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AMENDING THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND DEVELOPM EV
DELETING THE

E . R

CODE BY
EXISTING SECTION 5-4-6 AND ADOPTING NEW SECTION 5-4-86

READING AS FOLLOWS:

5-4-6

A,

us

144

Public Sites, Parks and Open Spaces

All new development which requires processing through the
rezoning, subdivision, planned development, conditional
use, or special use procedures of this Code shall reqguire
payment to the escrow fund for Parks/Open Space acqguisi-
tion and/or development. For the purpose of this sec-
tion (5-4-6) only, new development shall be considered
construction of principal structures where the addition
constitutes 35% or more of the existing floor area of the
structure, or a change of use category for an existing
structure or for a parcel of land.

The fee schedule for compliance with 5-4-6A shall be zas
follows:

1. All residentiasl uses $225 per dwelling unit.
2 All business/commercial/industrial uses 5% of the ap-
praised raw land valiuve. The valiue shall be determined,
at the developer's expense, by an accredited real es-
tate appraiser (member of American Institute of Real
Estate Appraisers) not otherwise involved in the devel-
opment.

3. All uses in the Use/Zone Matrix (sec. 4-3-4) which are
classed under the general categories of Community
Facilities - Public and Private, and Human Care/Treat-
ment Facilities which are non-profit uses shall not be
charged a fee. All other uses in these categories shall
be charged 2.5% of appraised raw land value as deter-
mined in paragraph B.2 above. Proof of non-profit sta-
tus may be required.

Fees shall be paid at the time of final approval and prior
to commencersnt of the vse. Tees for subdivision shall be
paid at the time of final plat recording

Private open spaces or recreational areas in planned devel-
opments shall not be a substitute for the required fee or
dedication.

The Governing Body may, after recommendation by the Planning
Commission, waive or defer the provisions of this section

(5-4-6). In considering such a waiver or deferment, the
Governing Body shall use the criteria established in Section
10-1-1B.2. The Governing Body mav also consider the dedica-

tion of public sites, parks, and/or open space areas in lieu
of payment to the escrow fund. The dedication of land area
shall not be less than egual in value to the payment that
would be required uncder B above znd in accordance with
adopted plans and policies.
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PARKS AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS

New developments are expected to offset certaln costs they incur
to the community in order that existing taxpayers do not have to
pay the costs of this new development. Many of the impacts may be
offset by the developer actually constructing certain improvements
such as sewer and water lines or roads. In some cases, however,
construction may not be appropriate because of location, timing,
or other factors. 1In those cases the developer is expected to pay
fees that the City can use to cover the costs that will be in-
curred. For example, it would be inappropriate for a developer
to improve a section of road bordering his development if the City
had plans for improving a larger section of that road the fol-
lowing year.

One of the costs incurred by new development is the demand for
additional parks space and facilities. Since most developments
are not large enough to reguire them to actually build an appro-
priately sized park, the City reguires a proportionate fee that
can then be used to acquire additional parks, or improve and
expand facilities in existing parks.

The following material discusses existing dedication requirements
and alternatives.
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The City Councii had asked that the oven space dedication regquire-
ment be clarified. 1In the Zoning and Development Code (section 5-
4-6) it appears in part A, that the intent was that all new
developments contripute to the open space fund. However, in the
following paragraphs, it speaks only about "plats" which seems to
limit the reguirement to subdivisions. Since some type of amend-
ment is necessary to clarify current requirements, staff recom-
mends that the present regquirement be totally revised to nore
accurately reflect the intent of a dedication reguirement.

When the current Code was revised in 1981, the requirement for
dedication of 5% land or fee in lieu of land was added. This
method was taken from the County regulations at that time, even
though ail involved acknowliedged that this fee was not equitable
or responsive to parks' needs. However, since the City had no
dedication at all prior to the 1981 Code, it was felt that some
type of fee should be established which could then be revised
later after a careful study of alternative systems could be com-
pleted.

Since the adoption of the Code, the Planning staff has, at various
times, studied different dedication requirements and made reports
to previous administrations. Because of staff changes and reduc-
tions, both within and without the department, implementation of a
different syvstem has not occurred.

The Planning Department has an extensive file on this subject and
we do not fteel it necessary to do another "study" but are prepared
at this time to make recommendations on a revised system.

in researching other comminities (attachment 1), we have found
hat all cominunities surveyed used one of three systems to calcu-

iate residential dedication reguirements.

A percentayge requirement similar to our existing 5% fee.

—3

2. A fee assessed at the time of building permit on alil new
structures. The type of fee structure varies, but most
are either a per unit {(or per 1,000 sqg. feet) fee or a
fee structure based on building wvalue.

5!

A per unit fee for new residential units in new develop-
ments and for commercial developments an acreage fee or
percentage fee.
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Recommenaations
1) Residential

The biggest concern about using a percentage system is the ineqg-
uity built into the system. For instance, in a 100 acre subdivi-
sion, 5 acres of open space (ov egquivalent dollars) would be
required. Not being related to density, these 5 acres could serve
400 units at 4 per acre, or 800 units at 8 per acre. Parks and
open space is a service provided to people and should be related
to the number of people being served. Under the percentage sys-
tem, lower density developments pay a great deal more per unit
than higher density developments, but higher densities generate a
greater demand for parks space (see Table 3).

A fee assessed at the time of building permit might be appropriate
for malti-family units but could be a handicap on individual
single family residences. This system wounld also create problems
in the building permit process since each application wouid have
to be researched for possible previous dedication. Because of the
number of subdivisions which have been annexed, both City and
County records would have to be checked.

A per unit fee on new residential developnment would be the most
equitablie and most directly related to the need for additional
parks space and facilities. I recommend the City adopt a residen-
tial dedication fee reguirement based on this method. An example
of the method of calculation and comparison to the existing system
is on the following pages. The costs used are for comparison
purposes only. Should Courncil concur with this methodology, more
specific costs can be calculated.

2) Business/Commercial/Industrial

While trade developments do not directly generate a need for
parks, there is an indirect effect in that new businesses generate
population increases by direct or indirect job creation. It is
apparent from Tables One and Two that to require the full cost of
parks development from residential deveiopments only would result
in potentially probhibitive fees. By requiring dedication fees
from both residential and business developments, the financial
impacts on each can be brought into a more reasonable range.

We recommend that the 5% dedication reguirement be continued for
bhusiness, commercial and industrial developments.
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3) Non-commercial and Non-residential Uses

There are a number of uses listed in the Zoning Code which are
neither residential or commercial. These uses fall under the
broad categories of "Community Facilities - Public and Private"
and "Human Care/Treatment Facilities." For the profit-making
uses, a reduced percentage fee may be appropriate. For non-profit
or recreational uses, no fee may be appropriate. A specific
breakdown of these types of uses is as follows:

Dance/Music Schools Churches

Boarding Schools Colleges

Funeral Homes Cultural/Educational/
Shooting Ranges Rec. Facilities
Swimming Pools Membership Clubs
Transportation Facilities Schools

Vo-Tech Schools Physical/Mental Rehab.
Counseling Centers Centers

Foster Homes

Hospitals

Nursery Schools/Day Care Centers
Group Homes
Rest Homes/Nursing Homes
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WORKSHEET
Assumptions
Average cost of undeveloped land $25,000/acre
Average cost for park development 8,000/acre
Persons per dwelling unit 2.3 (1980 census)

Standards from National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA)

Minimum park land per 1,000 pop. 10 acres (.0la/person)
Desirable park land per 1,000 pop. 20 acres (.02a/person)
Maximum park land ver 1,000 pop. 30 acres {.03a/person)

Note: It has been argued that becaiise of the large amount of
public land available for recreation, our standard
should be less than the NRPA recommendations. How much
(it any) less is arguable, since distance and type of
recreation available may not pe usable or desired by
some citizens. For this reason the comparison table
also gives figures for 7.5, 5, and 2.5 acres per 1,000
population. ‘

Tables

Table One gives a cost per unit fee for graduations from 10
acres per 1,000 population to 2.5 acres per 1,000 population
for cost of acquisition only and for acquisition and develop-
ment .

Table Two gives total cost for a 10 acre development at sev-
eral densities for both 5 and 10 acre standards. From this
the 2.5 and 7.5 acre standards may be extrapolated.

Formulas

Cost per unit = Acres per unit reqguired ® cost per acre
Cost per development = Cost per unit x numoer of units ,
Acres per unit = (Standard used - 1,000) x 2.3 people per unit




TABLE ONE - FEES PER DWELLING UNIT

Park StanMger 1,000 population

2.5 (5.0 - 7.5 10.0
(.006 a/u) (.012 a/u) (.017 a/u) (.023 a/u)

c
0 7
S 815,000 S 90 $180 $255° $345
T 5

$20,000 120 2 340 460
P 23,000
E $25,000 150 425 5715
R

$28,000 168 - 336 476 644
A
C 832,000 192 384 544 736
R
E




TABLE TWO
COST COMPARISON FOR SAMPLE 10 ACRE DEVELOPMENT
Density of Development
4 u/a 8 u/a 12 u/a 16 u/a Existing

cC 56| 15,000 S5a 7,200 14,400 21,600 28,800 $ 1750
0 10a| 14,000 27,600 41,400 55,200
S &
T 20,000 5a 9,600 19,200 28,800 38,400 1,000

1 10a| 18,400 36,800 55,200 73,600
P O
E 25,000 5a| 12,000 24,000 36,000 48,000 1,250
R A 10a| 23,000 46,000 69,000 92,000

c ;
A R| 28,000 5a| 13,440 26,880 40,320 53,760 1,400
CE 10a| 25,760 51,520 77,280 103,040
R
E S| 32,000 ba| 15,360 | 30,720 46,080 61,440 1,600

T 10a| 29,440 58,880 88,320 117,760
F D
(OIS
R

* The Council Growth Committee indicated a preference for a fee
which would be close to Mesa County's present fee. A cost
figure of $15,000 per acre and parks standard of 7.5 acres
per 1,000 population comes close to the County fee of $225/
unit (see Table 1). On this basis, an 8 unit per acre devel-
opment on 10 acres would generate $21,000 compared to the
present rate of $750,
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TABLE THREE
COST/IMPACT COMPARISON OF EXISTING SYSTEM

PARKS DFEMAND COST PER UNIT TO
IN ACRES DEVELOPER
4.0 $40 ‘
] -~ .
" i ¥ S,
3.5 35 co ¢ J
3.0 30
O
2.5} Q@‘\V\\ 25
W
2.0 R | 20
1.5 { 15
1.0 L1o  fuefomon 3 oS
= 7 Jd
.5 5
0 . . . N 0
4 u/a 8 u/a 12 u/a 16 u/a

DENSITY OF 10 ACRE PROJECT
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