED on first reading on the 17" day of January 2018 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading the day of , 2018 and
ordered published in pamphlet form.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE CAMP ANNEXATION
CSR (COMMUNITY SERVICES AND RECREATION) AND C-1 (LIGHT COMMERCIAL)

LOCATED AT 171 LAKE ROAD
Recitals

The Applicant is requesting zoning of CSR (Community Services and Recreation)
for 4.445 acres and C-1 (Light Commercial) for 4.181 acres of the property located at
171 Lake Road currently being considered for annexation. The proposed split zoning is
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map and recognizes the
constraints of the special flood hazard areas on the property. The property is currently
being used as a primitive campground for special events under a Special Use Permit
issued by Mesa County. The owner has requested annexation for future development
of the property, which is anticipated to constitute “annexable development” and, as
such, is required to annex in accordance with the Persigo Agreement.

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning
& Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended
approval of zoning the Camp Annexation to the CSR (Community Services and
Recreation) and C-1 (Light Commercial) zone districts, finding that it conforms with the
designation of Conservation and Neighborhood Center as shown on the Future Land
Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan and the Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies
and is generally compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.

After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that
the CSR (Community Services and Recreation) and C-1 (Light Commercial)s zone
districts are in conformance with at least one of the stated criteria of Section 21.02.140
of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code.

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

The following property be zoned CSR (Community Services and Recreation):

A portion of that parcel of land described at Reception Number 1084692 of the Mesa
County records, situated in the NE1/4 SE1/4 of Section 16 and the NW1/4 SW1/4 of
Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, County of Mesa,
State of Colorado, said portion being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the southwest corner of said Section 15, a #6 rebar with a 27%”
aluminum cap marked "PLS 24320, 2002" in a monument box whence the quarter
corner common to said Sections 16 and 15, Mesa County Survey Marker #114 bears
North 00°14'19" East, with all bearings herein relative thereto;



Thence North 03°26'35" East, a distance of 1832.76 feet to the Point of Beginning at the
intersection of the westerly right of way of Dike Road as described in documents
recorded in Mesa County at Reception Numbers 980386 and 980387 with a line five
feet southerly and southwesterly of the mapped floodway limits as described in FEMA
CLOMR-F Case No.: 14-08-0035C;

Thence along a line approximately five feet (5.00’) southwesterly of the southwesterly
floodway limits of the Colorado River as defined on Flood Insurance Rate Map
08077C0804G the following seven (7) courses:

North 88°28'42" West, a distance of 54.36 feet;

North 84°40'41" West, a distance of 53.94 feet;

North 67°51'58" West, a distance of 61.48 feet;

North 60°32'06" West, a distance of 92.23 feet;

North 43°24'41" West, a distance of 85.96 feet;

North 36°19'43" West, a distance of 102.68 feet;

North 39°36'15" West, a distance of 208.87 feet to the westerly boundary of said
parcel;

Thence along the boundary of said parcel South 69°42'44" East, a distance of 24.72
feet;

Thence North 41°42'44" West, a distance of 589.96 feet to the north line of the NE1/4
SE1/4 of said Section 16;

Thence along said north line North 89°02'06" East, a distance of 8.93 feet;

Thence departing said north line South 46°36'24" East, a distance of 194.99 feet;
Thence South 75°05'12" East, a distance of 330.00 feet;

Thence South 57°32'17" East, a distance of 352.63 feet to the line common to said
Section 16 and said Section 15 and the westerly right of way of said Dike Road;
Thence along said line South 00°14'19" West, a distance of 4.04 feet;

Thence departing said section line and continuing along said right -of-way 193.95 feet
along the arc of a 597.96 foot radius tangent curve to the left, through a central angle of
18°35'01", with a chord bearing South 09°03'12" East, a distance of 193.10 feet;
Thence continuing along said right of way South 18°20'41" East tangent to said curve, a
distance of 200.20 feet to a point being on a 383.10 foot radius non-tangent curve to the
left, whence the radius point bears North 71°39'19" East;

Thence 21.42 feet along the arc of a 383.10 foot radius tangent curve to the left,
through a central angle of 3°12'15", with a chord bearing South 19°56'49" East, a
distance of 21.42 feet to the Point of Beginning.
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Containing 4.445 acres, more or less. See Exhibit A.

The following property be zoned C-1 (Light Commercial):

A portion of that parcel of land described at Reception Number 1084692 of the Mesa
County records, situated in the NE1/4 SE1/4 of Section 16 and the NW1/4 SW1/4 of
Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, County of Mesa,
State of Colorado, said portion being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the southwest corner of said Section 15, a #6 rebar with a 27%”
aluminum cap marked "PLS 24320, 2002" in a monument box whence the quarter
corner common to said Sections 16 and 15, Mesa County Survey Marker #114 bears
North 00°14'19" East, with all bearings herein relative thereto;



Thence North 03°26'35" East, a distance of 1832.76 feet to the Point of Beginning at the
intersection of the westerly right of way of Dike Road as described in documents
recorded in Mesa County at Reception Numbers 980386 and 980387 with a line five
feet southerly and southwesterly of the mapped floodway limits as described in FEMA
CLOMR-F Case No.: 14-08-0035C, being on a 383.10 foot radius non-tangent curve to
the left, whence the radius point bears North 68*27'04" East;

Thence with the boundary of said parcel and the right of way of Dike Road and Power
Road the following eight (8) courses:
1. 146.60 feet along the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 21*55'30", with
a chord bearing South 32*30'41" East, a distance of 145.70 feet;
South 17*27'41" East, a distance of 44.84 feet;
South 85%15'62" West, a distance of 129.40 feet;
North 85*28'41" West, a distance of 174.92 feet;
North 84*45'37" West, a distance of 152.64 feet;
North 86*02'48" West, a distance of 117.12 feet;
North 85*41'04" West, a distance of 31.95 feet;
North 83*22'23" West, a distance of 48.23 feet;
Thence continuing along said parcel boundary North 00*10'25" East, a distance of
535.88 feet;
Thence South 69*42'44" East, a distance of 64.18 feet;
Thence departing said boundary and along said line approximately five feet (5.00)
southwesterly of the southwesterly floodway limits of the Colorado River as defined on
Flood Insurance Rate Map 08077C0804G the following seven (7) courses:
Thence South 39*36'15" East, a distance of 208.87 feet;
Thence South 36*19'43" East, a distance of 102.68 feet;
Thence South 43*24'41" East, a distance of 85.96 feet;
Thence South 60*32'06" East, a distance of 92.23 feet;
Thence South 67*51'58" East, a distance of 61.48 feet;
Thence South 84*40'41" East, a distance of 53.94 feet;
Thence South 88*28'42" East, a distance of 54.36 feet to the Point of Beginning.

ONDOTEWN
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Containing 4.181 acres, more or less. See Exhibit A.

INTRODUCED on first reading this __day of ___, 2018 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ADOPTED on second reading this day of , 2018 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of the Council

City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #7.a.

Meeting Date: March 21, 2018

Presented By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Consider a Request by Two R & D, LLC to Accept the Dedication of 15.06 Acres of
Open Space in the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision Instead of Payment of the City’s Open
Space Dedication In Lieu of Fee

RECOMMENDATION:

At its January 4, 2018 meeting, the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
recommended that the City accept payment of a fee in-lieu instead of accepting public
dedication of the 15.06 acres of open space. The Community Development staff does
not have a recommendation, but presents herein factors for consideration.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, Two R & D, LLC, proposed that the City accept dedication of 15.06
acres of open space within Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision to satisfy its obligations arising
out of its development being a “cluster” development under the Zoning and
Development Code.To satisfy the open space requirement, the Applicant may (1)
dedicate the open space to the City or to another entity charged with maintaining and
holding the land as open space, (2) deed the open space to a property owners’
association (HOA) with a public easement over it (which the Applicant does not want to
do because of HOA and homeowner liability concerns, (3) dedicate discreet public trail
easements within the open space area to be owned by the HOA (which the Applicant
may be amenable to depending upon the scope and nature of the easements and the
ability to limit liability), or (3) pay a fee-in-lieu (which the Applicant is willing to do).The
Applicant’s preferred option is for the City to accept dedication of the 15.06 acres of
open space. The proposed open space is adjacent to the City-owned open space along
Mariposa and Monument Road and would provide connections to the open space in



the Ridges and Redlands Mesa developments.The area is already used by the public
for hiking and mountain biking, as indicated by a robust trail system on the property.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

A preliminary plan for 72 single-family lots has been approved for the Pinnacle Ridge
Subdivision, located east of Mariposa Drive in the Redlands. The development utilizes
the cluster provisions of the Zoning and Development Code, which allows more density
in certain areas of the development with preservation of at least 20% of open space
over the whole developing area.The Applicant proposes to preserve approximately 15
acres of open space, which is 33% of the 45-acre property, which consists of mostly
steep and difficult terrain. Filings 1 and 2 have been conditionally approved with 21 lots
and the plats are ready for recording.

The Director interprets that the clustering open space requirement — to be distinguished
from the normal subdivision open space requirement — is for the benefit of the public
and not just for the benefit of the subdivision under review.Hence, the requirement in
the Code that the open space be offered to the City or to an entity that will maintain and
conserve it as open space for the public.However, if the City does not agree to accept
dedication of the open space, the Applicant argues that it is too great a burden for an
HOA to maintain and insure a large area of land for the public use, and/or that it would
be “double dipping” for the City to require a public easement over the entire open
space area while also collecting a fee-in-lieu of dedication.Therefore, the Applicant is
requesting that the City accept public dedication of the 15.06 acres of open space.If the
City elects not to accept dedication of the open space, the Applicant is willing to pay
the fee but not willing to dedicate a public easement over the entire 15.06 acres.

The Director requested input from the Parks Department, which is typically responsible
for maintaining City-owned open space.The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board was
asked to submit a recommendation as to whether the City should accept dedication of
the open space, and it recommended not doing so because of the increased
maintenance burden associated with such acceptance.

Section 21.03.060 (d) and (g) of the Cluster provisions of the Code provide that, unless
the Director approves otherwise, public open space shall abut or provide easy access
to or protect other public land, especially federal land and the open space in a cluster
shall be offered as a dedication to the City or, at the election of the City, to a nonprofit
trust or conservancy approved by the City. Open space design and developer
constructed improvements shall be linked to existing and planned public open spaces,
constructed areas and trails as the Director deems possible, maximize access and use
by residents of the cluster development, and provide trails, paths and walkways to
recreation areas, schools, commercial areas and other public facilities. Developments
utilizing the Cluster development provisions must provide at 20% of the overall project
as open space.



The proposed open space will have access from two internal subdivision streets,
Aiguille Drive and Elysium Drive, and is directly adjacent to open space owned by the
City along Mariposa Drive and Monument Road (247 acres total). Trails have been
established on the City property providing access to the Tabaguache trailhead and the
Lunch Loop areas across Monument Road.

The Pinnacle Ridge property has been used for hiking and biking and has a number of
established trails on it, even though the property is privately held with no public
easement having been dedicated or otherwise conveyed. Should the City accept the
open space dedication, this public use and its informal trail system would continue to
be available as an extension of the adjacent City open space and the open space
systems in the Ridges and Redlands Mesa developments.

Section 21.06.020(b)(1) of the Zoning and Development Code states; “The owner of
any residential development of 10 or more lots or dwelling units shall dedicate 10
percent of the gross acreage of the property or the equivalent of 10 percent of the
value of the property. The decision as to whether to accept money or land as required
by this section shall be made by the Director.”

The Director, however, does not have the ability to accept the dedication and the
acceptance of the dedication is reserved for the City Council pursuant to Section
21.06.020(b)(4) that states; “The City Council may accept the dedication of land in lieu
of payment so long as the fair market value of the land dedicated to the City is not less
than 10 percent of the value of the property.” Because, only the City Council can
accept the dedication of land, the Director has not provided a decision as to whether or
not to accept money or land for this project.

The Applicant did complete an MAI appraisal of the property and it was determined that
the 15.06 acres had a value of $272,240. Consistent with the Code, for purposes of the
appraisal, "the property shall be considered the total acreage notwithstanding the fact
that the owner may develop or propose to develop the property in filings or phases."In
other words, the appraisal takes into considerthe total acreage, and is not specific to
the open space which is largelylocated on steep slopes of which some are unbuildable.

The proposed dedication of open space was considered by the Parks and Recreation
Advisory Board at its December 7, 2017 and January 4, 2018 meetings. After a site
visit, the Board recommended accepting a fee-in-lieu of land dedication to the
City,citing concerns that the topography would be challenging and that there was
minimal benefit to the community. Board meeting minutes are attached.

The Applicant continues to request the City accept the 15.06 acres of open space to be
dedicated with the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision Filing 1 plat and future filings in-lieu of



the required open space payment and is requesting a City Council determination of this
request.

The City Council may either accept dedication of the 15.06 acres or decline to do so
and require the developer to pay a fee-in-lieu.

Should the City accept the dedication, some costs may be incurred by the City related
to land maintenance.Cost estimates are attached ("City Maintenance Cost Estimates").

Should the City Council decline to accept dedication of the open space, and instead
accept a fee-in-lieu, there would be no required public access provided to the informal
trail system on that currently exists on the property. However, if the City finds value and
public benefit in preserving this trail system for public benefit there may be the ability to
negotiate with the Applicant to provide for a public pedestrian easement for the trails.
The City’s obligation would likely include surveying the area to establish a connected
trail route, developing easement exhibits, and negotiation of a credit for a portion of the
in lieu fee payment.

FISCAL IMPACT:

In accordance with the Code, payment of a fee in lieu of open space dedication can be
considered so long as the fee is at least 10 percent of the appraised value of the
property (appraised as vacant land). The required open space fee for the Pinnacle
Ridge property would be $82,000 (10% of the appraised land value of $820,000).
Based on the appraisal of $18,077 per acre, the value of the 15.06 acres of open space
is $272,240, which exceeds the 10% open space fee.

Potential fiscal impacts of accepting the land dedication are described in the “City
Maintenance Cost Estimates” attachment.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (approve or deny) the request to accept the dedication of open space land in
the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision in-lieu of open space payment.

Attachments

Open Space Dedication Request by Applicant (City Council)
Applicants Letter to Mayor Taggart

Aerial Photo of Proposed Open Space Area

Open Space Map

Grand Valley Trails Alliance Letter of Support

City Maintenance Cost Estimates

Photos of Open Space - Trails
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9. PRAB Minutes - 2018 - January 4
10. Pinnacle Ridge Final Subdivision Plat - Filing 1
11. Pinnacle Ridge Final Subdivision Plat - Filing 2



Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision — Open Space Dedication

The majority of the open space in the Pinnacle Ridge subdivision will be platted as Tract B with
Filings 1 and 4. This tract contains 15.06 acres and will be accessed by public right-of-way with
construction of Aiguille Drive and Elysium Drive. Tract B (shown in green on map below) is
adjacent to open space land owned by the City of Grand Junction (shown in red on the map
below). The City’s open space land is contiguous with Mariposa Drive and Monument Road and
provides parking and bathroom facilities for the popular Lunch Loop bike trail and the Three
Sisters Bike Park.

Adding the Pinnacle Ridge open space to the City’s existing open space would be a natural
extension of the City’s park system. Picturesque views from the Pinnacle Ridge open space are
unparalleled. Little to no maintenance for the open space is anticipated.

For years this privately owned area has been used by area residents to hike, walk pets and to
enjoy the outdoors. More recently, single track bike trails have been established on the City’s
open space land that is contiguous on the southern property line of the Pinnacle Ridge open
space. These trails make a natural connection from the top of the Pinnacle Ridge open space
to the bike trails in the Three Sisters Bike Park.

B R 1 T

: | Parking lot and restroom facilities




VORTEX

ENGINEERING, INC

February 20, 2018

Mayor Rick Taggart

Grand Junction City Council
250 N. 5™ Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Re: Offer of dedication of 15.06 acres Open Space — Pinnacle Ridge subdivision

Dear Mayor Taggart,

An application was submitted on June 9, 2017 for Final Plat and Plan approval of Pinnacle
Ridge, Filing 1. The Grand Junction Municipal Code requires that the owner of any residential
development of 10 or more lots or dwelling units, dedicate 10 percent of the gross acreage of
the property, or the equivalent of 10 percent of the value of the property. The Open Space fee
for the Pinnacle Ridge subdivision (for all filings) is $82,000; however, as part of the original
submittal the applicant proposed dedication of 15.06 acres of open space to the City of Grand
Junction for the use and enjoyment of the general public. The proposed dedication represents
33% of the gross acreage of the property, far exceeding the requirement of 10% of the gross
acreage.

Section 21.06.020(b)(4) of the Code states “The required dedication and/or payment shall be
subject to and made in accordance with this Code. The City Council may accept the dedication
of land in lieu of payment so long as the fair market value of the land dedicated to the City is not
less than 10 percent of the value of the property.” Based on the appraised value of $820,000 of
this land, the actual dedication value is equal to $272,240.00. City staff calculated this value
using the following formula: $820,000 appraised value of vacant land for the property/45.36
acres total = $18,077 per acre. $18,077 per acre x 15.06 acres for Tract B (offered dedication
to the City) = $272,240.00, which exceeds the 10% Open Space Fee required by the Code.

City staff has reviewed the MAI appraisal of the property to be dedicated and found the fair
market value meets the requirements of Section 21.06.020(b). Therefore, please accept this
letter as a formal request of acceptance of the 15.06 acres of open space in the Pinnacle Ridge
subdivision by the City of Grand Junction.

CIVIL & CONSULTING ENGINEERS * CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT * PROJECT ENGINEERS * PLANNING & PERMIT EXPEDITING
2394 Patterson Road, Suite 201, Grand Junction, CO 81505 (970) 245-9051 (970) 245-7639 fax www.vortexeng.us



It is my understanding that the offer to dedicate the 15.06 acres will be considered by City
Council at their March 7, 2018 meeting. Please let me know if there is any further information
that | can provide to assist in the processing of this request.

Please don’t hesitate to contact me at (970) 245-9051 or by email at rjones@vortexeng.us
should you have any questions. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Vortex Engineering, Inc.

Robert W. Jones Il, P.E.

cc: File
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Pinnacle Ridge Tract B
Open Space Trail Entry Points
s Existing Unofficial Trails (may cross private land)

Trails

Riverfront Trail System

=== Colo Riverfront Commission Trails

= Kokopelli Trail-Underconstrucation
Palisade - Connection

== Fruit and Wine Byway

Existing Urban Trails & Bike Routes
=== Detached Bike-Ped Trails

== = Striped Bike Lanes

== = Signed Bike Routes

=== Sidewalk Trail Connections

=== Soft Surface Trail

== = Neighborhood Interconnections

BLM Trails
=== Foot
E2== Bicycle
- Bicycle/Foot
—— Bicycle/Horseback/Foot
mmmm Horseback/Foot
mmmm \\ilderness/Horseback/Foot
E3~ Motorcycle/Bicycle/Foot
=== Motorcycle
= Motorized
=== Motorized County Road
m— ATV
Grand Mesa Ski Trails
— Groomed
Backcountry
City Open Space
7] City Property
T soLb
Federal and State Land
Federal and State Land Status
[ ] Bureau of Indian Affairs
[ | Bureau of Land Management
[ ] Bureau of Reclamation
[ | Department of Defense
[ Department of Energy
[ | National Park Service
[] other
[ Private
[ State or Local
[ 1 US Forest Service
[ ] US Fish and Wildlife Service

§

ixE

a

G R - B
ortex20171227\MapForVortex.aprx




& : GRAND
St 55 6% 5 ALLIANCE
—  United on Trails

Federal Non-Profit Organization
EIN: 46-0658735

City of Grand Junction Thursday, December 7,
Parks Advisory Board

1340 Gunnison Ave

Grand Junction, CO 81501

RE: Letter of Support for the Pinnacle Ridge Open Space Donation
Members of the Parks Advisory Board:

The board of the Grand Valley Trails Alliance (GVTA) was asked whether our
organization would consider support for the donation of an open space parcel
within the Pinnacle Ridge development, as presented in the attached subdivision
map. In determining our level of support of this donation, we assumed that the
subdivision map accurately presents the relevant facts.

As the voice of trails in the Grand Valley, we support the establishment of
residential developments that include open space trail components as part of
the development. We contend that open space and trails integrated into the
design of residential and commercial developments offer residents and the
entire community increased home values, better work/life balance, increased
opportunities for individual and community health, and a stronger sense of a
community identity. Accordingly, the board is pleased to endorse the open space
land donation within the Pinnacle Ridge development to the City of Grand
Junction. The donation of this 15-acre open space parcel and the opportunities
it presents to maintain and develop multi-modal connectivity between and
through the Pinnacle Ridge development, surrounding neighborhoods, and the
existing public trail system of the Lunch Loops are consistent with GVTA’'s mission
and vision for our community.

GVTA works with trails organizations, land managers, and the public in efforts to
sustain and enhance trails within the Grand Valley. Our efforts include all types

of trails, for all types of trail users, motorized and non-motorized alike, with the
ultimate goal of helping our community, the region, and the world recognize the

2017

Our Mission:

Based in the Trails Capital of Colorado, the Grand Valley Trails Alliance works with user groups,
communities and land managers to develop resources and collaborative frameworks which
enhance and sustain our outstanding trails system.

PO Box 1032, Grand Junction, CO 81502

S o W, 970-462-7151 | www.gvtrails.com
jaAnsAssssssssassas RIS D W
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Page 2 of 2

City of Grand Junction
Parks Advisory Board
December 7, 2017

Grand Valley as the Trails Capital of Colorado.

Connecting the Pinnacle Ridge subdivision, its surrounding neighbors, and the
public lands of the Lunch Loops trail system warrants our support and we
encourage the Parks Advisory Board to join us in recommending the City of Grand
Junction accept this donation and include it within the open space lands
managed by the City.

Sincerely,

Dave Grossman, founder and board member
on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Grand Valley Trails Alliance

Our Mission:

Based in the Trails Capital of Colorado, the Grand Valley Trails Alliance works with user groups,
communities and land managers to develop resources and collaborative frameworks which
enhance and sustain our outstanding trails system.

PO Box 1032, Grand Junction, CO 81502

S o W, 970-462-7151 | www.gvtrails.com
SARARASSANSASIRNNAA i Jﬁil‘[{\% ) Sho8008088
------------------ d“" “‘!L[’!’ W
% D et OO



Pinnacle Ridge Proposed Open Space Dedication

Maintenance Cost Estimates

All cost estimates include applicable labor

Onetime startup costs:

e Install trash receptacles $575
e Install pet pick up stations $875
e Trail first initial clean up, $1.800
repairs/resurfacing, weed control
Total onetime costs to open trails to the $3,250
public

Annual maintenance costs include all materials/supplies and applicable labor:
e Twice weekly inspections and maintenance $7,800

e Monthly weed/vegetation control $1,300
e Materials and supplies $1.500
Total annual maintenance costs $10,600

Site amenities
e As properties are transitioned into City owned, we typically receive requests for
improvements including picnic tables, shade structures and/or restrooms. The annual
cost of a portable restroom would be $1,100. These are unsightly and would not be
popular with adjacent homeowners.

Maintenance considerations:

e Access to the City properties/trails. There are currently other open space properties that
are isolated similar to Pinnacle Ridge. Residents complain that public users access this
space via their private property. It would also be very challenging for staff to access all
points of the property for maintenance.

e Existing trails are not designed for public use, and once taken over by the City they
would have to be brought up to public trail standards.

e We have a number of similar open space areas that are adjacent to residential homes.
Often times, these undeveloped areas become dumping grounds by the adjacent
homeowner (i.e. trash, yard waste, etc.)

e We have numerous cases whereby homeowners have encroached onto City undeveloped
property. Examples include gardens, landscaping, sheds, outdoor storage, etc.





















Parks and Recreation Advisory Board Minutes
Regular Meeting — December 7, 2017

Meeting Location: Hospitality Suite, Hamilton Tower - Stadium
Roll Call
Board Members Present: William Findlay
Abby Landmeier
Marc Litzen
Gary Schroen
Barbara Traylor Smith
Byron Wiehe
Bob Wiig
Board Members Absent: Sam Susuras
City Staff Present: Rob Schoeber, Director Parks and Recreation

Traci Wieland, Recreation Superintendent

Marc Mancuso, Parks Supervisor

Rick Dorris, City of Grand Junction Development Engineer
Scott Peterson, City of Grand Junction Senior Planner
Trent Prall, City of Grand Junction Engineering Manager
David Thornton, City of Grand Junction Principal Planner
Tricia Rothwell, Recreation Coordinator

Guests Present: Kevin Bray, TV Holdings LLC
Dave Grossman, Grand Valley Trails Alliance
Robert Jones, Managing Member of Two R & D LLC

Item 1: Meeting called to order by Mark Litzen at 12:00 pm

Item 2: Approve minutes from the November 2, 2017 Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
Meeting

Bob Wiig made a motion to approve the minutes with the following change: Special Meeting be
removed. The motion was seconded by Gary Schroen and carried unanimously.

Motion approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board:  Yes 6 No 0

Item 3: Introduce New Parks and Recreation Advisory Board Member
Mark Litzen introduced William Findlay, and then asked all board members and staff present to
introduce themselves.

Item 4: Update: Thunder Valley Subdivision Land Donation Request

Scott Peterson summarized that the Thunder Valley Subdivision is proposing to donate 1.78 acres to
meet their open space requirement. Scott Peterson showed a map of the area. Bob Wiig motioned to
accept the land contingent upon safety concerns being addressed. The motion was seconded by
Gary Schroen and carried unanimously.

Motion approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board:  Yes 6 No 0



Item 5: Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision

Scott Peterson presented a map and description of 15 acres that the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision is
proposing to donate to meet their open space requirement. Robert Jones was invited to speak and
offered his knowledge of the property. Dave Grossman of the Grand Valley Trails Alliance
addressed the Board. Dave Grossman expressed that the group is in favor of accepting the land and
presented a letter of support. By acclimation, the Board decided to gather at the proposed site for
more information, and to discuss this further at the next Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
meeting.

Item 6: Mosaic Planned Development

David Thornton presented maps and information regarding the Mosaic Planned Development. The
developer proposes to develop a portion of open space and then donate it to the City of Grand
Junction. Bob Wiig made a motion to accept a 2.7 acre parcel to be used for public park space.
This parcel will be developed by the developer with the total value being counted against the 10%
park dedication requiement. The motion was seconded by Byron Wiehe and carried unanimously.

Motion approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board:  Yes 6 No 0

Item 7: Update: Lunch Loop Trail

Trent Prall presented an update on the Lunch Loops Trailhead redesign. The City of Grand
Junction was awarded $1,517,045 from Great Outdoors Colorado for this project which is scheduled
to begin in late 2018.

Item 8: For The Good of the Community
Gary Schroen posed the question of whether or not guns were allowed in City of Grand Junction
parks. Rob Schoeber clarified that open carry is allowed.

Item 9: Elect Officers
For the position of Chair of the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, Gary Schroen nominated
Bob Wiig. The nomination was seconded by Mark Litzen and carried unanimously.

Nomination approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board: Yes6 No 0

For the position of Vice Chair, Mark Litzen nominated Gary Schroen. The nomination was
seconded by Bob Wiig and carried unanimously.

Nomination approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board: Yes6 No 0

Item 10: Confirm 2018 Meeting Dates
All dates were confirmed with the understanding that the July 5, 2018 meeting date would be
addressed closer to that time if needed.

Item 11: Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:30 pm by acclimation.

Respectfully submitted,
Tricia Rothwell
Recreation Coordinator



Parks and Recreation Advisory Board Minutes
Regular Meeting — January 4, 2018

Meeting Location: Parks and Recreation Office Conference Room
Roll Call
Board Members Present: William Findlay
Gary Schroen
Sam Susuras
Byron Wiehe
Bob Wiig
Board Members Absent: Abby Landmeier
Marc Litzen
Barbara Traylor Smith
City Staff Present: Traci Wieland, Recreation Superintendent

Mike Vendegna, Parks Superintendent
Scott Peterson, City of Grand Junction Senior Planner
Allison Little, Administrative Specialist

Guests Present: Richard VanGytenbeek, Grand Valley Trails Alliance
Robert Jones, Managing Member of Two R & D LLC

Item 1: Meeting called to order by Bob Wiig at 12:00 pm

Item 2: Approve minutes from the December 7, 2017 Parks and Recreation Advisory Board
Meeting

Sam Susuras made a motion to approve the minutes. The motion was seconded by William Findlay
and carried unanimously.

Motion approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board: ~ Yes 5 No 0

Item 3: Update: Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision

Robert Jones provided a map of the Pinnacle Ridge Area to highlight existing formal and informal
trails in the area of the Pinnacle Ridge development. The Board discussed their site visit at the
Pinnacle Ridge development. After being in the area the Board felt the topography would be
challenging and there was minimal benefit to the community as a whole. Sam Susuras made a
motion that the Board recommend the City accept the fees, instead of land, for this development.
The motion was seconded by Gary Schroen and carried unanimously. Richard VanGytenbeek of
the Grand Valley Trails alliance spoke to the board after the motion carried, advocating for the
connectivity to the Lunch Loop area and requesting the board recommend the HOA keep access and
connectivity available.

Motion approved by the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board: ~ Yes: 5 No: 0

Item 4: Golf Open House



Traci Wieland talked with the Board about an Open House at Tiara Rado honoring Mike Mendelson
who has accepted a position in Spearfish, South Dakota. The Board appreciates Mike Mendelson’s
years of service, dedication, and accomplishments in the Golf Division and wish him well on his
journey to Spearfish.

Item 5: Project Updates

Traci Wieland talked with the Board about the vacancy in Golf. Staff is exploring a number of
options for the operation of the Golf Division moving forward. In the interim, Shon Birch,
Recreation Coordinator, is helping with the operational side while the 1% and 2™ Assistant Pros will
continue their Golf Operation duties.

Traci talked with the Board about an upcoming public meeting on January 18 from 5:30- 7:00 p.m.
at Faith Heights Church on Patterson, adjacent to Matchett Park. This meeting is a part of the
Feasibility Study process for a community recreation center.

Byron Wiehe inquired about the training process for SCORE camp staff. Traci Wieland indicated
that staff works hard to balance skills and sports activities in this camp which is utilized by kids
with a wide range of exposure to each sport.

Mike Vendegna talked with the Board about upcoming park projects. The Parks division has been
working on some landscaping, and lighting changes in the breezeway on Main Street between 4"
and 5™ Streets in an effort to deter transient activity.

Mike Vendegna advised the Board about a recent accident in Greeley involving an ADA swing at a
school. A child was caught in the restraint straps and killed. Parks staff has inventoried and had all
the ADA swings in the park system inspected by a staff member certified in playground inspection.
None has cloth restraint straps. Following this incident School District #51 removed several swings
that were constructed with similar strap devices.

Mike Vendegna talked with the Board about Department water usage. The unusually dry weather
could potentially have a large impact on plantings and turf throughout the park system.

Item 6: For The Good of the Community
Bob Wiig invited the Board to the dedication of the new Colorado Discover Ability building on
January 18 at 10 a.m. There will be an open house of the building until 4:00 p.m.

Item 11: Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:00 pm by acclimation.

Respectfully submitted,
Allison Little
Administrative Specialist
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LINNACLE FIDGE SUBLDIVISTON, FILING 1

DEDICATION

AKNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PHESENTS:

That the undersignea, TWO R & 0 LLC & Colorado limited 1iability company is the owner
or that real property situate in the SW 1/4 MW 1/4, the south 10 acres or the

M 1/4

MW 1/4, Section 21, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian and a

portion of the Energy Center Supdivision recorded under HReception No. 644620, City of
Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado;, being more particularly described as rollows.

Beginning at the W 1/4 corner of said Section 21

thence
N 1/16
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence

NOO °16 04 ", being the pasis of bearing, & distance ofF 1317. 18 Feet to the
corner of said Section 21

NOO °15 ‘21 °F a distance of 334.95 reet along the west 1ine of said south 10 acres;
S89 46 ‘08 "F a distance oFf 1300.69 rfeet along the north 1ine of s3id south 10 acres,

S00 ‘33°'00"W @ distance orf 335. 15 reet to the MW 1/16 corner or said Section 21
500 P5°'55 "W a distance of 240. 76 rFeet along the east 1ine of said SW 1/4 MW 1/4;
S61°%16 '33°W 8 distance oF 124.51 reet,

along the arc orf a curve to the lert 266.66 reet, having a central angle of

61°%00°00" and a radius of 250.47 rfeet, the chord of which bears 530 “46 °'33 W a distance
of 254.25 reet,

thence

along the arc orf a curve to the right 208. 13 rfeet, having a central angle orf

53 °00°00" and a radius of 225. 00 reet, the chord or which bears S26 ‘46 '33°W a distance

of 200.

thence
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence
thence

79 rfeet,
553 °16 ‘33 "W a8 distance of 249. 38 rfeet;
N3IZ 85 '49"W g distance of 175 .52 reet,
’ distance of 100.00 Ffeet,
distance orf 300.00 reet;
distance or 230.00 reet,
adistance of 100.00 Ffeet;
S25 °13°'27" agistance orf 505. 16 reet,
553 °16 ‘33 "W a distance of 157.53 Feet,
along the arc orf a curve to the 1ert 195.51 reet, having a central angle or

0
Q
)
NEERREY
"MXIXX
VLYY

53 00 20" and a radius of 211. 337 reet, the chord of which bears S26 ‘46 '2P3"'W a distance
OF 1688.61 reet to the south 1ine of said SW 1/4 MW 1/4;

thence

NEG 43 25 "W a distance orf 2P90. 18 reet to the point of beginning.

Said parcel contains 32.70 acres more or 1ess.

Said Owner has by these presents 1aid out, platted and subdivided the above-described
real property into Lots, and Tracts as shown hereon, and designated the same as
PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION, FILING 1 in the City of Grand Junction, County of Mesa,
State of Colorado, and does hereby offer the following dedications and grants.

All streets, roads and Rights-of-Way are dedicated to the City of Grand Junction
for the use of the public forever.

All Multipurpose Easements are dedicated to the City of Grand Junction as perpetual
easements rfor City approved wtilities including the installation, operation,
maintenance and repair of said wutilities and appurtenances which may include but are
not limited to, electric lines, cable TV 1ines, natural gas pipelines, sanitary sewer

lines,

storm sewers, water 1ines, telephone 1ines, trarric control facilities, street

lighting 1anadscaping, trees and grade Structures.

All Utility Easements are dedicated to the City of Grand Junction as perpetual e3sements
for City approved utilities including the installation, operation, maintenace and repair

of §3id utilities and appurtenances which may include but are not limited to, electric

lines,
lines,

cable TV 1ines, natural gas pipelines, sanitary sewer 1ines, Storm sSewers, water

W 1,2 NW 1/4 SEC 21 T1S RIW UM
City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado

TITLE CERTIFICATION

State or Colorado
County of Mesa

we, Heritage Title Company, a title insurance comparny, as auly licernsed in the
State of Colorado, hereby certiry that we have examined the title to the hereon
agescribead property, that we rfind the title to the property is vested to 7wo R & [,
LLC, a Colorade limited liability compary ; that the current taxes have been paid;
that all mortgages not satisried or released of record or otherwise terminated by
law are shown hereorn and that there are no other encumbrances of record; that all
easements, reservations and right-orf-ways of record are shown hereon.

Date. By

LIENHOLDERS RATIFICATION OF PLAT

The unaersignead, hereby certiries that it is a holager of a security interest
upon the property hereon descriped and does hereby join in and consent to

telephone 1ines, equivalent other public wutility providers and appurtenant facilities. the dedication of the land described in said dedication by the owners thereor

A Drainage Easement over Tract A is dedicated to the City of Grand Junction as

a perpetual easement for the inspection,

of detention and drainage facilities and appurtenants thereto. The City of Grand

Junction is dedicated reasonable ingress/egress access to the arainage/detention easement

areas.

The owner (s) and/or the property owners' association, 1if one exists, is not

relieved of its responsibility to inspect, install, operate, maintain and repair the
adetention and arainage rfacilities.

All other Orainage easement are granted to the Homeowner 's Association by separate
instrument.

Robert W. Jones 11, Managing Member

5ﬁ4ﬁ?t%76ZMCWMDQ§
55
COUNTY OF MESA )

The foregoing instrument was ackriowledged berore me this

day of

2017 A.0. by TWO R & 0, LLC, HRobert W. Jones II, Managing Member.

Witness my hand and official seal.

My commission expires:

Notary Puplic

CITY APPROVAL

This plat of PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION, FILING 1, a subdivision of the City

of Grand Junction, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, 1is approved and accepted

on the asy of , 2017 A.D.

City Manager City Mayor

NOTICE: According to Colorado l1aw you must commence any legal
action based upon any derfect in the survey within three years
arter you rirst discover such derfect. 1In no event msy any action
based upon any derect in this survey be commernced mare than ten
years from the date of this certification/statement shown hereor.

installation, operation, maintenance ana repair

and agree that its security interest which is recorded under Reception No. 2236040,
2310515, 2422221, 2422230, P4359195, 2488454, 2654494, 2351449, 2351450, 2439136,
P4BB467, 2654493 of the public records of Mesa County, Colorado shall pe
subardinated to the dedications shown hHhereorn.

By FOR: Alpine Bark

5ﬁ4ﬁ?£%'6$10%ﬂ%3
SS5
COUNTY OF MESA )

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged berfore me this
2017 A.D. by

Witness my hand and ofricial seal:

day of

Notary Public

My commission expires:

CLERK AND RECORDERS CERTIFICATE

This plat was accepted for Filing in the office of the Clerk and Recorder of Mesa County, Colorado

at o’'clock__M., on this aay of 2017 A.D., and was recorged at
Heception Mo. , Orawer MNo. , and fFees
Clerk and Hecorder Deputy

AIDGE
DRIVE

VALLEY
CT. 1
&&

HIOOEN.  HIDDEN @§5
VALLEY

%

PINNACLE RIDGE
SUBDIVISION

VICINITY MAP
NTS

7o be completed by the City of Grand Junction personnel.
The accuracy of this information is the responsibility
or the City of Grand Junction.

Declaration of Covenants, Hestrictions and Conditions
or the Pinnacle FRidge Homeowner 's Association, Inc.

recorded under Reception No.

Tracts A and B are conveyed to the Pinnacle Ridge
Homeowner 's Association, Inc.

recorded under Reception No.

Orainage and Ingress & E£gress Easements are conveyed
to the Pinnacle Ridge Homeowner 's Association

recorded under Reception No.

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

I, Michael W. DOrissel, & registered Proressional Land Surveyor in the State
oF Colorado, do hereby state that this survey was perrformed by me or under
my direct responsibility, supervision, and checking. It is based upon my
proressional knowledge, information and belier according to applicable
standards orf practice. This is not a guarantee or warranty, either expressed
or implied. T7itle research was supplied by Heritage 7itle Company under

FILE NUMBER: 598-H0502825-900-G70.

FOR REVIEVW

FILING 1

LOCATED IN THFE

FPINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION

W12 NW 1/4 SEC 2l T1S RIW UM

(970) 245—-8749

D H SURVEYS INC

118 OURAY AVE. — GRAND JUNCTION, CO.

REVIS‘ED 07/27/.{7 aeslgﬂeo’ ﬂy M. h/. 0. checked By E. E. 5. Job MNo.

129-04-03

REVISED 08/24/17
REVISED 09/27/17

Drawn By TMODEL pate MAY 2017 Sheet

1 OF 2




LPINNACLE FKIDGE SUBDIVISION, F1ILING 1

/4 ]/2 NW ]/4, SEC. 21, 715 FRIW, UM, City of Grand Juncition, Mesa County, Colorado

MW COA.
i SEC. 21 W 1/16 COR.
I w5 i gmmg
W ’ THE RIDGES, FILING NO. THREE oS58
Xlia PLAT BOOK 12, PAGE 5 - & L5260, 1968 § .
ok H
Ry B8
< S8946°08°E 1300.69’ ol
NBY *43 '56 "W
' 140. 96
|3 S l |
N N)
3 N S | |
Q) -
R . § &| HL;OWT&{‘S'H | 58640 55w
> — S ’ . : .
2 /0 N\ LOT 101 3 s 75.96
\?@Vb /&96,‘% 14. 74 ACRES |
ONE ’1’\0'%9 \ FOR FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
K c22 % INGRESS/EGRESS & |
N o W 20N N UTILITY EASEMENT . | 117 65"
NY o) T T R £ 2 |
g T ek 0 Q » |
S of§ A X3 Jé&é // 57 2 8 ;,l
N N e o “ LoT 12
= N YA %,/ L n58 0517 W S N
?v% %“'65» ) 7 8820 S . | FEIST x
NS g a
N 1/16 COA. & NI/ v - R @ NW 1/16 COR. N / -
SEC. 20 Xz /9 / NS ) Q@  SEC. 21 s| | N
M.C 5 M. #1210 2 / . = M.C.5 M. #854 S 99.94" | :
BN = W / g
2, =20 .
@oo;f‘, / / > % g‘{ : <‘9: ?t ) | / <
DRAI/VAGEC'EZTS‘E/?/ENI' /S / 6'5 » NB 8 9 ‘gl |9 LOT & CENTER LINE DIMENSIONS
N N
1.32 ACRES  / vy ) X ®ly ~ & o N LoT 11 ' G LJC] __DELTA ARC__| RADIUS | _CHORD | CHOAD BEARING,
/ / Vo D5 ol S N B . 7196 56. FT. | c1| 51°45°39" | 13551 150.00°| 130.95 | 509 54 43N
S ¥ R o Ny > R ¢ Co| 34°44°09" | 100.03°| 165 00| 96.51 | 511 15 38 "W _| NON-TANGENT
N / / L 0|y R N N 5 y Cc3| 34°1341" | 80.65| 13500 79.45| N2§ 26 58 °E
S 4, AN NN Y 75. 18 SN |2 IS C4| 2720 14" | 64.41°| 13500 63.80 | NOZ 18 00°W
K Y / IV IR < oS NEG 37 13N ) N, pu A C5| 14 °18°25° | _41.20 | 165.00| 41.09 | 513 “15 41°E | NON-TANGENT
, (VA /6 2> A" S X : X & v 91.71 3 C6 | 9246 18" | 285.99°| 500.00'| 282. 11| 500 25 0F°W
15" UTILITY ) /¢ & < N 'R S
EASEMENT | — WILOT 1003 R /N Q N|. S . |3 ™ c7| 1°98'41" | 14.84| 517.00| 14.54| N15 06 46°H
| /\ 5 aimEs =S S/ R NI & 2§ X E | 8| 7%9°00" | 72.04| 517.00°| 71.98| N10 19 '55°H
: - : > I SN co| _83307" | 7717 51700 77 10| No2 03 '52°W
. © N
I3 / DEVELOMENT [ -z ? { S TRACT B SR NS :'l~ 7L,Q5];0] Q, | C10| 52547 | 76.51 51700 76.44| Nob 27 05°E
~ & N S 3 9.80 ACRES , W &S N|s 7~ - C11| 60643" | 55 15| 517.00| 55 12| N13°44'50
| e N N 90 633 SR h | S c12| 10°3549° | 8721 473.00°| 87 08| 510 41 12°E
L v N ‘3:';61'1 ﬁ/ T3 | \ 17| 1506 47" | _108.25 473.00"| 108.02"| 501 09 06 "W
107 12" ] [ N o al o/ S I 14| 521°55" | 44.29°| 473.00"| 44.28'| 510 23°27"N
_ [vegazzew . N . N C15| _345'47" | _30.79| 473.00| _30.79| 514 56 18"
® | o N | ' x C16 | 175935 | 48.84| 200.00°| 48.72'| 509 48 '24"W
N |'$ | | ill 536 10 '43"E iy p Ql \ \ -\ C17| 15°45°24" | 45.94°| 183.00°| 43.87 | M09 55 30 E
vp e 49.08° 74 3| ) R c18 | 122526° | 49.22| 227.00| 49 13| 506 °43 11"
g S N69 58 15°E
N N lﬁ \ \ ;‘) 70. 86 /6@9‘ % Q:» :l Lor 9 2 LoT 3 ey c19| 1%52°18° 742/ 227007 7. 42| Ni5 5205 °E
> ™ |‘~’3 \ \ N e ) N C-W 1/16 COR. N| 712950 FT. \ \ 11, 441 56. FT. RAEN c20 | 18°18°09° | 86.88°| 271.98°| 86.51| 508 46 17°E
S N \ —\ VG R\ o P \ \ 2 c21| 31°36°19° | 260.36°1 472.00 2570771 519 03 °51°W
Sy IS \ L2 A0 ) o) $ G5 M. #842 I \ L2 53.58" 586 *44 38"
SRON 3 VLR ~— N\ \.2/0' 553 a0- N / Wl 108. 11 Co2 | 313547 | 26.44°| 48.00°| 26 11| N24 00 53°W
LQL;\: |§ R Sr \ 9 2 N X I 7% : | X534 52°00"E
QR N \ S | c23 | 14°45'44 58.74°| 226.00°| 58.58°| 546 ‘08 11°W
eI . S ol. 025 | 0711°16" | 23.81'| 426.00'| 23.81'] 516 19 43
< | \ t\} &&
Sok 3 ERN S & » B zor s
=T | W Q% <> L x
Sl | | ] e &,{9 Q) | 8 ezsso rr 5
N I | | S N ) B2 | o
Wy S RS ) 797 ) )
NIGIS ol AL N R 128.25 X
SIS S I BNk % é{ ! 2
T A B = 3. N ) )
R 4 = &l N , | INGRESS,/EGRESS FASEMENT (varied width)
RY o« : .
N S Q # DELTA ARC__| RADIUS | _CHORD | CHORD BEARING
N s | | N BLOCK 3 S X 8| Lor 7 ECT | pw560" | 5.48 | 200.00°|  8.48°| No1 35 42
L 2 | - ENERGY CENTER N 9 353 54. FT. ; YT
N | A ecs D 3 o N ' £1 144.22 500 22°47"W
X | | &) SUBDIVISION %) £C2 | 18°18'09" | 78.26' | 244.98'| 77.93'| 508 46 '17"E
N ] ™ 6 y | ECT | 5247 22" | 419.21 | 455.00 | 404.54"| 508 26 20 "W
N l / l >, 2) gl 589 43 '56 '€ _, X £2 233. 78" N34 5200 "E
o || D) 55 | 13295 / S|
: S P / 35
2 S ) ab BOUNDARY | Lori1 g®
[_© 2A9‘ / ; DELTA ARC__| RADIUS | _CHORD | CHORD BEARING N LoT 6 / o / S I 10068 59. FT. ™ N
l = 51 | 61°00°00" | 266 66" | 250. 47" | 254.25" | 530 4633 "W Sl & 309 59. £T. G /
- B2 | 5700 00" | 208.13° | 225 00" |200.79" | 526 46 33 W N
| 837 | 5700 20" | 195.51" | 211.33" | 188.61 | 526 46 23'W ¥ 14 OB / /
. Y 12 ' * | 95.36' / /31.83'/ 38.69° 115.61"
ey <o NES 4325 "W 261.49"
u& QOXPOS P)D » )
2y XGQE&PT ?\O SCALE 17 = 50
<
> TRACT B ok
Y
X , %% \/D
N 9.80 ACRES - 4&“@\)&
g
™N (P>
S o % LEGEND & ABBREVIATIONS
S . "1‘ @ FU MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER
7
9
.&6 %) FO 3.25" ALUMINUM CARP STAMPED F v
566&6'7 6 THOMPSON LANGFORD CORFP LS 18480 OR RE IEW
4 - FOD #5 REBAR W/1.5" ALUMINUM CAP
8.69° / STAMPED LS 5933
° SET #5 REBAR W/2" ALUM. CAP
“?J / STAMPED O H SURVEYS LS 20677
MC.S M = MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER HMACZE HﬂGE’ S”Bﬂ/l jASYON
gOgPZIf\/AgESSV;be_ZAND VALLEY AREA LOCAL
W 1/4 CoR. CH SEC. = SECTION FILING 7
Stc. afjg 1005. 01 M.C.S. M. #842 S0.FT. = SOUARE FEET
T T o1 _ﬂv_e M.P.E. = MULTIPURPOSE EASEMENT LOCATED IN THE

\2.90.16’ GRAPHIC SCALE 1"=100" W]/? NW ]/4’ SEC 2], ]ZS: f?]”,’ UM
CONVEYED R.O.W., BOOK 4550 PAGE 164 E—

7 DEL T4 JAC | BADIUS | CHORD | CHORD BEARING
1 | 5398 13" | 106. 20 | 160.00 | 104.66 ' | 546 55 03 "W | NON-TANGENT AREA SUMMARY 0 100 200 300 .D H S UR I/Z'}_' KS' ]N a
G2 | 15 24 56" | 32.29 | 120.00 | 32.19° | N56 06 42°E | NON-TANGENT L OTS = 20.92 AC. /64%
o551 9-00-004 7',946‘]‘5’ i _{]. ]2 AC‘. /34g LI/VEA/Q U/fos = U. 5'. SU/QVEV FEE;‘ ]]8 OUBAY A [/E,' - GRAND JUNCT]O.M C'O.
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION DED. ROADS = 00.65 AC./02% (.970) C45—E749
TOTAL = 32.70 AC. /100%

IQEVISEO 07/27/_{7 gesjgﬂeof ﬂy M. W. 0. Checked By E. E. 5. Job MNo. 129_04_03

REVISED 09/27/17
REVISED 11/10/17 TMODEL | pppe MAY 2017 sheer 2 OF 2

Orawn By




LINNACLE FIDGE SULDIVISION, r1ILING &

A REPLAT OF LOT 100, PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION FILING 1, Reception No. *****x* W 1/2 NW 1/4 SEC 21, T1S RIW UM
City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado

AN
oo |28 N
VALL;‘; ) AN N P . DEDICATION
&(%V PN 0@0/};;2} ANOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

HITOEN %@

That the undersigned, TWO R & 0, LLC a Colorado limited liability company is the owner
OoF that real property situate in the W 1/2 MW 1/4 of Section 21, Township 1 South,
Hange 1 of the Ute Meridian, City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado; being
more particularly descriped as follows:

Lot 100, Pinnacle Hidge Subdivision, Filing 1, HReception MNo.

LEGEND & ABBREVIATIONS

Q@ FD MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER

FO 3.25" ALUMINUM CAP STAMPED
THOMPSON LANGFORD CORP LS 18480

m O #5 REBAR W/1.5" ALUMINUM CAP
STAMPED LS 5933

@ OL7 #5 REBAR W/2" ALUM. CAP
STAMPED O H SURVEYS LS 20677

MC.S5 M = MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER
G V.AL.C.S5. = GRAND VALLEY AREA LOCAL
COORDINATE SYSTEM

M.P.E. = MULTIPURPOSE EASEMENT

SEC. = SECTION

WC’[%];I; MAP Sy FH A ey

Said parcel contains 3.3/ acres more or 1ess.

Said Owner has py these presents 1aid ouvt, platted and supdivided the apove-descriped
real property into Lots, and 7racts as shown hereon, and designated the same as
PINNACLE RIOGE SUBDIVISION, FILING 2 in the City of Grand Junction, County of Mesa,
State of Colorado, and does hereby orfrer the following dedications and grants.

MARI -~
¥ 2

10, 839 S6. FT. /
/&

All streets, roads and Rights-or-way are dedicated to the City of Grand Junction
for the use of the public forever.

PINNACLE RIDGE
SUBDIVISION

All Multipurpose Easements are dedicated to the City of Grand Junction as perpetual
easements for City gpproved uvtilities including the installation, operation,
maintenance and repair of said vtilities and appurtenances which may include put are
not limited to, electric lines, cable 7V 1ines, natural gas pipelines, sanitary sewer
lines, storm sewers, water lines, telephone 1ines, trarrfic control rfacilities, street
lighting, I1andscaping, trees and grade structures.

All Orainage Easements are granted to the Homeowner 's Associdtion by separate
instrument.

Hobert W. Jones 11, Managing Member

7o be completed by the City of Grand Junction personnel.
The accuracy of this information is the responsipility
of the City of Grand Junction.

Declaration of Covenants, Restrictions and Conditions
orf the Pinnacle Ridge Homeowner 's Association, Inc.

STATE OF COLORADO)

COUNTY OF MESA jss

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged berfore me this
2017 A.0. by TWO R & 0, LLC, HAobert W. Jones II, Msnaging Member.

aday of

N 1/16 COR.
SEC. 20

recorded under Reception MNo. )
MC.S5 M #1210

Witness my hand and official seal:

Orainage Easements are conveyed to the
Pinnacle Ridge Homeowner 's Associatiorn

Notary Public

My commission expires.

recorded under Reception MNo.
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LOoT 18 S State of Colorado
This plat of PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION, FILING 2 & subdivision of the City N
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LoT 17 S A q‘; ‘V N Qo LLC, a Colorado limited liagbility company ; that the current taxes have been paid;
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City Manager City Mayor ® l \ \ '§ \%
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