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AMENDING THE GRAND JUNCTION ZONING AND ~EVELOPMENT CODE BY 
DELETING THE EXISTING SECTION 5-4-6 AND ADOPTING NEW SECTION 5-4-6 
READING AS FOLLOWS: 

5-4-6 Public Sites, Parks and Open Spaces 

A. All new development which requires processing through the 
rezoning, subdivision, planned development, conditional 
use, or special use procedures of this Code shall require 
payment to the escrow fund for ?arks/Open Space acquisi­
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. 

3. The fee schedule for compliance with 5-4-6A shall be as 
follows: 

1. All ~esidential uses $225 per dwelling unit. 

2. All business/commercial/industrial uses 5% of the ap­
praised raw land value. The value 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. ?roof of non-profit sta­
tus may be required. 

C. Fees shall be paid at the time of final approval and prior 
to co~~e~ce=e~t o~ t~e ~se. ?ees ~o= subdivision shall be 
paid at the time of final plat recording. 

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

E. 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 may 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 equal in value to the payment that 
would be required u~6er 3 above a~d in accordance with 
adopted plans and policies. 
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PARKS AND OPEN SPACE REQUIREMENTS 

New de~eJopments are expected to offset certain costs they incur 
to the community in order that existing taxpayers do not have to 
pay tt1e 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. In 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 require them to actually build an appro­
priately sized park, the City requires 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 c·i t y r;ou.rH.;i1 hrlci asked that the O!:Jen space dedication require­
ment be clarified. In the Zoning and Development Code (section 5-
4 r~) i1 appears in pArt A. that the 1!1teut was that §.1_1.1 new 
developments contri011te to the open space fund. However, in the 
fol J O\tlitlg p~1ragr<'lphs, it speaks only about "plats" which seems to 
limit the tequirement to subdivisions. Since some type of amend­
ment is necessary to ciarify current requirements, staff recom­
mends that the present requirement be totally revised to more 
acctlrately reflect the Jn1ent of a dedication requirement. 

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 ;::. i .1 involved acknowledged that this fee was not equitable 
or responsive to parks' needs. However, since the City had nq_ 
dedication at all prior to the 1981 Code, it was felt that some 
type of fee should l:Je established which could then be revised 
later after a careful study of alternative systems could be com­
pleted. 

Since the adoptio11 of the Code, the Planning staff has, at various 
times, studied dif~erent dedication requirements and made reports 
to previous administrations. Because of staff changes and reduc­
tions, both within and withotit the department, implementation of a 
ci.iffe!'ent system has not occurred. 

The Plannin!J Department has an extensive file on this subject and 
WP do qot h~el it llf!C~->ss<:~ry to do another "study" but are prepa!'f:~ci 

at this time to make recommendations on a revised system. 

In rPf~P'lrchinu nthPY' comm.nn.ities (attachment 1), we have found 
th,-=<.t .'!.ll communities ~..;urveyed nsed one l)f three systems to calcu­
i;:l_lp rP.~idr~ 11t.ia.l ded:ication requirel11ents. 

1. A percentage req11irement similar to our existing 5% fee. 

~;. l\ fee <'H;;S{'~ssPd at the time of bu.ilding permit on all ne\tJ 
structures. The type of fee structure varies, but most 
Art') e .i tiler a per mli t (or per 1, 000 sq. feet) fee or a 
fee structure based on building value. 

3. A per md t fee for new residential units in new develop­
ments and for commercial developments an acreage fee or 
pr>''cerJt·age fee. 
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RecommetH.1a t ions 

l) Resjdentla1. 

The b:igges t concern about using a pf~rc~l!tage system is the ineq­
uity bn.ilt into the system. For instance, in a 100 acre subdlvi­
s _i. on, !'"1 acres of open space ( 01:• eqni valent dollars) \IJOUld bf! 
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 l1igher 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 multi-family units but could be a handicap on individual 
single family residences. This system wo11Jd also create problems 
in the b11ilding permit process since each application would have 
to be rese<lrr:hed [())' pos~d ble previous dedi cat ion. BF!cause of the 
nnmber of subdivisions which have been annexed, both City and 
Connty records \1Jou.1d have to bP checked. 

A per unit fee on :n.ew residentJal development would be t!1e most 
eqnitab.le awi most d.irectly related to the nPed for, addlt.i.onal 
parks space and facilities. I recommend the City adopt a residen­
ttaJ d"dicatjon fpp 1 'Pqntrement based on this method. An example 
of the method of calculation and comparison to the existing system 
is on tt1e following pages. The costs used are for comparison 
purposes QD1Y· Should Courtcil concur with this methodology, more 
specific costs can be calculated. 

2) Businesf~/Comnercia.l/Industrial 

While trade developments do not directly generate a need for 
p<irk.s, thPrP i!S en indirect effect in that ne~1 businesses generate 
population increases by direct or indirect job creation. It is 
<'l{lporent tram Tobles One and Two that to reqnire the ful.l cost of 
parks development from residential developments only would result 
1n vot.e>.:ti;:dJy probibit:ive 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 requirement be continued for 
bnsinenn, commercia] and .industrial developments. 
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3) Non-commercial and Non-residential Uses 

There are a number of uses 1 is ted 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 
Boarding Schools 
Funeral Homes 
Shooting Ranges 
Swimming Pools 
Transportation Facilities 
Vo-Tech Schools 
Counseling Centers 
Foster Homes 
Hospitals 
Nursery Schools/Day Care Centers 
Group Homes 
Rest Homes/Nursing Homes 

Churches 
Colleges 
Cultural/Educational/ 

Rec. Facilities 
Membership Clubs 
Schools 
Physical/Mental Rehab. 

Centers 
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WORKSHEET 

A. Assumptions 

AveragP cost of undeveloperl land 
Average cost for park development 

Persons per dwelling unit 

$25,000/acre 
8,000/acre 

2.3 (1980 census) 

Standards from National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPAJ 

Minimum park land per 1,000 pop. 
Desirable park land per 1,000 pop. 
Max:immn pa!'k land ~H~r J ,000 pop. 

10 acres 
20 acres 
30 acres 

( .01a/person) 
( .02a/person) 
( .03a/person) 

Note: It has been argw"!d that beca11se of the large amount of 
pub.l ic .lr.u1d avai 1ab.le for rPcreation, our standard 
should be less than the NR?A recommendations. How much 
(if any) less is arguable, sincP distance and type of 
recreation available may not oe usable or desired by 
some citizens. For tttis reason thP comparison table 
also gives figure~ far 7.5, 5, and 2.5 acres per 1,000 
population. 

B. Tables 

Table OnP 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 F~cqu.isition onJy and for acquisition and develop­
ment. 

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

C. Formulas 

Cost per unit = Acres per unit requjred x cost per acre 
Cost per development = Cost per unit x numoer of units 
AcrPs pr-~r unit "'"' ( ~3tandard used - 1, 000) x 2. 3 peop.le per unit 
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TABLE ONE - FEES PER D~ELLING UNIT 

* Park Sta~~~e~ 
2 • 5 (.__§_,_Q___ -

1,000 population 
7.5 10.0 

( .006 a/u) ( .012 a/u) (.017 a/u) (.023 a/u) 

c 
0 

$15,0001-s $ 90 $180 $255' $345 
T '), 

$20,000 120 ~ 340 460 
p ~';;I (}()7,) ~j ..... J 

E $25,000 150 30"0" 425 575 
R 

$28,000 168 336 476 644 
A 
c $32,000 192 384 544 736 
R 
E 
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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 

15,000 5a 7,200 14,400 21,600 28,800 $ 750 
lOa 14,000 27,600 41,400 55,200 

20,000 5a 9,600 19,200 28,800 38,400 1,000 
lOa 18,400 36,800 55,200 73,600 

25,000 5a 12,000 24,000 36,000 48,000 1,250 
lOa 23,000 46,000 69,000 92,000 

28,000 5a 13,440 26,880 40,320 53,760 1,400 
lOa 25,760 51,520 77,280 103,040 

32,000 5a 15,360 30,'120 46,080 61,440 1,600 
lOa 29,440 58,880 88,320 117,760 

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 DF.MAND 
IN ACRES 

4.0 

3.5 

3.0 

2.5 

2.0 

1.5 

1 . 0 

.5 

COST PER UNIT TO 
DEVELOPER 

$40 

·~-
35 

30 

25 

20 

15 

/10 

5 

0~--~----------~------·--~--------~~ 0 

4 u/a 8 u;a 12 u/a 16 u;a 

DENSITY OF 10 ACRE PROJECT 
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