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Executive Summary 
Efforts to incorporate or annex have been attempted in the past.  In the early 
1990’s annexation policies of the city of Grand Junction resulted in two general 
public votes in the Clifton/Fruitvale area.  Two issues were placed on the ballot 
asking: 1) Should Grand Junction annex the area? And, 2) Should the area 
incorporate as a municipality?  Both ballot issues were defeated.  A previous 
attempt to incorporate sometime in the 1980’s was also turned down by the 
voters.  (Clifton-Fruitvale Community Plan 2006)   
 
Several residents believe the time has come again to consider a governance 
structure for the Clifton/Fruitvale area.  Because residents will determine the 
future direction of the Clifton/Fruitvale area, Mesa County is encouraging all 
residents, business owners and interested parties to consider the pros and cons 
of each of the governance structures.  This document should not be regarded 
as a budget.  Rather this document is intended to give the Clifton/Fruitvale 
Governance Steering Committee members information to make an informed 
decision. 
 
As citizens consider the varying governance options, they must also understand 
the consequences of the “status quo”.  As the Clifton-Fruitvale area continues to 
develop, residents desire urban services and facilities in the community.  If the 
area remains unincorporated, the likelihood of maintaining or increasing urban 
services is low.  “County government is generally not authorized nor organized to 
provide the level of urban services anticipated in a municipal setting”.  (Clifton-
Fruitvale Community Plan, 2006)  Expecting all of Mesa County’s taxpayers to 
carry the tax burden of expanding urban services to the Clifton-Fruitvale area is 
inequitable and unrealistic and therefore the ability of the County to approve 
future growth may be impacted.  
 
In summary, choosing the best governance option for the Clifton-Fruitvale area 
comes down to answering two questions.  Is it a higher level of service that 
citizens desire most or is it more local control?  If the answer is a higher level of 
service in the areas that have been discussed throughout this report, then 
incorporation by annexation appears to be the most feasible and cost effective 
governance option (see Appendix E).  Under the annexation model, property tax 
would be set at 8 mills costing a residential property owner approximately $63.68 
annually for every $100,000 of actual property value and a commercial property 
owner $232.00 for every $100,000 of property value.  Annexation also shows 
sales tax set at 2.75%.  Incorporation by annexation appears to provide the 
highest level of service at the lowest cost to the citizens.  Additionally, because 
the City of Grand Junction provides fire protection services, it is anticipated that 
residents would no longer be required to pay the 3.7660 mill levy for the Clifton 
Fire Protection District.    
 
If the answer is more local control rather than higher service levels, then 
incorporation by forming a new municipality is the preferred option but comes at 



 

a significant increased cost.  For the purposes of this study, under the 
incorporation model, property tax would be set at 10.4 mills costing a residential 
property owner approximately $82.78 annually for every $100,000 of actual 
property value and a commercial property owner $301.60 for every $100,000 of 
property value.  Incorporation shows sales tax set at 2.75%.  These taxes are in 
addition to what citizens are currently paying.  This model also relies on Mesa 
County appropriating a portion of “county sales tax” to this area as a revenue 
source.  If the County is unable to continue to make this appropriation, this model 
is severely limited in the services it can provide. 

Introduction 
The purpose of this document is to provide general information to the citizens 
living in the unincorporated areas of the Clifton-Fruitvale area who are 
considering alternative governing options to provide urban services.  This 
document analyzes, incorporation (creating a new town or annexation by the City 
of Grand Junction) and creation of a public improvement district (PID) as 
governance alternatives.   
 
Due to the significant growth in the Clifton-Fruitvale area and the need to improve 
infrastructure, a comprehensive plan specific to the area became a priority for 
Mesa County.  In 2006 Mesa County worked with citizens in the Clifton-Fruitvale 
area to develop a Community Plan.  The purpose of the Clifton-Fruitvale 
Community plan is to provide specific management (decision-making) direction in 
the areas of public safety, human services, land use & zoning, transportation, 
utilities and special districts, historic places and structures, code enforcement, 
economy/employment, and natural features and environment and to prioritize 
implementation strategies and actions.  (Clifton-Fruitvale Community Plan 2006) 
 
The information contained in this report is intended to enable the citizens to make 
informed decisions on whether alternative governance options are feasible to 
meet the needs of the community.  This is not intended to be a proposed 
budget for the Clifton-Fruitvale area.  A budget for a City or public improvement 
district, including specific tax and fee rates and policies, will need to be 
developed by the citizens of the area should incorporation or creation of a district, 
be approved by ballot.   
 
Different communities have incorporated or formed public improvement districts 
for a wide variety of reasons.  A consistent reason for considering incorporation 
in the Clifton-Fruitvale community is to have more control of the destiny of the 
community.  This includes local control of land development with the community, 
control over land use and zoning policies, and preservation of the community.  
PIDs have been created in several communities within Colorado to provide urban 
services where currently no service provider existed or where services needed to 
be enhanced. 
 
 



 

In development of this analysis several assumptions were made: 
 

�  All services currently provided by special districts are assumed to still be 
delivered by the special districts. 

�  A newly formed City may choose to contract with Mesa County or private 
companies for the delivery of various city-level services such as law 
enforcement, building inspections, roadwork, etc. 

�  Each estimated expenditure line item is calculated using the City of Fruita 
2007 Budget as a base.  In some cases, actual costs of providing a 
specific service level are known and are used in the financial model. 

 
As part of the larger community plan process, a number of citizens volunteered to 
act in a neighborhood leadership role to review and assess the various 
governance options available to the community.  This committee is referred to as 
the Clifton-Fruitvale Governance Committee.  Members of this committee are 
referenced in Appendix F of this report.  As part of the analysis, the committee 
explored various services, service levels, revenues, and expenditures.  The 
Governance Sub-committee identified several services where gaps either 
currently exist or need to be increased in the Clifton-Fruitvale area.  These 
services include; law enforcement, sidewalks, code enforcement, parks and 
recreation. 
 
Based on previous meetings with the committee, three governance options were 
listed as the top preferences to explore: incorporation, public improvement district 
(PID), and special district (Title 32 District).  The Title 32 District option was not 
analyzed in this report due to its limited ability to provide multiple services.  
Additionally, based on costs and levels of service discussions, incorporation by 
annexation was included in this analysis.  These options are explained in more 
detail in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  Governance Options 
Entity Type Incorporation/Annexation Public Improvement District Title 32 District Status Quo 
Statute  (C.R.S.) Title 31, Article 2 30-20-501 Title 32, Article 1 Unincorporated 

Governing Board/Status 
City Council(elected directly)-
City Manager or Mayor 

Board of County Commissioners  
ex-officio 

Board of Directors-
Elected Directly 

Board of County 
Commissioners 

Formation        
Petition X X X  
Resolution/Ordinance X      
Election X X* X  
Permitted Activities A home rule municipality has more 

power than a statutory municipality 
because it can look beyond the statutes 
and a few constitutional provisions to 
Article XX as a source of power. Within 
certain limits, create new tax sources to 
meet local financial needs; Establish its 
own maximum debt limitations or have no 
maximum limitations, as it desires; 
Establish its own time limitations for the 
repayment of municipal bonds; Establish 
its own procedures for providing street, 
sidewalk, and other special 
improvements; Have available broader 
and more flexible taxing powers, 
including the ability to collect, administer, 
and enforce sales and use taxes and to 
determine what transactions are subject 
to or exempt from sales and use taxes 

Acquire, construct, install operate or 
maintain any public improvement and 
provide any service that the county is 
authorized to provide, except solid waste 
facilities/sites or transfer stations or 
transportation of other types of trash, 
industrial waste, garbage, etc.  No such 
improvement or service shall duplicate 
same already provided by special district. 

Streets improvement, water, 
sewer (inc. drainage), parks 
and recreation, fire 
protection, TV relay, 
mosquito control, phone line 
extension, public 
transportation systems, 
health services, ambulance, 
solid waste, transportation, 
tunnels, limited security 
services, covenant 
enforcement.  Cannot 
construct electric or gas 
systems or provide police 
protection. 

Counties have a 
significant amount of 
authority that is 
defined in State 
Statute, Title 30 
C.R.S.  Counties are 
allowed to levy 
taxes, acquire 
bonds, provide a 
variety of services, 
and form additional 
improvement 
districts.  

Powers        
Construction X X X X 

Operation/Maintenance X X X X 
Condemn Property X X X X 

Finance Mechanism        
Ad Valorem Tax  X  X X X 
Assessment X     X 
Bonds X     X 

G.O. X X X X 
Revenue X X X X 
Special Assess. X X**   X 

Sales Tax X X**   X 
Charge rates, tolls, fees      X X X X 
Comments 

  

*If 100% of the owners of real property sign 
the petition, the governing body may waive 
the notice publication, hearing, and 
election, if requested.   

    
**PID may form a LID within its boundaries 
to use sales tax or assessment.   

While the County 
has these authorities 
it does not have 
additional authorities 
to provide additional 
resources in the 
Clifton-Fruitvale 
area. 
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Incorporation 
As a community is faced with the decision of whether or not to incorporate, 
citizens of that community must believe the advantages of incorporation outweigh 
the disadvantages.  A brief discussion of both advantages and disadvantages to 
incorporation are listed below.     

Advantages 
“Municipal incorporation can be the most satisfactory governmental structure for 
the performance of many services and functions of primarily local concern.” 
(Colorado Municipal League)  The purpose of municipal government is general, 
allowing for the provision of a wide variety of services to its citizens.  The result 
should be greater coordination and efficiency of services with only one 
government making decisions.  Incorporation can provide a municipal 
government that is more responsive to the community than county government 
and may help to preserve the unity and pride of the community.  Some of the 
services which are often times best performed by a local municipal government 
include: 
 

1. The creation and use of local law enforcement. 
2. The construction and maintenance of a local street system which also 

makes the municipality eligible for certain highway funds shared by the 
state with municipalities. 

3. The construction of a sanitary sewer system, a storm water system, a 
water delivery system and a street lighting system. 

4. The creation and operation of a fire department. 
5. The adoption of building, fire and health codes and other ordinances to 

protect the lives and property of citizens. 
6. The creation and use of a planning body and municipal land use 

regulations to help bring about orderly development of a community. 
7. The development of parks and recreation facilities. 
8. The management of local finances, including the collection of local taxes. 

 
One of the primary benefits of incorporation is increased control over land use 
decisions.  Municipalities in Colorado, in particular those with home rule powers, 
have a considerable amount of flexibility to regulate land use in the interest of the 
health, safety, and general welfare of their community. 
 
Local control allows citizens to determine their destiny and address their 
community needs rather than being dependent on more distant county officials 
and county wide voters.  Municipalities have the opportunity to decide how to 
best provide services to residents.  Intergovernmental relations are sometimes 
strengthened by a decision to incorporate, giving the new municipality the right to 
examine and negotiate issues in the community’s best interests.  Incorporated 
cities can also receive certain federal or state grants or loans unavailable to 
unincorporated areas. 
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If the Clifton-Fruitvale Area incorporates, the city would be able to redevelop 
downtown Clifton, which has been a long term goal for some residents.  In 
addition, another municipality cannot annex an incorporated municipality.  Over 
the years, the City of Grand Junction has annexed property within the Persigo 
201 sewer service boundary that resulted in flagpole annexations.  Under current 
provisions of the Persigo Agreement the City of Grand Junction cannot annex 
outside the Persigo 201 sewer service boundary without concurrence from the 
County.  That provision in the Persigo Agreement is set to expire October 2008.  
With this expiration, the opportunity exists to take a comprehensive look at the 
future governance of the Clifton-Fruitvale area.  

Disadvantages 
With incorporation, higher taxes are needed to provide services.  Services that 
were once previously provided by county government may become the 
responsibility of the municipality.  These services may include; land use controls 
and zoning, law enforcement, street and road maintenance and construction.  
The incorporation model is also dependent on the County continuing to support 
incorporation efforts through sales tax appropriations.   
 
Other disadvantages to incorporation include: 
 

1. Costs of running the new government may exceed the benefits. 
2. If citizens aren’t interested or constructively involved in their municipal 

government, local problems may not improve. 
3. Citizens may be unwilling or unable to afford an additional layer of 

government. 
4. Specific functions by a municipality may result in duplication of services. 
5. There are high costs associated with incorporation such as, petitioning, a 

bond for election, fiscal impact studies, boundary surveys, start up costs 
and legal guidance. 

6. Competition with surrounding towns, municipalities, and the County in 
recruitment of qualified employees. 

7. Competition with neighboring communities in recruiting commercial and 
retail development. 

8. Rural areas may wish to retain the nature of their community and 
incorporation may be viewed as an unwanted step toward urbanization. 

 
The Clifton-Fruitvale Area has a high percentage of residential to commercial 
property.  Residential properties in Colorado currently have an assessed value 
that is roughly one-quarter the assessed value of commercial properties.  This is 
a result of the Gallagher Amendment, which requires that residential property 
owners pay no more than 45 percent of property taxes statewide. (Colorado 
Constitution, Art. X, §3(1)(b)).  Because residential property owners have a much 
lower assessed value, a mill levy would not raise as much revenue as in a 
community with a more balanced ratio of residential and commercial properties. 
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Incorporation is not an absolute solution.  Areas that have incorporated continue 
to face issues in their community such as, unfunded street improvement needs, 
coping with growth, lack of affordable housing, unfunded mandates, and 
increased staff costs. 

Proposed Boundary for Incorporation 
The initial proposed boundary used for this feasibility analysis includes the 2006 
Clifton/Fruitvale Community planning area and the Clifton Sanitation District 
boundary as shown in Figure 2.  The specific boundaries are the Colorado River 
on the South, the Palisade Community Separator (approximately 33 ¾ Road) on 
the east, Interstate 70 on the north 
and a zig-zaging line on the west – 
32 Road between the Colorado 
River and 1-70 Business Loop 
following the Clifton Sanitation 
District boundary; west to 31 ½ 
Road north to Patterson Road; 
west on Patterson to 31 Road and 
north in a dog leg north and west 
to the northern plan boundary of I-
70.  The western boundary north of 
the I-70 Business Loop coincides 
with the Clifton Sanitation District boundary.  
This initially proposed boundary includes a mix of land uses; residential, 
commercial and industrial.  By including these types of land uses, the amount of 
property tax is increased and enables the tax burden to be spread out over the 
widest portion of the population. 
 
Through this analysis, it became evident that the original proposed boundary for 
the Clifton-Fruitvale plan area required adjustment in order to keep the mill levy 
at a level that was acceptable to 
committee members.  Therefore, the 
analysis contained in this report is 
based on the adjusted boundary that 
is shown in Figure 3 and Appendix 
B. This adjustment removed a 
substantial portion of residential 
property which typically demands 
higher levels of service but is taxed 
at a lower rate on property taxes. 
The adjusted boundaries are the 
Colorado River on the South, the 
Palisade Community Separator 
(approximately 33 ¾ Road) on the east,  
Interstate 70 on the north and a zig-zaging line on the west, 32 Road between 
the Colorado River and I-70 Business Loop; west to 31 ½ Road north to 

Figure 3, Clifton/Fruitvale Area Boundary  

Figure 2.  Clifton-Fruitvale Proposed Boundary 
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2008 Estimated Population
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Patterson Road; east to 32 ¼ Road. This proposed boundary includes a mix of 
land uses; residential, commercial and industrial. 

Population 
The Clifton/Fruitvale Community planning area with the adjusted boundary is 
approximately 4.8 sq. miles with an estimated population of 14,133 residents 
based on the 2000 census population of 11,600 and a 2.5% growth factor for  
each additional year. Figure 4 
compares the 2008 estimated 
population of the Towns and 
Municipalities in Mesa County.  This 
comparison shows the Clifton/Fruitvale 
area as the second highest populated 
area in Mesa County with a density of 
2,944 persons per square mile which 
is higher than any other area of Mesa 
County.    

Revenue Analysis 

Property Tax 
Assessed valuation is the amount on which a property owner must pay property 
taxes, otherwise called ad valorem taxes.  The Clifton-Fruitvale planning area 
(adjusted boundary), including part of the Clifton Sanitation District area, has an 
estimated total market value of $735,503,324 and an estimated assessed value 
of $68,604,907 with exempt properties removed for tax calculations (2009 
projection).   
 
Market Value of Residential Property x Assessment Rate of 7.96% = Assessed Value 
Market Value of Commercial Property x Assessment Rate of 29% = Assessed Value 
 
Of the total assessed valuation, 61% is residential ($41.8 million) and 38% is 
residential vacant land and commercial ($26 million). 

Specific Ownership Tax 
This tax is paid by owners of motor vehicles annually.  The amount of the tax is a 
function of the class, age and value of the vehicle, with the tax decreasing with 
the age of the vehicle.  The tax is paid to the county and distributed to the cities 
based on the total property tax revenue paid to the city as a percentage of total 
property tax revenue paid to all taxing entities in the county.   

Number of Vehicles 
The number of vehicles in this area will provide information to assist in computing 
the revenues received from the Highway Users Tax Fund.  This will also provide 
information necessary to calculate the revenue received by the county for motor 

Figure 4.  2008 Estimated Population  
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vehicle registration fees.  From October 1, 2006 to September 30, 2007 there 
were 177,724 vehicles registered in Mesa County.  

General Sales & Use Tax 
The Clifton/Fruitvale area has a significant amount of retail that may not be 
accurately captured in the sales tax statistics because the data is often 
mistakenly coded by mailing address rather than physical location.  Therefore, it 
is believed that the actual total retail sales for the Clifton/Fruitvale area may be 
higher than the reported figure.  

Total Roadway Mileage 
This figure is used in the estimation of road maintenance expenses and 
estimating the revenues from the Highway Users Tax Fund.  The Clifton/Fruitvale 
area would contain approximately 51.45 Center Line Miles (CLM) of roads.  This 
includes all of the roads within the adjusted boundary that are currently in the 
Mesa County HUTF listings including split jurisdictions with the City of Grand 
Junction.  This figure does not include Interstate Highway, State Highway, or 
private roads that are not yet built.  Based on this estimate, of approximately E-
WAG number is $5,482.75 per CLM, the estimated revenue from HUTF dollars 
for this area is $282,087. 

Expenditures Analysis 
Basic services in the Clifton/Fruitvale plan area are currently provided by Mesa 
County and include; law enforcement, human services, animal control, public 
health services, road maintenance, community planning, and a few parks.  A 
variety of Title 32 Special Districts provide utility and other basic urban services.  
(Clifton Fruitvale Community Plan, 2006)  The following services have been 
identified by the Clifton/Fruitvale Governance Committee as services they would 
like to see increased. 

Clifton/Fruitvale Municipal Law Enforcement 
A national survey conducted by the United States Department of Justice of newly 
formed municipalities indicated that the formation of their own police departments 
was driven by three factors; 1) Quicker response time to calls for police service, 
2) A desire for more local law enforcement accountability, and 3) Dissatisfaction 
with the current level of police services. 
 
Over the past several years population growth in the County and the urbanization 
of the Clifton/Fruitvale area have contributed to a decline in the Mesa County 
Sheriff’s Office response time to calls for service.  This erosion in service can 
also be linked to staffing levels at the Sheriffs Office which have not kept pace 
with population growth.  Survey results indicate that the majority of County 
residents are satisfied with the level of service provided by the Sheriff’s Office. A 
survey specifically directed to Clifton/Fruitvale residents to measure their level of 
satisfaction with law enforcement services has not been completed.  Those 
seeking incorporation normally assume that they will have a higher level of 
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accountability in all government service areas based on the municipal 
government structure. 
 
A newly formed municipality has three basic options for providing law 
enforcement services: 
 

·  Form and staff a new police department 
·  Contract with an existing agency for law enforcement services 
·  Transition from contract services to a newly formed police department 
 

The Clifton-Fruitvale area has a population base of approximately 14,133 
residents.  The Mesa County Sheriff’s Office responded to 20,000 calls for 
service in the study area during 2006.  The Sheriff’s Office responded to 
approximately 50,000 calls for service during 2006.  The Clifton-Fruitvale area 
“calls for service” accounted for 40% of the total calls for service during 2006.  
This trend continued through 2007.   
 
Using the assumption that calls for service equates to workload and that there is 
a direct correlation between workload and budget, the Clifton/Fruitvale area 
consumed 40% of the Patrol Operations budget during 2006.  

  
The M.C.S.O. Patrol Operation’s budget for 2006 was approximately 6.6 million 
dollars. Maintaining the current level of service, law enforcement services for the 
Clifton-Fruitvale area will cost approximately $2.64 million dollars (2006 dollars) 
for one year of service assuming the 2008 population estimate in 2006 dollars.  
This equates to a staffing level of approximately 0.9 officers per thousand 
population or 13 deputies fully equipped and supported by dispatch, fleet, 
investigations, and a records management system.  (R. Callow, Mesa County 
Sheriff’s Department) 

 
The ideal staffing level for an urban law enforcement agency is typically 1.5 – 2.0 
officers/deputies per thousand population.  As shown in Figure 5, the analysis is 
based on 1.2 officers per thousand population. Clifton/Fruitvale would require 18 
officers/deputies to provide urban law enforcement services which will cost 
approximately $2.97 million dollars per year for salaries, benefits, training and 
equipment.  Five additional fully equipped patrol vehicles have been included at 
an initial cost of approximately $30,000 per vehicle or $150,000 bringing the total 
to $3.12 million dollars equating to approximately $221 per resident for 
operations.  This dollar figure does not include any bricks and mortar costs to 
build a facility to accommodate these resources; however, the final financial 
model does include debt service for facilities. 
 
The City of Grand Junction has just over 2 officers per thousand population, with 
demographics and policing diversity closely mirroring the Clifton/Fruitvale area.  
Comparison to the City of Fruita is beneficial for this feasibility study because 
Fruita is similar in geographic size and the population of Fruita is about two-thirds 
the population of what is being considered in the Clifton-Fruitvale plan area.  
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However, the calls for service in Fruita do not emulate those of the Clifton-
Fruitvale area trends. 

 
The Fruita Police Department’s 2007 budget includes 16 FTE’s and 2 part-time 
employees and serves a population of approximately 10,000.  The Fruita Police 
Departments’ budget for 2007 is approximately $1.8 million dollars which equates 
to approximately $180 per resident for police services.   

 
According to the U.S. Department of Justice the typical new police department 
will contract with another agency at their inception.  Some remain on a contract 
basis with little change in the way their community was policed prior to 
incorporation.  Many have transitioned to an agency with their own community 
identity while still working under a contractual agreement with another agency.   

 
Law Enforcement Services by Contract 

 
·  24/7 patrol coverage by trained, equipped, and certified deputies 
·  Supervision of personnel 
·  Effective policies & procedures for all critical aspects of law enforcement 
·  Respond to and investigate citizen complaints related to personnel actions 
·  Records management system 
·  Dispatch for emergency personnel 
·  Investigation of felony crimes by trained investigators 
·  Property and evidence collection, storage and disposition 
·  Victim’s advocates, Community based policing strategy  
·  School Resource Officers 
·  Limited traffic enforcement 
·  Crime analysis and statistics  
·  Budget accountability 
 
Figure 5.  Law Enforcement 
Adjusted Boundary       14,133  (population)   
MCSO Patrol Budget 6,600,000         
40% of Patrol Budget 2,640,000       
13 FTE Deputies*   2,640,000 0.9 deputies/1000 population 
  5 FTE Deputies*   330,000 1.27 deputies/1000 population) 
5 additional patrol cars   150,000 $30,000 per patrol vehicle 
Total   3,120,000     $220.76  per citizen 
*FTE includes fully equipped, supported by dispatch, fleet, investigations, & 
records management system   
Fruita Police Department         
Population is a little over half of Clifton-Fruitvale Combined Area  10,000 
Fruita PD Budget 1,800,000  180.00 per citizen   
16 FTE    1.6 officers per 1000 population 
 2 Part-Time Employees     1.7 officers per 1000 population 
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Code Enforcement 
Code enforcement ensures that Code regulated uses of properties comply with 
land development codes.  Code enforcement can take a two pronged approach, 
working with the property owner to achieve voluntary compliance and resorting to 
enforcement as a final option.  The goal of code enforcement is to improve the 
aesthetic appearance, health and safety of neighborhoods.  The result fosters 
orderly community development and improves economic vitality.  The types of 
calls for services (complaints) include: outdoor storage, unlicensed vehicles/junk, 
animals, illegal businesses from home, signs, setback violations, weeds 
(currently no county regulation), and structure setback violations.   
 
Figure 6 shows the estimated level of service to handle 100 calls for code 
enforcement.  To fully address from intake through Code compliance an annual 
intake of 100 new complaints per year, 2.33 Code Enforcement employees at an 
annual cost (salary and supplies for 1.3 Code Enforcement Officers and 1 
Administrative Specialist, plus $25,000 per year for Court ordered cleanup of 
properties) of $112,064 would likely be needed.  In addition, a one-time initial 
startup cost of $44,000 (for office furniture, computers and one Code 
Enforcement vehicle) should be added to the annual amount.   
 
The Clifton-Fruitvale area might consider some middle ground between trying to 
address all of the unresolved complaints and not addressing any of them.  Mesa 
County Code Enforcement finds that the highest level of voluntary compliance if 
staff time is devoted to making sure at least an initial site visit is done on every 
new complaint.  Often, from the initial site visit, a decision can be made as to 
whether a Code violation exists and, if a violation is found, a Request for 
Voluntary Compliance can be issued.  With remaining resources, the County 
moves forward through their process to satisfactorily resolve the case.   
 
Municipalities tend to approach Code Enforcement using a process involving less 
contact with the property owners as compared to the process used by Mesa 
County. In addition, municipalities typically have their own municipal court, which 
tends to speed up the time frame within which prosecuted cases get into court.  
This could mean that more cases could be handled requiring fewer employee 
hours per case.  (D. Ross, Mesa County Code Enforcement) 
 
It should be noted that a newly incorporated municipality would need to draft and 
adopt zoning and development codes of its own that may be unique to the area.  
Thus, Code Enforcement requirements would be dependent on the level and 
type of land use regulations deemed appropriate. 
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Figure 6.  Code enforcement service estimates 
From 1999 to 2006 Existing Cases   
# of Cases/Types of Cases Staff Time (hrs) # of FTE©s 

41/Unfounded 615   
165/VCRVC 6635   

89/VCNOV 5359   

12/BOCC 960   
12/Court 200   

Total = 319 Cases 13769 7.03* 

2008 Projected Case Load    
13/Unfounded 195   

52/VCRVC 2080   

28/VCNOV 1680   
3.5/BOCC 280   

3.5/Court 350   

Total = 100 Cases 4585 2.33* 

1 FTE=1960 hrs. including1 week of sick leave and 2 weeks of vacation 
VCRVC=Vol. compliance after RVC, VCNOV=Vol. compliance after NOV, Court=court cases 

Level of Service based on 100 new complaints Costs 
2.33 Code Enforcement Employees $87,064.00  
Costs include:  Salary and supplies for 1.3 Code Enforcement 
Officer and 1 Admin. Specialist  

  

Court ordered cleanup of properties $25,000.00  
Office furniture, computers and one Code Enforcement vehicle $44,000.00  

TOTAL $156,064.00  

Debt Service 

Sidewalks 
Based on the Clifton Pedestrian 
Circulation Study, sidewalk 
projects were given a final priority 
ranking for investment over the 
next 20 years. As shown in Figure 
7, the following sidewalk 
improvement costs were extracted 
from the Clifton Pedestrian Study 
for the governance study area. 
Figure 8 lists the priorities based 
on rankings and the costs 
associated with implementation. 
The costs are based on 6’ x 8’ 
sidewalks, curb and gutter. 
 
 
 

Figure 7.  Sidewalk Improvement Priorities 
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Figure 8.  Sidewalk Improvements and Costs 
New Sidewalk Improvements  

Priority  Area Projects 
Low Priority 512,682 
Medium Priority 1,208,018 
High Priority 1,087,079 
Total 2,807,779 

Today’s Costs  (x15%)       3,228,945  
*These figures were based on 2006 dollars with an added inflation factor of 1.25%.  To 
calculate in today©s dollars it is estimated that an additional15% be added.  

Facilities 
As a new city, there is an assumption that a certain amount of facility space will 
be needed to conduct business and house resources.  Based on the Mesa 
County Facilities Master Plan (2007), industry standards, and the number of 
proposed FTE’s, 22,133 square feet would be required.  With an average cost of 
construction of $200 per square foot, the estimated cost is $4,024,200.  With an 
additional 10% to allow for future growth the total cost of facilities would be 
approximately $4,426,620. 

Estimated Bond Amortization Schedule 
In order to fund both capital projects of sidewalks and facilities, a bond would be 
recommended.  The bond amortization schedule is based on the required 
amount to fund all sidewalk improvements in the adjusted boundary.  This bond 
schedule is based on the bond amount of $3,228,945 at an interest rate of 5.5%, 
and a term of 20 years, resulting in annual payments of $266,538. 
 
A bond amortization schedule has also been calculated for the facility costs.  The 
bond schedule is based on the bond amount of $4,426,620 at an interest rate of 
5.5%, and a term of 20 years, resulting in annual payments of $367,688. 
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Parks and Recreation Services 

Parks 
Based on the East Grand Valley Parks plan completed in 2000, staff from Mesa County and other Grand Valley agencies 
examined the data from seven comparable communities and reached a consensus on park “standards”.  Various park 
definitions are listed in Figure 9. 
  
Figure 9.  Park Definitions 
Mini Park               
Should be constructed 
and maintained by 
developers and 
homeowners 
associations in high 
density areas. 

less than 2 
acres 

Within 1/4 mile of 
users; no on-site 
parking; access by 
foot and bike 

Playground for small 
children, bench or picnic 
table, grass, trees 

No restrooms Constructed and 
maintained by 
developers and/or 
homeowners 
associations per the 
Mesa County Land 
Development Code     

Neighborhood Park               

 

2-10 acres Within 1/2 mile of 
users; little or not on-
site parking; access 
primarily by 
foot/bike/bus 

Playgrounds for different 
age groups, benches, picnic 
tables and shelters, 
basketball court, on-site trail 
or paved area for wheeled 
toys, large grass area for 
unorganized play, trees 

No restrooms May be located next to 
school and be 
designed to have 
complementary 
facilities 

May have 
skateboard 
park 

  

Community Park               

 

10-40 
acres 

Within 2 miles of 
users; some on-site 
parking; access by 
foot/bike/bus/car 

Playgrounds for different 
age groups, benches, picnic 
tables, group picnic 
shelters, basketball courts, 
on-site trails, large grass 
areas for unorganized play, 
trees 

Restrooms May be located next to 
school and be 
designed to have 
complementary 
facilities 

May have 
skateboard 
park, roller 
hockey rink, 
etc. 

Developed multi-purpose 
fields for programmed 
sports 

Regional Park/Sports 
Complex           

  

  

 

Over 40 
acres 

Within a half hour 
drive of users; large 
on-site parking; 
access by 
foot/bike/bus/car 

May have any of the 
facilities listed for 
neighborhood/community 
parks 

Facilities such as 
specific-purpose 
sports fields and 
courts for 
organized sports 

May have recreations 
center, swimming pool, 
etc. 
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While the total number of parks depends on the size of available parcels, the “standards” are shown in Figure 10 and are 
based on the estimated population of the Clifton-Fruitvale area. 
 
Figure 10.  Park Standards 

Park "Standards"  (Based on Final Parks Master Plan-East Grand Valley (2002) 
Park Type Acres per 1000 pop. Population 2007 Total Acres # of Parks Population 2035 Total Acres # of Parks 

Neighborhood 2.5 14133 35 7 30301 75 15 
Community 2.3 14133 32 1 30301 69 3 
Regional 0.5 14133 7 0 30301 15 1 
Total acres are calculated by multiplying the acres per 1000 population figure by X (X=1000©s residents living in the area) 
Parks based on a population of 18,161           
A total of 7 neighborhood parks are needed assuming an average size of 5 acres.      
A total of 2 community parks are needed assuming average size of 25 acres.    
The 7 total acres, by definition, is not large enough for a regional park.     
Parks based on a population of 30,000           
A total of 15 neighborhood parks are needed assuming an average size of 5 acres.    
A total of 3 community parks are needed assuming an average size of 25 acres.    
The 15 total acres, by definition, is not large enough for a regional park.  The 1 regional park shown results from rounding up. 

 
Based on the Clifton-Fruitvale Community Plan, 2006 several existing parks were identified.  These parks are identified in 
Figure 11 and 2007 repair and maintenance costs are listed in Figure 12. 
 
Figure 11.  Existing parks or planned parks. 

Name Location/Neighborhood Acres Owner Amenities 

Coronado Mini Park 31-3/4 Rd. & Bookcliff Ave./S.Fruitvale 0.69 Mesa County Playground, sidewalks, grass 

Clifton Village South HOA Mini Park Mesa Ave./Campbell Rd./South Clifton 1.7 HOA Basketball court, grass 

Kimwood Park 3240 Main/3242 Downey/Rocky 
Mountain 4.2 Mesa County Playground, 2 picnic areas, trails, 

grass, basketball court 

Rocky Mtn Elementary School Park 474 32 1/2 Road/Rocky Mountain 7.3 Mesa County Playground, picnic area, trails, grass, 
basketball court, pavilions 

Future Nature Park (old gravel pit) 32-1/2 & D Roads/Rocky Mountain 64 Mesa County Undeveloped 
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Figure 12.  (2007) Repair & Maintenance Costs for Existing Parks 
CLIFTON/FRUITVALE AREA PARKS COSTS 01/01/07 - 11/15/07 

 R&M Cost 

Apportioned 
R&M Matrl. 
Stock Costs 

2007 

Labor Cost 
(not fully 
burdened 

rate) Total Costs 
Estimated 
2008 Costs 

Coronado 3,204.97  757.86  541.36  4,504.19  4,700.02  
Long Family Mem. Park 116,146.84  27,474.02  38,352.61  181,973.47  189,885.36  
Kimwood Park 14,286.42  3,379.45  664.73  18,330.60  19,127.58  
Rocky Mtn. Elem. Park 8,156.27  1,929.53  913.50  10,999.30  11,477.53  

TOTALS 141,794.50  33,540.86  40,472.20  215,807.56  225,190.50  

 
Park Type � � � � �� � � �	 
 � � ��� � �� 
 � � �� � � � � � � 
 � �� � �

� �� ��� 
 � � � � 60,000/acre 
� � �� � � � � � � � � �� 
 � � � � 75,000/acre 
� � � � � � �� � �� 
 � � � � 85-95,000/acre 
� � � �� � 
 ��� 
 � � � � � � � � � � �� � � � �� � � 120,000+/per acre 

� � � � � �
 � � � � �
 � � ��� � �� �� � �� �� �� �
 � � � � � � 
 � �� � �� � �  � 
 � � !��	 � �� � � � �
 � �� � � �� � 
 �� � �� � �� � 
 � � �
 � � � � � � 
 � �� � �� " � � �� � � �

 � � � � � �� ��� � " � � 
 ��� � 
 � � �� � � � � �
 � � � � �� � � # �
 � � � �� � � 
 � �� !�
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Recreation Programs 
Information regarding recreation programs was provided by the City of Grand Junction 
and the City of Fruita Recreation Departments and is listed in Figure 13.  Many of the 
programs and services offered by both the City of Grand Junction and the City of Fruita 
are provided based on citizen input.  Administrative costs to manage a recreation 
program are not factored in at this time due to varying methods of tracking those costs.  
Cost recovery for recreation programs are also based on specific policies established by 
the appropriate entity.   
 
Figure 13.  Recreation program budget information 

Recreation Programs 
Based on 2007 Budget Figures 

City of Grand Junction Revenue Expenses Cost Recovery 
Administration       
Athletics       

Youth 125,941 116,300 1.08 
Adult 214,261 154,983 1.38 

General Recreation 211,572 266,705 0.79 
Senior Recreation 29,100 55,025 0.53 
Aquatics       

Lincoln Park-MP 331,914 384,037 0.86 
Orchard Mesa CCP 198,681 389,307 0.51 

Bookcliff Activity Center 81,058 199,751 0.41 
Senior Recreation Center 1,750 6,361 2.19 
Total 1,194,277 1,572,469 97% 

City of Fruita Revenue Expenses Cost Recovery 
Administration   145,150   
Recreation Programs 100,000 110,400   

Youth Programs       
Adult Programs      
Senior Programs      
Leagues       

Aquatic Programs 48,000 98,350   
Special Events 5,000 31,575   

Retail, Concession, Wholesale sales 16,100     
Total 169,100 385,475 44% 

*Administrative costs will need to be factored in but each entity tracks revenue and expenditures different.  
Cost recovery is also based on policies established by the specific entity. 

 
Options to consider for a recreation program: 

1. As a Recreation District, only property tax can be assessed along with fees to 
generate revenue. 

2. If incorporated, the recreation department could generate revenue through sales 
tax, property tax and fees. 

3. Third option would be to contract out for services with another entity that is 
currently set up to provide these services. 
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Existing Services Inventory 
The following services currently exist in the Clifton-Fruitvale Plan area and are provided by the following entities, Figure 14. 
 
Figure 14.  Existing Services Inventory 

Existing Services Inventory 
Type of Service Provider Funding Mechanism Governance 
Electricity Grand Valley Rural Power lines User fees Private 
 Xcel Energy User fees Private 
Natural Gas Xcel Energy User fees Private 
Telecommunications Qwest User fees Private 
  Bresnan User fees Private 
 Various Other Providers User fees Private 

Domestic Water Clifton Water District  
Monthly user fees and tap 
fees Special District 

 Ute Water Conservancy District  Special District 
Wastewater (Sewer) Collection 
and Treatment 

Clifton Sanitation District Monthly user fees Special District 

Solid Waste Disposal Private Haulers User fees Private 
 Mesa County Landfill User fees Enterprise 
Irrigation Grand Valley Water Users Association Assessments  Non-Profit organization 

 Grand Valley Irrigation Company Water Shares/Assessment 
non-profit, privately owned, 
mutual irrigation company 

  Palisade Irrigation District 

Assessments collected by 
Mesa County, billed at the rate 
of $50 per acre or part thereof, 
and $21 for each additional 
acre or part thereof. District 

 Mesa County Irrigation District Assessment District 
Drainage Grand Junction Drainage District Property tax mill levy District 
 5-2-1 Authority  Authority 
Fire Protection and EMS Services Clifton Fire Protection District Tax and user fees Special District 
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General Services 
General Services are considered core services that are “typically” required to manage 
day to day operations of a town or municipality.  Figure 15 identifies the various 
departments or functions and their associated cost if the Clifton-Fruitvale area using 
the “adjusted boundary” decided to incorporate.   
 
Figure 15.  General Services 
  
GENERAL SERVICES    

 Administration Services   FTE©s   2007 Budget  
 City Council (7 half-time)                   3.50                    117,925  
 City Manager + Intern                   2.00                    176,625  
 Elections (purchased professional svcs.)                      12,000  
 Legal Services (contract)                        40,000  
 Municipal Court (part time judge and Clerk)                   2.00                      47,875  
 City Clerk Office                   1.00                      75,600  
 Finance                   3.00                    210,000  
 Information Tech Services                   1.00                      84,125  
 Human Resources                   1.00                      78,450  
 Capital Equipment                      -                       69,000  
  Total                 13.50                    911,600  

 Community Development   FTE©s   2007 Budget  
 Code Enforcement (.9 employee @ 49,325)    
 Planning                   3.00                    257,513  
 Special Projects                      -                     100,000  
 Capital Equipment                      -                        5,000  
 Total                   3.00                    362,513  

 Engineering    FTE©s   2007 Budget  
 Engineering Administration                     2.5                    200,000  
 Capital                      -                       50,000  
 Total                     2.5                    250,000  

 Public Works   FTE©s   2007 Budget  
 Road Administration                   1.00                      75,000  
 Road Maintenance                   5.00                    470,400  
 Traffic Safety                   1.00                    250,000  
 Building Maintenance                   2.00                    250,000  
 Special Projects                        1,800  
 Capital Equipment                      252,800  

 Total                   9.00                 1,300,000  

Total Expenditures                28.00                 2,824,113  
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Revenue and Expenditure Summary Sheet 
Figure 16 is a summary of the various scenarios the Governance Committee has 
explored using varying mill levy rates, service levels, and boundaries.  Again these 
figures are estimates and should not be used as an actual budget.  It is unclear at the 
time of this report what the expenditure costs would be under the annexation model.   
 
Figure 16.  Estimated Revenue and Expenditure Summary Sheet (One year) 

Sources 

Scenario 1 
(Boundary 

Adjustment) 10.4 
Mill/2.75 Sales 

Tax 

Scenario 2  
Annexation 8 

Mill/2.75% 
Sales Tax 

Scenario 3 (Total 
Area) PID 52.24 

Mill/1% Sales Tax 
Property Tax 713,491 516,541         3,583,920  
County Sales Tax (appropriation) 1,995,000 0   
Sales Tax 2,365,697 2,365,697            860,253  
Use Tax on Vehicles 430,000 430,000   
Use Tax on Buildings 404,250 404,250   
Licenses & Permits 41,250 41,250   
Intergovernmental 1,326,613 1,326,613   
Charges for Services 81,250 81,250   
Fines, Forfeits, Assessments 75,000 75,000   
Recreation Fees 40,000 40,000   
Total Sources of Revenue 7,472,551 5,280,601         4,444,173  

Uses       
Debt Service      

Sidewalks 266,538            266,538  
Facilities 367,688   

Code Enforcement 156,064            156,064  
Recreation 112,500            112,500  
Public Safety 3,120,000         3,120,000  

Parks 33,834 

At this time it is 
unclear what 
expenditures 
would be for 
the City of 

Grand Junction 
to annex the 

area. 
               33,834  

General Services 2,824,113              655,000  
Start up Costs 392,000     
Total Reserve Funds 199,814              100,237  
Total Uses of Funds 7,472,551           4,444,173  

 
Actual Property 

Value 
Residential 

Rate Commercial Rate  Mill Res. Taxes Comm. Taxes 
100,000 7.96% 29% 10.4  $                82.78   $                 301.60  
100,000   8.0  $                63.68   $                 232.00  
100,000   52.24  $              415.83   $              1,514.96  

 
Scenario 1: Boundary has been adjusted and reduced, Capital: Sidewalks and Facilities w/20 yr. bond @ 

5.5%, Law Enforcement = 1.2 officers/1000 population  
Scenario 2: Law Enforcement = 2.09 officers/1000 population for current GJ population. 
  See Service Levels for City of Grand Junction   
Scenario 3: Clifton-Fruitvale Plan Area used for boundary   
  Due to revenue limitations, Road Maintenance and Admin. Are calculated. 
  Capital:  Only sidewalks Implemented w/20 yr. bond @ 5.5%  
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Figures 17 & 18 are future revenue and expenditure projections for the Clifton-Fruitvale 
area based on the revised boundary.  Figure 17 is an aggressive projection calculating 
7% growth in most revenue and expenditure sources.  Figure 18 is a conservative 
projection using 1.5% growth.  Both projections are based on the following assumptions: 
   

�  Both projections carry over a fund balance in the following year.   
�  As the assessed value increases the organization has two options to consider:  

o Service levels may be increased 
o Mill levy may be reduced.   

�  Assessed valuation continues to grow 
�  The area is under the 5.5% statutory limitation of TABOR. 
�  The County is able and willing to continue the sales tax appropriation to this area 

 
Under both projections it is estimated that it may take 10-15 years to reach the current 
level of service potentially provided by the City of Grand Junction. 
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Figure 17:  Future Projections for Scenario 1:  Incorporation with 7% Projected Growth 
Scenario 1 (10.4 mills, 2.75% Sales Tax) 

Sources   2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Fund Balance Carried Forward   199,814 584,449 851,417 989,421 

Assessed Valuation  
      

68,604,907  
      

81,809,822  
      

87,663,147      105,144,106       113,998,065  

Mill Levy  
                

10.4  
                  

9.2  
                  

9.1                    8.0                    7.8  
Property Tax  713,491 752,733 794,133 837,811 883,890 
County Sales Tax (appropriation)  1,995,000 2,024,925 2,055,299 2,086,128 2,117,420 
Sales Tax  2,365,697 2,531,296 2,708,487 2,898,081 3,100,946 
Use Tax on Vehicles  430,000 460,100 492,307 526,768 563,642 
Use Tax on Buildings  404,250 412,335 420,582 428,993 437,573 
Licenses & Permits  41,250 44,138 47,227 50,533 54,070 
Severance/Mineral Lease Tax  519,370 555,726 594,627 636,251 680,788 
Grants  500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 
Highway Users Tax  307,243 313,388 319,656 326,049 332,570 
Charges for Services  81,250 86,938 93,023 99,535 106,502 
Fines, Forfeits, Assessments  75,000 80,250 85,868 91,878 98,310 
Recreation Fees  40,000 40,800 41,616 42,448 43,297 
Total Sources   7,472,551 8,002,442 8,737,273 9,375,892 9,908,431 

Uses FTE's           
Code Enforcement                 2.33  156,064 166,988 178,678 191,185 204,568 
Recreation                 1.50  112,500 120,375 128,801 137,817 147,465 
Public Safety                18.00  3,120,000 3,338,400 3,572,088 3,822,134 4,089,684 
Parks  33,834 36,202 38,737 41,448 44,349 
Electeds (7 half-time)                 3.50  117,925 126,180 135,012 144,463 154,576 
City Manager                 2.00  176,625 188,989 202,218 216,373 231,519 
Clerk, Court, Legal                 3.00  175,475 187,758 200,901 214,964 230,012 
Finance                 3.00  210,000 224,700 240,429 257,259 275,267 
IT                 1.00  84,125 90,014 96,315 103,057 110,271 
HR                 1.00  78,450 83,942 89,817 96,105 102,832 
Capital Equipment  69,000 73,830 78,998 84,528 90,445 
Planning & Special Projects                 3.00  362,513 387,889 415,041 444,094 475,181 
Engineering                 2.50  250,000 267,500 286,225 306,261 327,699 
Public Works                 9.00  1,300,000 1,391,000 1,488,370 1,592,556 1,704,035 
Debt Service          

Sidewalks  266,538 266,538 266,538 266,538 266,538 
Facilities  367,688 367,688 367,688 367,688 367,688 

Start-up/Replacement Costs (Computers, Software, Phone Sys, 
Furniture) 392,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
Total Uses of Funds               49.83  7,272,737 7,417,993 7,885,856 8,386,471 8,922,128 
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Figure 18:  Future Projections for Scenario 1:  Incorporation With 3% Projected Growth 
Scenario 1 (10.4 mills, 2.75% Sales Tax) 

Sources   2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Fund Balance Carried Forward    199,814 640,085 1,026,852 1,358,129 

Assessed Valuation  
      

68,604,907  
      

81,809,822  
      

87,663,147      105,144,106       113,998,065  

Mill Levy  
                

10.4  
                  

9.2  
                  

9.1                    8.0                    7.8  
Property Tax  713,491 752,733 794,133 837,811 883,890 
County Sales Tax (appropriation)  1,995,000 2,024,925 2,055,299 2,086,128 2,117,420 
Sales Tax  2,365,697 2,401,183 2,437,200 2,473,758 2,510,865 
Use Tax on Vehicles  430,000 436,450 442,997 449,642 456,386 
Use Tax on Buildings  404,250 410,314 416,468 422,715 429,056 
Licenses & Permits  41,250 42,075 42,917 43,775 44,650 
Severance/Mineral Lease Tax  519,370 527,161 535,068 543,094 551,240 
Grants  500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 
Highway Users Tax  307,243 313,388 319,656 326,049 332,570 
Charges for Services  81,250 82,875 84,533 86,223 87,948 
Fines, Forfeits, Assessments  75,000 76,500 78,030 79,591 81,182 
Recreation Fees  40,000 40,800 41,616 42,448 43,297 
Total Sources   7,472,551 7,808,217 8,388,001 8,918,086 9,396,634 

Uses FTE's           
Code Enforcement                 2.33  156,064 160,746 165,568 170,535 175,651 
Recreation                 1.50  112,500 115,875 119,351 122,932 126,620 
Public Safety                18.00  3,120,000 3,213,600 3,310,008 3,409,308 3,511,587 
Parks  33,834 34,849 35,894 36,971 38,080 
Electeds (7 half-time)                 3.50  117,925 121,463 125,107 128,860 132,726 
City Manager                 2.00  176,625 181,924 187,381 193,003 198,793 
Clerk, Court, Legal                 3.00  175,475 180,739 186,161 191,746 197,499 
Finance                 3.00  210,000 216,300 222,789 229,473 236,357 
IT                 1.00  84,125 86,649 89,248 91,926 94,683 
HR                 1.00  78,450 80,804 83,228 85,724 88,296 
Capital Equipment  69,000 71,070 73,202 75,398 77,660 
Planning & Special Projects                 3.00  362,513 373,388 384,590 396,128 408,012 
Engineering                 2.50  250,000 257,500 265,225 273,182 281,377 
Public Works                 9.00  1,300,000 1,339,000 1,379,170 1,420,545 1,463,161 
Debt Service          

Sidewalks  266,538 266,538 266,538 266,538 266,538 
Facilities  367,688 367,688 367,688 367,688 367,688 

Start-up/Replacement Costs (Computers, Software, Phone Sys, 
Furniture) 392,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 100,000 
Total Uses of Funds               49.83  7,272,737 7,168,132 7,361,150 7,559,957 7,764,729 
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Public Improvement District (PID) Option 
 
A Public Improvement District (PID) is an additional governance option considered by the 
committee.  A (PID) is a taxing entity which can finance, construct and maintain public 
improvements and provide any service that the County is authorized to provide, except 
solid waste facilities/sites or transfer stations or transportation or other types of trash, 
industrial waste, garbage, etc.  A PID has the authority to issue debt and to impose an ad 
valorem tax or assessment against real and personal property within the district.  
Revenue and expenditure estimates are found in Figure 19. 
 
Advantages to forming a PID include; 

 
�  Property values benefit where districts are formed for the purpose of improving 

and maintaining streets. 
�  Money paid to PIDs is deductible from federal income tax for those who itemize 

deductions. 
�  To provide a “comfort zone” for property owners, the maximum allowable mill 

levy can be set by election at the time of district formation. 
�  Money paid to a PID is kept in a fund separate from other funds.  It can only be 

used for the established purpose of the PID. 
 

Disadvantages to forming a PID include; 
 

�  Limitations on sales tax and other revenue sources. 
�  Residential properties in Colorado currently have an assessed value that is 

roughly one-quarter the assessed value of commercial properties.  This is a 
result of the Gallagher Amendment, which requires that residential property 
owners pay no more than 45 percent of property taxes statewide. (Colorado 
Constitution, Art. X, §3(1)(b).  Because residential property owners have a 
much lower assessed value, a mill levy would not raise as much revenues as in 
a community with a more balanced ratio of residential and commercial 
properties. 

�  If the primary goal of a new governing model is to achieve a greater degree of 
local control, the PID may not achieve this as the governing body would be the 
Board of County Commissioners. 

�  The financial model in this situation includes a very high mill levy required to 
provide services. 

�  Collection of sales tax is limited to 1% and can only be used for a Local 
Improvement District within a PID for a specific capital improvement. 
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Figure 19.  Public Improvement District: Revenue and Expenditure Estimates For Clifton-Fruitvale 
Study Area. 
Assessed Value  $    68,604,907       
Retail Sales  $    86,025,354       
 Recreation Fee Revenues   $           40,000    0.00   
EXPENDITURE SHEET (DRAFT)       
SIDEWALKS       

 Cost Estimates  

Property 
Tax Mill 

Required  

Sales Tax 
% 

Required 
SIDEWALK IMPROVEMENTS       

 Priority    
 Maximum 

Costs      

 Low Priority   
            

512,682      

 Medium Priority   
          

1,208,018      

 High Priority   
          

1,087,079      

 Total   
          

2,807,779      

 Today’s Costs  (x15%)   
          

3,228,946      

 20 yr. Bond  
20 year Bond at 
5.5% 

            
266,538        0.31% 

 CODE ENFORCEMENT        
 Level of Service based on 100 new complaints       

 2.33 Code Enforcement Employees  
 

              
87,064   1.27   

 Court ordered cleanup of properties  
 

          
25,000   0.36   

 Office furniture, computers and one 
Code Enforcement vehicle   

              
44,000  

 0.64   

 Total   Total  
            

156,064    2.27   0 
 RECREATION        
 Administration     0.00   

 Recreation Programs   
              

82,500   1.20   
 Aquatic Programs     0.00   

 Special Events   
              

30,000   0.44   
       

 Total  Total 
            

112,500   
           

1.64    0 
 LAW ENFORCEMENT        

       Based on approximately 16,000 
residents        

 MCSO Patrol Budget  
          

6,600,000       

 40% of Patrol Budget  
          

2,640,000       
 13 FTE Deputies*              38.48   
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2,640,000  

 5 FTE Deputies*    
            

330,000   4.81   

 5 additional patrol cars   
            

150,000   1.77  0.03% 

 Total   Total  
          

3,120,000    45.06   0.03% 
 CLIFTON AREA PARKS COSTS 01/01/07 - 11/15/07       

  R&M Cost   Total Costs      

 Coronado                  3,205  
                

4,504   0.07   

 Kimwood Park  
               

14,286  
              

18,331   0.27   

 Rocky Mtn. Elem. Park                  8,156  
              

10,999   0.16   

 Total  
               

25,648  
              

33,834    0.49   0 
 GENERAL SERVICES        

 Administration/Overhead   
              

90,000   1.31   
 Public Works        

 Road Maintenance                         5  
            

565,000     0.66% 

 TOTAL EXPENDITURES    
            

655,000    1.31   0.00656783 

 CONTINGENCY FUNDS        
 3% TABOR    n/a      

 Operating Contingency   
            

100,000   1.46   

 TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES  
        

4,443,936    52.24   1.00% 
 
In developing the financial model for the PID, the boundary of the Clifton-Fruitvale plan 
area was used.  Although the mill levy is significant for a PID to provide the identified 
services, had the adjusted boundary been used, the mill levy would have been 
substantially larger due to the limited revenue sources available.  The expenditures 
however, remain the same due to economies of scale and known costs for minimum 
levels of service.  The one exception is road maintenance.  With the adjusted boundary, 
there are fewer roads to maintain.  
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 Conclusion/Recommendations 
 
The Clifton-Fruitvale Governance Committee has not reached consensus on the 
governance option that is best suited for the Clifton-Fruitvale area, but committee 
members do understand the pros and cons of each option.  This committee is of the 
opinion that only one option should be placed on the ballot.  History has shown that 
multiple options tend to assure the defeat of both options.   
 
Therefore, the recommendation is to solicit additional public input gathered through 
neighborhood meetings.  The conclusions of this report will reflect public opinion through 
public meetings and surveys. 
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Appendix A:  Boundary Map 
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Appendix B:  Adjusted Boundary-Clifton/Fruitvale Area 
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Appendix C:  Current Tax Structure Examples 
CURRENT TAX STRUCTURE EXAMPLES 02/06/2008 

        
CLIFTON  GRAND JUNCTION  GRAND JUNCTION 

CLIFTON FIRE DIST 3.7660           
COLORADO RIVER 0.1910  COLORADO RIVER 0.1910  COLORADO RIVER 0.1910 
DRAIN GJ 1.5220  DRAIN GJ 1.5220      
GEN D51 SCH 29.0300  GEN D51 SCH 29.0300  GEN D51 SCH 29.0300 
BOND 51 SCH 9.3200  BOND 51 SCH 9.3200  BOND 51 SCH 9.3200 
MESA COUNTY 15.1430  MESA COUNTY 15.1430  MESA COUNTY 15.1430 
LIBRARY 3.0000  LIBRARY 3.0000  LIBRARY 3.0000 
UTE WATER 0.5000       UTE WATER 0.5000 
UP GV PEST 0.1390           
Special Assessment: Palisade Irr. Water 50.0000           
CSD2 0 Mill (Fee based)            
CWD 0 Mill (Fee based)            
GR MOSQUITO 1.5130           
     GRAND JCT 8.0000  GRAND JCT 8.0000 
MC TX CRED -1.8830  MC TX CRED -1.8830  MC TX CRED -1.883 
Total Mills 62.241  Total Mills 64.323  Total Mills 63.301 
Mill Levy for Incorporation 10.5000       
Total Mills 72.7410       
        
        
100,000 x 7.96%=7,960        
Assessed Value 7960  Assessed Value 7960  Assessed Value 7960 
Total Mills 72.741  Total Mills 64.323  Total Mills 63.301 
Total Taxes 629.02  Total Taxes $512.01   Total Taxes $503.88  
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Appendix D:  City Comparisons 
GENERAL FUND COMPARISONS TO SIMILAR CITIES 02/08/08) 

Revenues Incorporation Delta Fruita Montrose 
Taxes  $  5,908,438   $  1,718,313   $  4,852,150   $20,266,215  
Franchise tax equivalents   $     531,394    
Licenses and permits  $       41,250   $     233,738   $       33,000   $ 1,200,345  
Intergovernmental  $  1,326,613   $  1,181,942   $  1,012,300   $    852,355  
Charges for services  $       81,250   $     139,406   $     253,700   $    172,800  
Fines and forfeitures  $       75,000   $     101,863   $     123,000   $    173,424  
Recreation  $       40,000   $  2,262,593    
Miscellaneous   $     398,505   $       12,500   $      74,200  
Accounting and Administrative charges   $     400,000    
Transfers from other funds    $     171,800   $    975,031  
Interest Income   $       28,857   $     167,100   $      60,000  
Total Revenue  $  7,472,551   $  6,996,611   $  6,625,550   $23,774,370  
     
Expenditures         
General Government     

City council  $     117,925   $       86,216   $       69,725   $    796,857  
Boards and Committees   $         6,946    
City Clerk  $       75,600   $       55,285   $       75,600   $    143,979  
Municipal Court  $       47,875   $       20,438   $       47,875   $    191,234  
Administration  $     176,625   $     378,584   $     169,375   $    353,394  
City Attorney  $       40,000   $       34,873   $       40,000   $    380,350  
Elections  $       12,000   $       11,206   $       12,000   
Finance  $     210,000   $     355,740   $     255,225   $    685,661  
Information Technology/GIS  $       84,125    $       84,125   $    929,521  
Human Resources  $       78,450    $       78,450   $    262,060  
Special Projects    $       55,540   
General Government Buildings  $     367,688   $       98,815   $     188,625   

Public Safety  $  3,120,000   $  1,502,232   $  1,824,455   $ 5,284,725  
Public Works  $  1,300,000     

Community development  $     362,513   $     312,819   $     273,350   $ 1,288,975  
Administration   $       50,815   $       37,325   $    800,160  
Street maintenance   $     390,715   $     470,400   $ 2,475,603  
Snow removal   $       21,097    $      63,196  
Traffic Safety    $     221,350   $    169,413  
Parking facilities   $         1,410    
Storm water and drainage   $         1,025    
Special Projects (Sidewalks)  $     266,538    $         1,800   

Engineering  $     250,000    $     343,900   $    454,459  
Health & Safety     

Code Enforcement  $     156,064   $     176,777   $       49,325   
Cemetery   $     132,269    $      99,214  

Parks and Recreation     
Parks   $       33,834   $     627,627   $     291,375   $ 1,979,377  
Weed Control   $     107,926    $      91,155  
Recreation   $     112,500   $  1,588,486   $     290,325   
Horse arena   $         1,236    

Culture   $     141,042   $     145,150   
Marketing and special events   $     104,000    

Tabor refund   $       89,311    
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Non-departmental   $       51,076   $  1,536,320   $    761,500  
Capital Outlay     

General government  $       69,000   $         3,362   $       65,625   
Public Safety   $       20,685   $     200,275   
Public Works   $       15,586   $     203,800   
Parks and Recreation   $     480,627   $         2,500   

Total  $  6,880,737   $  6,868,226   $  7,033,815   $17,210,833  
Start up/Replacement Costs  $     392,000     
TABOR RESERVE   $     331,744    
OPERATING (Cash/Contingency)  $     199,814    $     200,000   
Total  $  7,272,737   $  7,199,970  $  7,233,815  $17,210,833 

Population (July 2006) 14,133 7,782 10,000 16,486 
*Delta:  2006 Budget  Delta:  3% Sales Tax; 1% General Fund, 1% Capital Fund, 1% Recreation Fund, No 
property tax collected 
*Fruita:  2007 Budget     
*Montrose:  2007 Budget (total budget: $53,893,713)  2008 total Rev:  22,993,005, Exp: $22,987,018 
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Appendix E: Grand Junction Annexation Brochure Information 
 
Residential streets are swept 
approximately once every six weeks 
during spring, summer and fall. 

Annexation will not affect your water, 
sewer or electric service.  Your current 
utilities will continue to serve you. 

For two weeks each spring, City Crews 
remove yard waste, tree trimmings, and 
large trash items from your curb. 

Each fall Public Works crews help 
residents dispose of leaves by picking 
them up at the curb. 

Residents can request the City trash 
service, otherwise your refuse hauler will 
remain the same. 

Neighborhood Services staff promote 
neighborhood appearance by working with 
property owners to maintain weeds and 
deal with nuisances. 

A police officer is assigned fulltime to 
each middle and high school to foster 
youth relations, crime prevention, school 
safety and community awareness. 

If the majority of your neighborhood 
wishes, street lights will be installed at no 
cost. The City assumes the cost of existing 
street lights. 

City Utilities and Streets provides curb, 
gutter and sidewalk repairs, storm 
drainage improvements and extensive 
street maintenance. 

Officers of the police bicycle patrol assist 
street patrol units to attack neighborhood 
vandalism and break-ins, assure safety in 
parks and commercial areas. 

Residents are eligible to vote in Grand 
Junction elections and to serve on the 
City’s twenty-two citizen advisory boards 
such as the Planning Commission, 
Commission on Arts & Culture, Parks and 
Recreation or Visitor and Convention 
Bureau Boards. 

Many citizens have taken advantage of 
our City’s successful Neighborhood Watch 
program.  The service area officers in 
conjunction with the community Advocacy 
Program unit, support the existing 104 
Neighborhood Watches. They also 
educate residents and businesses to help 
reduce victimization. 

 
POLICE SERVICES 
 
The mission of the Grand Junction Police Department is Excellence in policing through 
teamwork and partnerships.  This constant pursuit of excellence for our community is 
part of the Police Department’s vision of Policing with distinction, while the values of 
Integrity, Teamwork, and Respect are at the core of all of the services offered by the 
Police Department.   
 
Your Safety:  Our top priority is providing superior public safety services to citizens and 
visitors to Grand Junction. To ensure that we are immediately accessible to the public 
for emergency and long-term problem solving needs, the GJPD has implemented a two-
tiered approach to public safety.  The first tier, the Watch Command and Incident 
Command system, is how the department responds to the public’s safety needs during 
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emergencies and critical incidents.  The second tier, our Neighborhood Command 
structure is a long-term problem-solving public safety effort.  
 
Watch Command System: Four Watch Commanders are responsible for overseeing 
patrol services 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, ensuring availability to our officers and 
citizens.  Each of these commanders has a minimum of 25 years experience at the 
GJPD. They provide daily and long-term strategic planning guidance for officers and 
sergeants concerning patrol responsibilities, 9-1-1 calls for service and critical incidents. 
 
Incident Command: When critical incidents occur, our Watch Commanders take the 
lead as Incident Commanders under the national Incident Command System (ICS), a 
uniform approach to critical incidents that was developed by the Secretary of Homeland 
Security in 2004. ICS helps the GJPD work seamlessly with other agencies during 
critical incidents.   
 
Keeping It Simple: Modern policing is a complex job, but there are things that should 
be simple - such as knowing who is taking care of you in your neighborhood. The Grand 
Junction Police Department©s Neighborhood Command system does just that: It 
simplifies and makes available to you information about how to get help in emergencies, 
and for long-term crime intervention and prevention efforts. 
 
All emergency calls should be directed to 9-1-1. If you have a problem that is not an 
emergency but does need an immediate response, please call 242-6707.  
 
Neighborhood Command: The City of Grand Junction is divided into four police 
service areas.  Officers are assigned to each area and work with residents to identify 
and address on-going problems, and coordinate prevention programs including 
Neighborhood Watch and National Night Out.  Each team includes a Liaison Officer who 
is your key contact for non-emergency, long-term problem-solving needs, and a team of 
Area Officers.  
 
Taking Care of You:  The Grand Junction Police Department has several specialized 
units dedicated to addressing the serious community concerns of traffic safety and 
suspected drug dealing.    
 
Traffic Safety: In addition to the highly-visible traffic enforcement performed by all 
GJPD officers, the PD has a dedicated Traffic Unit of six motorcycle officers, two patrol 
officers, a police service technician, and a sergeant. These officers focus primarily on 
enforcing traffic safety laws and conducting accident investigations.  Here are some 
traffic safety activities and programs offered by the GJPD: 
School zone enforcement, drunk driving enforcement, a traffic complaint program, radar 
trailers, a citizen/volunteer radar program, and child car seat inspection.   
 
Suspected Drug Dealing: The Police Department continuously battles illicit drug 
activity on several levels – through involvement in the Western Colorado Drug Task 
Force (collaboration between the Grand Junction Police Department, the Mesa County 
Sheriff©s Office and the Federal Drug Enforcement Administration), the GJPD Drug Task 
Force, and the Street Crimes Unit.   
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FIRE AND EMS SERVICE 
 
Those residing in the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District (GJRFPD), already 
receive services from the Grand Junction Fire Department.  A brief review of these 
services is listed below: 
 
Fire Suppression:  The Grand Junction Fire Department (GJFD) responds to all fires 
within the City of Grand Junction and the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District 
(GJRFPD).  It is responsible for extinguishment of fires and rescue of trapped people. 
 
Emergency Medical Services (EMS):  The GJFD provides emergency medical 
services for the Grand Junction Ambulance Service Area (GJASA) as defined by the 
Mesa County EMS Resolution.  The GJASA includes the City of Grand Junction, the 
areas served by the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Glade Park 
Volunteer Fire Department.  It also includes non-incorporated areas north, south and 
west of the City as defined in the resolution. 
 
Within the 9-1-1 system, the GJFD provides first-response with advanced life support 
(ALS) engine or ladder companies and ALS ambulances for transport to the hospital.  
The GJFD also provides ALS ambulances for inter-facility and special transfers. 
 
Fire Prevention:  The mission of the GJFD Fire Prevention Bureau is to pursue 
proactive avenues of fire and life safety hazard risk reduction through enforcement of 
the International Fire and Building Codes.  Its primary goal is the reduction of life loss, 
personal injury, property damage and the serious socio-economic impacts of fire.  
Services provided by the Fire Prevention Bureau include consulting, plan reviews, fire 
protection system inspections, fire and life-safety inspections and fire flow evaluations. 
 
Fire Investigations:  The GJFD investigates all fires that occur in the City of Grand 
Junction and the GJRFPD to determine cause and origin.  When appropriate, the 
Investigations Division works closely with local, state and federal agencies to resolve all 
incidents identified as arson. 

 
Public Information/Education:  Public Information/Education is responsible for 
providing the public with fire safety education programs, functioning as the liaison to the 
media, providing information on emergencies and general Fire Department activities, 
including the Pre-School and Elementary School program designed to teach young 
children the importance of fire safety. 

 
Hazardous Materials:  Regulated hazardous materials are stored and transported 
through our community on a daily basis.  In the event of an uncontrolled release or spill, 
the Fire Department provides specialized personnel and equipment to the site to 
mitigate the incident.  In addition, the Hazardous Device Team has the responsibility to 
render safe all explosives and improvised explosive devices. 
 
Specialized Rescue:  GJFD firefighters are trained in performing rope, confined space, 
trench and water rescues. 
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UTILITIES AND STREET SYSTEMS  
 
Spring Cleanup Program:  During early May of each year, City residents are asked to 
set materials they wish to discard at the curb in front of their homes. Streets crews then 
collect and remove all discarded debris at no charge to residents. Crews pick up a wide 
range of items, limited to materials the landfill will accept.  
 
Trash Collection Services:  Automated, “pay-as-you-throw” residential and 
commercial trash collection services and recycling are available if it is economically 
feasible to service a new area.  
 
Street Sweeping:  Streets crews sweep residential streets on an average of once every 
two months throughout the year (weather allowing). Major traveled arterial streets are 
swept once every two weeks. The downtown shopping area and certain commercial 
locations are swept on a weekly basis. 
 
Street Maintenance:  A comprehensive evaluation of all City streets is done once every 
three years to determine the amount of wear that has occurred and the needs for 
maintenance.  Substantial sums are budgeted each year for reconstruction, asphalt 
overlays, sealcoating and patching to maintain and/or improve the quality of our streets. 
Every street is scheduled to receive major maintenance at least once every ten years, 
sooner if needed. 
 
Fall Leaf Pick Up:  Every fall, residents are asked to rake their leaves to the edge of 
the street in front of their homes where streets crews collect and remove them. Very 
popular with residents, this service also keeps leaves out of storm drains and delivers 
them to Mesa County’s compost facility for recycling. 
 
New Sidewalk Construction:  To assure safety for children, Public Works invests each 
year in sidewalks improvements to school walking routes. These are constructed at no 
cost to the adjacent property owners. 
 
Street Lights:  Upon annexation the City assumes responsibility for charges associated 
with street lights.  New street lights are provided at no cost to neighborhoods which 
desire their installation. 
 
Storm Drainage Improvements:  Frequently we learn that newly annexed areas have 
suffered with flooding and standing water for years, mostly because the original street or 
subdivision was not built with drainage to City standards. Public Works anticipates a 
significant investment each year to correct these storm water problems in your area. 
Crews also routinely clean storm drains to assure they function well during rains. 
 
Concrete Replacement:  City inspectors regularly examine neighborhoods for 
deteriorating or damaged sidewalks, curbs and gutters. Public Works then budgets to 
replace or repair these at no cost to the adjacent property owners. 
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PLANNING 
 
This Division supports the City’s mission to manage growth, nurture our quality of life 
and foster attractive neighborhoods. 
 
Using the Growth Plan as a guide, newly annexed areas will be zoned after public 
hearings within 90 days of annexation.   
 
Professional City Planners work with the citizen-advisory Planning Commission to 
review development proposals and monitor their construction to assure high quality, 
compatibility with neighbors and to assure that development pays its own way. 
 
Neighborhood Services: To promote the City’s appearance, Neighborhood Services 
provides advice to homeowners on yard sales, signs, junk, trash and litter, weeds, 
fences and conditions that obstruct drivers’ view at intersections. Once a neighbor or 
neighborhood asks for help, the City assists with complaints about these matters. 
 
A crew of five employees operates during the growing season to control excess weed 
growth. Their mission is to encourage voluntary compliance through education.  
Citations and City weed removal are used when necessary. 
 
In recognition of the mixed rural and urban character of much of the Valley, the City has 
special weed rules for tracts of agricultural and undeveloped lands larger than one acre.  
Owners of these larger tracts need only to maintain the weed height limit within the 20’ 
perimeter of their properties. 
 
The City and County have very similar rules about pets and livestock.  Three adult dogs 
or cats are allowed with a maximum of six pets. Large animals are allowed, such as 
horses and cows, up to two to four per acre depending upon the property zoning. There 
are also provisions for other animals such as rabbits, chickens, and ducks. 
 
Grand Junction encourages preservation of historic structures. City planners and a 
citizen advisory committee help property owners who desire to make improvements that 
preserve our heritage. 
 
Neighborhood Grant Program: Neighborhood Services also oversees the 
administration of two programs designed to promote neighborhoods.  The Know Your 
Neighbor Program helps with neighborhood get togethers such as pot lucks or BBQs.  
The Neighborhood Pride program can helps neighborhoods organize for various 
projects such as replacing worn entry signs, cleaning up blighted areas, and improving 
lighting. 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION 
 
The Parks and Recreation Department works with residents in newly annexed areas to 
improve existing parks and to evaluate the need for future parks, trails and recreational 
amenities. New features can include picnic tables, playground equipment, shelters, 
basketball pads, volleyball pits, paths, fencing and irrigation. One of the City’s newest 
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indoor recreational amenities is Bookcliff Activity Center in partnership with Mesa 
County School District 51.  
 
Upon request, parks crews plant trees along your street right-of-way if you have a grass 
area with water and curbs. These crews provide free trimming and spraying of the trees.  
 
The City’s indoor and outdoor aquatics programs attract thousands of children and 
adults each year. Lincoln Park and Tiara Rado golf courses average over 120,000 
rounds of golf annually at some of the most attractive rates in the Rocky Mountain 
region. 
 
City residents may apply for volunteer positions on advisory boards, such as the Parks 
and Recreation Board, Forestry Board, Riverfront Commission, Commission on Arts 
and Culture, Avalon Advisory Committee and Urban Trails Committee. 
 
The City continues to make improvements to existing parks.  Future plans call for the 
addition of more neighborhood parks, additions to Canyon View and Las Colonias Park 
near the Colorado River as well as playground upgrades and restroom renovations at 
Duck Pond and Sherwood Parks. 
 

FINANCE 
 
The City of Grand Junction has its own property tax and sales tax rate, as well as a 
franchise fee that is applied to public utility services. 
 
SALES TAX:  Sales tax is the major source of revenue for the City, however, only 35% 
of the total sales tax paid to the City is paid by City and County residents.  The majority 
- 65% - is paid by businesses, travelers, and visitors.   
 
The sales tax rate charged (State, County, City combined) is based on where the buyer 
takes possession of an item being purchased.  So for newly annexed residents, the only 
increase in City sales tax will be for those major purchases (appliances, furniture, etc.) 
that they have delivered to the home inside the City limits or for vehicles they register to 
their home. 
 
Based on a median household income in the Grand Junction area of $39,487**, and the 
estimate that 13% annually is spent on vehicles, furniture, and appliances, the new City 
resident would experience on average an increase of $141 per year in sales tax. This is 
completely dependent upon spending patterns.  
 
Of all 270 Colorado cities, one-third do not tax food for home consumption and Grand 
Junction is one of those cities. The City tax rate is 2.75% and is one of the lowest tax 
rates in Colorado ranking  80th which is below both the average and median city sales 
tax rates.  
 
PROPERTY TAX:  Property tax is a minor source of revenue for the City.  The City’s 
mill levy is 8 mills and has not increased for more than 20 years.  The City’s property tax 
represents only 13% of a resident’s total property tax bill.   
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Based on the Grand Junction area’s median home price of $209,783* and a resulting 
assessed (or taxable) value of $16,698, property owners newly annexed into the City 
would experience on average increase of $133 in property taxes.   Some properties in 
the east and west end of the Valley that are now paying a mill levy to a rural fire 
protection district such as Clifton or Grand Junction Rural would experience less of an 
overall increase in their total property tax bill because the rural fire protection mill levy 
would be eliminated.  
 
Franchise fees are based on the value of your utility service at approximately 3% or an 
average of $15-$18 per year per service (gas, electric, cable, phone).   For all four 
services it would be a total increase of approximately $64. 
 
* Source is Colorado Association of Realtors, March 2007 
** Source is 2005 American Community Survey, US Census Bureau 
 
SUMMARY of COSTS:  For the average household in the Grand Junction area the cost 
of annexing to the City is summarized as follows: 
 

Type 
Estimated 
Amount 

To calculate your              
specific costs: 

Sales Tax  $      141 

2.75% of cars registered to the 
home and delivered items to the 

home 

Property Tax  $      133 

.008 x 7.96% x market value of 
the home or .008 x assessed 

value per tax bill 

Franchise Fees $        64 
3% x (cable + phone + gas + 

electric bills) 
Total Estimated  
Average Annual 
Increase  $      338   
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Appendix F:  Members of the Clifton/Fruitvale Governance Committee 
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  Bud Thompson 
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  Ron Rowley 
  Cynthia Thompson 
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