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I. General Background Information



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS AND PRESERVATION PLAN
2013

INTRODUCTION

The Capital Improvements and Preservation Plan (CIPP) is prepared for five-year periods and
updated annually. The purpose of the plan is to provide the City Council and City
departments with a guideé for planning.capital expenditures beyond the annual budget year. A
preliminary five-year plan was prepared. This 2013 CIPP reflects the multi-year obligations
of commitments made and projects undertaken in prior years.

The capital improvement budget process is the allocation of resources among competing
demands. The CIPP and its projects are funded from General Fund revenues and restricted
révenues, such as the Adams County Transportation Sales Tax aiid the Adams County Open
Space funds. The amount to be transferred is determined by City Council as a part of the
annual budget adoption process. Other funding sources are the unencumbered, un-
appropriated fund balancé from the.Capital Expenditures Fund, lottery proceeds, various state
and.tederal grants, formation of asséssment districts, and intergovérnmental agreements.

The capital improvement budget is distinct from the operating budget. The operating budget
includes expenses. that.are generally of a recurring nature and are appropriated for one year
only. The capital budget, however, is a proposed spending schedule for five years. The
capital budget includes one-time costs for projects that may last several years and wide
fluctuations are expected from vear to year, depending on the phasing of projects. In spite of
these differences, the operating and capital budgets are closely linked. It is important to note
that the annual operating budget assumes the costs of maintaining and operating new capital
projects and facilities that are constructed within the capital budget.

COMMERCE CITY CHARTER PROVISIONS

The following Charter provisions are applicable to the Capitdl Improvements and Preservation
Plan: ‘

Section.]2:4 Schedule of Capital Outlay.
If requested by Council, the City Manager shall submit to the Council recommended
capital outlay expenditures for the ensuing year.

Section 12.10 Lapse of Appropriation.
Every appropriation, EXCEPT an appropriation for a Capital Expenditures Fund or
Special Fund, shall lapse at the close of the fiscal year to the extent that it-has not been
expended or encumbered, unless otherwise provided by ordinaiice. An appropriation for a
Capital Expenditures Fund or Special Fund shall continue in effect until the purpose for
which it has been made has been accomplished or abandonéd or it is transferred as
permitted in Section 12.11,



Secfion i2, H Capital Expenditures Fund and Special F'u'rids
any unencumbered balance in funds created under autho_n;y of this Sectlon may be
transferred by the Council to any other fund, and' likewise, Council may transfer any
unencumbered balance from any other fund to any fund created under authority of this
Section.

'‘CIPP AND TABOR

In accordance with the provisions of the TABOR Amendment (Article X, Section 20,
Colorado Constitution}, all City designated Enterprise Funds shall lie outside the scope of the
regular City Capital Expenditures Fund and programs. Each enterprise fund shall maintain its
Separate identity and accountability from any other governmental fund. Any Council
approved §upplemental funding to the Enterprise Funds shall not exceed the 10% limitation as
specified.in the TABOR Amendment. Annual spending for capital projects and activities, less
eligible -exceptions, as allowed by TABOR, is includable in the calculation of the annual
spending limitation calculations.

DEFINITION

Capital improvement projécts including parks capital projects, for the purposes of this
program, are defined as “non-recurring major projects.” In general, these projects include
bu1ld1ng improvements costing: $100,000 or more or any public infrastructure improvements
costing $10,000 or more. This does.not include vehicles and equipment that are acquired and
funded through the Fleet Management Internal Service Fund or the routine acquisition of
computers, related equipment, or software applications, which are funded through the
Information Technology Internal Service Fund. Capital projects and fixed assets which
generally fall under $100,000 but more than $5,000 continue to be budgeted under the capital
outlay part of each department’s budget request, Included within the. CIPP are the debt
commitments for the construction of the Municipal Services Center and remodeling of the
CityRecreation Center and debt service on the $64 miliion in Sales and Use Tax Revenue
Bondsfor the Prairie Gateway.

PROCESS

The.identification and budget process for capital improvement projects begins annually in the
spring with a réview-of Council adopted existing projects. New or expanded project requests
are prepared by departments and reviewed by executive management. Work continues with
the process of balancing the five-year plan. Projects are added, eliminated, or extended into
the second, third, fourth, and fifth year of the plan; and available funding is analyzed. The
City Manager and City Council review the five-year CIPP, and after Council’s preliminary
acceptance of the plan, the information is incorporated inte the overall regular budget review
process.



LONG TERM FINANCING OPTIONS
for
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

FINANCING ALTERNATIVES

In:developing a finance plan, there are-really two alternatives. Projects-are either financed on
a 1) “pay as you go” system, when funding for capital projects is paid out of revenues
received; or 2) funds are borrowed with an annual repayment schedule made over a number of
years,

There are a, number of variations on these two basic financing alternatives. The “pay as you
go” can be strictly a determination of an annual appropriation restricted for only a one-year
period. A sécond alternative is the annual appropriation of cash to be placed into a “sinking
fund” for'a specified niimber of years in order to fully fund a project.

There are a number of methods of structuring long-term debt financing. They include: 1)
revenue bonds; 2} lease-purchase agreements; 3) certificates of participation, and, 4) a
property tax debt obligation,

Another potential financing method.is the establishment of a Special Assessment District for a
specified target area. Assessed areas could support the project by providing 100% of the
financing, or the assessment district could provide for cost sharing between the City and the
assessed properties.

Some capital improvement projects, such as major street interchanges; might be financed on a
cost-sharing basis with the use of intergovernmental agreements between governmental
agencies and/or the private sector,

PAY ASYOU GO
The “pay as you go” system of financing capital projects assumes that projects are scheduled
and funded in such & mdnner that.only revenues receivable in the year of the project are spent.

Theré is:no further obligation of City revenues.

Thesadvaritages of this system are:

1. Most Flexible - The “pay-as you go” system allows the City Council to change priorities
on a year-to-year basis -and not be. restricted by bond documents or other types of
cortractual arrangeiments.

2. No Interest Costs - All the project funds can be utilized for project design and
construction. There is no long-term interest repayment that can significantly increase the
total-amount of funds necessary.

3. Single Authorization Procedure - Because the revenues are a part of the annual budget, the
only approval necessary is from the City Council at the time the project is approved.
There s no requirement for a referendum.



4. Sinking Fund Concept - All of the advantages, as listed above, apply to the “sinking fund
concept” of making anniual Council approved allotments for a capital project over a
number of 'years. An added advantage is the addition of investment income to the sinking
fund.

The disadvantages of this system are:

1. Fewer priority projects:can be impilemented due to the restricted amount of funds available
in-any-one year. The selection of projects is much more restricted. It may not be possible
to fully.fund a high cost capital project or acquisition in a given single year. Some of the
high priority projects have-to be delayed until later in the five-year period.

2. Delays in the completion of priority projects, especially in the reconstruction of streets,
may result.in further deterioration and subsequent higher future costs. In the event that
construction costs-increase significantly, the delay may also result in higher future costs.

3. Future users do not bear the cost of constructing the project since the funds are set-aside in
advance.

4. Under certain circumstances the opportunity cost and construction cost inflation combined
may cost the City more than the interest cost paid on the debt necessary to finance
projects.

LONG:TERM DEBT FINANCING

Long-term debt financing is used any time that future City revenues are pledged for
repayment of a project cost. Virtually-all these entail somé kind of bond issue, even though
the type of bond and the length of the retirement schedule may ditfer.

The advantage of debt financing is that more priority projects can be undertaken in the initial
years. With the issuance of bonds, the City has more front money available to implement
high priority projects. This allows immediate needs to be met such as the repair of
deteriorating facilities. The other advantage of constructing improvements immediately is
thatthe City can continue to €arn interest on its funds and to avoid construction cost inflation.
The tinal advantage is that debt financing places the burden to pay on those using the
improvements.

One disadvantage is that a relatively large amount of debt must be issued in order to
overcome the debt issuance:costs. Additional administrative time and costs are incurred in the
issuance and monitoring of bonds, including arbitrage rebate calculations and the annual
compliaiice' requirements of the Securities and Exchange Commission Rule 15¢2-12.

Also,. under the Colorado Constitution, all long-term debt financing requires a referendum
vote. Angther disadvantage is that the interest costs decrease the money available for capital
projects in the future.



LEASE PURCHASES AND CERTIFICATES OF PARTICIPATION (COP)

The use of a lease or Certificates of Participation (COP) requires the borrowing of funds for
the acquisition of property or capital items. Lease agreements and COP offer the advantage
of spreading the cost of a project over several budget cycles. The disadvantage is that it
increases the cost of the project(s) by requiring the payment of closing and interest charges.
The closing, interest and principal costs must be paid out of the normal operations budget of
the City.

Lecase Purchases

A lease-purchase- agreement provides properly to a local government under a contract
providing for payments covering both interest and principal. Leveraged lease
arrangements involve a lessor (non-profit corporation holding the mortgage on the
property), a lessee (local government), and a lender. The lease must be subject to
annual appropriation.

Certificates of Participation (COP)

Certificates of Participdtion (COP) constitute a form of lease-purchase agreement.
"When the leveraged amount is large, the lender will sell certificates of participation in
the financing to investors. These certificates are usually in multiples of $5,000 and
opens up the.entire capital financing market for the issue. Under a COP a non-profit
building corporation must own the property and a mortgage is placed on the property
for the lender or investors. Each investor receives a proportionate interest share in the
mortgage based upon the number of certificates purchased. The certificates are also
accompanied by an indenture of trust.

A trustee is selected to hold the proceeds of the COP issue. Those proceeds are used to
establish and maintain an acquisition fund, a reserve fund, and a capitalized interest
fund if the project takes more than six months to complete. The local government
makes its lease payments to the trustee and the trustee pays the certificate holders. In
addition to serving as the paying agent, the trustee also is the transfer agent for
certificates sold to néw investors.

The local government directs or manages the construction work using the proceeds of
the COP issue. Upon execuition of the lease, the building corporation holds the
property while the local government is responsible for insuring and maintaining the
property. When the local government completes its payments the title to the property
automatically transfers to the local government.

By using the non-appropriation clause a lease-purchase agreement or COP will not be
classified as debt. Because there is no election authorizing a new tax, the COP are
dependent on existing revenue streams for repayment.

A COP normally carries an interest rate equivalent to the interest on a revenue bond.
A COP and a revenue bond usually have a slightly higher interest rate than a general
obligation bond.



GENERAL OBLIGATION DEBT FINANCING

General Obligation (GO) bonds receive their name because the government is obligated to
repay the bonds from any and all revenue sources. Even'if the property tax normally dedicated
to repaying GO bonds is hot adequate to cover the répayment, the government issuing the
debt miist make the fiill payment, using other revenue sources if necessary.

Therefore, the-full faith and,credit of the issuing government is pledged to repaying the debt.
As a result;-this is.the most secure debt-instrument to use. For that reason, the interest paid by
thefissuing government is the lowest on GO bonds.

The advantages and disadvantages of GO bond ﬁnancing are the same as those listed in the
Long Term Debt Financing introduction above. However, some additional advantages
include:

1. The revenues to repay GO bonds are generated by a city-wide property tax. Therefore, it
is'not necessary to use the normal -annual revenues collected by the City. Such revenues
can.continue to be used for.the on-going operation and maintenance costs.

2. The proceeds generatéd. by GO bonds are not considered a part of the revenue and
expenditure calculations required by TABOR.

3. After the outstanding GO bond principal and interest are paid, the authorization of the
property tax expires. '

4. GO bonds carry the full faith-and credit of the City. As a result, there i$ less risk to the
bond purchasers and the interest raté is lower.

Before GO bonds may be issued; the electors within the City must approve the bond issue and
the:supporting tax at an election.

REVENUE BOND.DEBT FINANCING

Revenue bonds réceive their name because the government is pledging to repay the bonds
from-certain revenue soiirces. Only the revenue or revenues dedicated to repaying the bond(s)
is/are-obligated to cover the repayment, and the government has the choice whether or not to
use other revenue sources if necessary.

Theréfore, the full faith and credit of the issuing govermment is not pledged to repaying the
debt. As:a result; the risk to-the bondholders is higher. For that reason, the interest paid by the
issuing government will be higher-than on GO bonds. As is the case with GO bonds, the
intérest rate is affected by the amount of risk that the bond purchasers associate with a
government's debt issue. The:issuing government can reduce the risk in a number of .ways
including, for an example, buying bond insurance.



SUPPLEMENTAL CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUNDING

Dependihg on the urgency. of the need, the City Council might desire to utilize certain fund
balances to Supp_'lemem other sources. for capital improvements. Examples of where
supplemental. funding might result:

e Closed-out projects

e Special Improvement Districts Fund Balance above Necessary Reserve

o City Property Sale

o Parks Cash-in-Lieu Fund

o Conservation Trust Fund (Lottery); Fund Balance above Necessary Reserve
o. Future Growth Fund

o Impact Fees — Transportation

¢ Impact Fees — Drainage

e Impact Fees — Parks/Open Space

e One-time Tax Audit Revenues

NORTHERN RANGE INFRASTRUCTURE

It is anticipated that during the next few years, major new residential and commercial
developmernit will continue within the Northern Range: Infrastructure investments including
water and sewer, drainage, roadways, traffic control, parks, trails, open space, and possibly
the:expansion of the Buffalo Run Golf Course, will be needed. Also, the City will continue to
be involved in the transformation of the Rocky Mountain Wildhife Refuge, and the
development of the Prairic Gateway. Similar-infrastructure will be necessary to support that
effort. In addition, fiber-optic infrastructure will be important.for Commerce City’s future.

All of these efforts will require timely investment by the City. While:many of the necessary
projects have been identified, the timing of and amounts needed for some of the projects are
unknown at this timie. One: possible source of these funds is the various fund balances above
any necessary reserves.

COMPLETED AND CLOSED PROJECTS

Oncé completed, the remaining funds, if any, are reverted to the undesignated fund balance of
the Capital Expenditures Fund. All Compléted‘ Parks projects with unspent funds that were
funded from the Lottery Fund will require:a transfer back to the Lottery Fund unless used for
another qualifying project. When reverues from the Lottery Fund or from other restricted
funds ‘are commingled with General Fund revenues, the Lottery Fund and restricted fund
‘monies are considered to be spent first. Unspent funds in a restricted fund shall remain with
the restricted fund.



CONTINUATION CAPITAL PROJECTS

Appropriations for Capital Expenditures Fund projects.continug in effect until the purpose for
the appropriation is accomplished or abandoned or the funds are transferred. For this reason,
the-appropriations for'the:capital projects.approved in prior years still exist. For the 2013 Plan
the prior approved projects are listed as 2012 Continuation Capital Projects. These are all the
projéctsdpproved in any number of prior vears that still exist as of the end of 2012.

The 2012 Continuation Capital Projects will be reviewed in the first quarter of 2013. The
City Manager will then decide which projects are to be abandoned or closed out or if funds
are to be transferred.



LISTING OF 2013 CONTINUATION CAPITAL PROJECTS

Project Description

Available Balance

09/30/2012 *

@ N k=
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ED Strategic Plan

Contingency Project
SP-Web/Portal

Channél 8 Equipment

Boys and Girls Club

Fastracks Station Area Plan
Emergency Warning System
Police Radio Replacement
Pavement Management
Drainage Studies/Improverments
Cost-Sharing Projects

Traffic Signal Program

Local Traffic Calming

Railroad Crossing/96th Ave at Hwy 2
Bridge Repair

Pave Dirt Roads

88th Ave Paving - ADCO
Civic Center

Derby Redevelopment
Highway 2 and 74th Drainage
Concrete Flatwork

Railroad Crossing Replacement
Shamrock Foods Intersection
Reserve Projects

DIA Noise Mitigation

a8 A DS e DO TGN DS S DR T eSS S e e B

10,000.00
3,552,160.00
73,616.31
100,421.70
240,000.00
25,000.00
31,325.38
77,538.60
823,466.72
8,036.78
35,465.00
386,379.81
33,246.37
253,884.11
8,202.30
18,793.96
0.43
80,180.70
18,115.49
54,934.84
79,790.54
43,124.05
62,047.67
3,180,000.00
1,789,977.29

10



CONTINUED

Project:Description

Available Balance

09/30/2012 *

26. Traffic Operations Center Upgrade \ 88,075.50
27. Comprehensive Plan $ 23,439.72
28. Storm Water Utility $ 124,633.03
29. Dupont.Neighborhood: Improvements $ 46,162.00
30. Tower Road or 96th Ave. $ 659,000.00
31. Chambers Road Median Landscaping $ 19,450.41
32. 96th Ave (Nucla to Tower) $ 7,722.77
33. Sandcreek/Wetland h) 89,136.00
34. Pioneer Park $ 177.99
35. Park Sign Program $ 8,288.20
36. River Run Park Irrigation $ 7,192.25
37. Stampede Park Drainage $ 4,568.54
38. North South Connectivity $ 336,508.89
39. General Parks Improvement $ 33,716.54
40. Rec Cntr Enhancement Project $ 224.973.21
41. Tree Replacement Program $ 11,121.15
42, Fairfax Park Maint Bldg Renovations $ 2,089,561.89
43.  Golf Course Equipment Replacement $ 540.00
44, Buffalo Run [irigation Well Units § 2,072.36
45. '104th Ave Mulii-Use Path $ 20,000.00
46. SP Infrasturcture $ 19,801.14
47. SPIVR $ 12,985.72
48. 1T Financial Systems $ 31,237.81
49. IT Tech Infra Imp Programs $ 42,900.71

Fund Totals : $ 14,888,973.88

*  Figures shown will change as of 01/01/2013.
Contact'the Finance Department, (303) 289-3627, for actual project balances.
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LOTTERY FUND #530

Project Description 2012 2012
Appropriation Expenditures
Transfer to Parks Capital Fund $ 501,770 $ 501,770
Transfer'to Impact Fee Fund (Loan) $ 0.00 $ 0.00
Transfer to General Fund $ 0.00 $ 0.00
Transfer to Golf Enterprise-Fund $ 0.00 $ 0.00

UNDERGROUND UTILITIES FUNDS

The City of Commerce City has franchise agreements with both Xcel Energy and United Power for
provision of electric utility‘services within the City. The franchise agreements provide that the
companies agree to “...allocate an amount equivalent to one (1) percent of the preceding year’s
electric revenues derived from customers within the city for the purpose of undergrounding its
overhead distribution facilities in the city...” The accumulated amounts of those funds are as follows:

Xcel Energy (approximate): $ 3,225,000 (June, 2012)
United Power' (approximate):  $:0.00 {May, 2012)

Ordinance No. 765

'Balance as of April 2012 was $1,414,703:61 which was utilized along with the three years advancement on an
undergrounding project in May,

12



COMMERCE CITY-BRIGHTON SCHOOL-DISTRICT USE TAX FUND

A separate Fund called the Commerce City-Brighton School District Use Tax Fund is established
to receive the use tax:revenues from the construction of the various school buildings by the
Brighton School District 27] located in the City. The funds:inthe Commerce City-Brighton
School District Use Tax Fund shall be used solely for payment of the cost of the financing,
design and construction of facilitics located within the overlapping boundaries of the City and
the School District including:

1.
2.
3.
4.

A joint committee known as the “Commerce City-Brighton School District Usé Tax Committee’

Joint-use recreation facilitiés, including land acquisition, which is the primary focus;
Site development for a joint-use portion of school/park sites;

Gymnasium enlargement or enhancement, it not otherwise budgeted by the School
District; and

Other improvements such as but not limited to safety improvements.

b

shall oversee the expenditure of the funds and recommend the projects for which the expenditure
of funds shall be made. This'Committee shall consist of two City Council members, the City
Manager or her/his designee, two School Board members and the Superintendent of the School
District or her/his designee.

13
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2013-2017
CIP PROJECTS - GRAND TOTALS

Nox funded
2014, | 20157 | 2016° 2017

Project-Totals' 2012 | 2013

Multi-Year CIP:Projects

e Py [ e, ra T [ T p = B

. D —— — il e = ¥ - i .

$ 1,208,162 |$ 959161 0§ 4200161 |$ 4,288,000 |5 4.038000(% 4,038,000

Parks Projects, $ 1,379,000

$ 50000003 1% ) 1% -3

e = —— - 4 -~ P T S R . - T, — e ) =T, DL el T L 3 e T e N N == -1
Information Techonolgy Projects, s 396008 1284053 -8 -1% -1

GRAND TOTALS|:$, 2i627:162 |18 Ta37ise6 '8 420,161 | $; 4,288,000 | §' 4,038,000 |'$ _ 4,038,000
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II. Capital Expenditures Fund
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II. CAPITAL EXPENDITURES FUND

In-January 1994, all individual capital funds were consolidated into the Capital Expenditures
Fund. Each individual project is tracked within the Fund by a sub account. When a project is
compléte, the’remaining amount reverts to the undesignated fund balance of the Capital
Expenditures Fund at.year-end. According to the City Charter, once the capital project is
appropriated, any remaining amounts carry over into the next fiscal year. Therefore, capital
projecisido not require an annual re-appropriation ordinance.

The Capital Expenditures Fund typically is used for street, bridge, facility and other general
publicimprovement projects, Impact fees are segregated in the Impact Fee Fund. Future growth
revenues are segregated in the Future Growth Fund. There are additional specialized capital
funds: Buffalo Run Tributary Drainage Fund; Direct Flow Area 0053 (DFA 0053) Drainage
Basin Fund; Second Creek Drainage Basin Fund; Third Creek Drainage Basin Fund; and Water
Rights Acquisition Fund.

The primary funding source for the Capital Expenditures Fund generally-is transfers from the
General Fund. Starting in 2009 the revenue from the $0.005 Adams County Sales Tax for
Transportation is being received in the Capital Expenditures Fund for transportation
improvements. In addition, Parks projects are funded from the proceeds of the Lottery Fund,
Adams County Open Space revenue and transfers from the General Fund. IT projects are funded
either from the General Fund- or by retained earnings-within the Information Technology Fund.

A separate Fund called the Commerce City-Brighton School District Use Tax Fund is established
to receive the use tax revenues from the construction of the various school buildings by the
Brighton School.District 27] located in the City, for the construction of joint-use recreation
facilities. The Commerce City-Brighton School District Use Tax Fund will remain segregated
from the Capital Expenditures Fund.

18



2013-2017

MULTLYEAR CIP PROJECTS
Not Funded
C T MlsYedf CIP Projeits 2012 2013 - 2014 2015 2016 2017

Dugiont Neighbothiood Improvements Cost Sharing|$ 171,162 [$ 171,161 8 171,161 | 8 1% .
Pavement-Mangement $ 1,000000]% 500000 0% 4000000 (% 4000000 (% 4000000 4,000,000
Police Radio Upgrade $ 38000]%  380000% 38000 |§%  38000(% 38000 38,000

B} . i : — .

. :MultiEYear/CIP. Projects'Subtotal | 1.306;162 |:5. _(fOQ,TéTE 4,209,161 1§ 038,000 |5 4,038,000 [.$ 4,038,000

NewMulti-Year CIP Projects. 2012 2013 2014 | 2015 . 2016 2017
104th-Avenue - Platte River $ s 25000085 13 250000 %
Néw:MultisY ear GIPProjéctsiSubtoml |15 =[5 2500003 {5 250,000 [is. 2Is

L ~_Multi-Véar. CIP Broject:Lotal s 1209162 's 159,161 05 -4.209.161.['5 -3,288.000.]:8 40358000 ['s_2,038060]
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2013-2017
PARKS CIP PROJECTS

Not Funded

<Parks;Brojects;

2012

12013

2014- |

2015

2016

2017

:IFairfax-‘Park Renovation

$ 1,379,000

$ 430,000

lGolf Course Equipment Replacement

5 25,500

$ 75000

Recreation Center Enhancemenr Project,

$ 595,850

$ 100,000

ParkstPiojects Siibtotal

$"14379,000

$ 430,000:8:8

‘New Paiks Projects

2014

Pioneer Park Iimprovements

New.Parks ProjectsiSubtoral | §

$ 13379,000

$ 500,000 f'$

[}
R
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20132017
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY CIP PROJECTS

Not Funded
~:New:Information; Technology. Projects | 2012 2013 2014 2015 | 2016 | 2017

Technology:Infrastructure Improvement Program (TTIPY $ 39,000 |-$ 128,405 8 $ 150,000 [ $ 150,000 | $ 150,000 | $§ 150,000

: '“Nevi"Ihfo_tmé;_ti_o_ri\.TécHnélggvijPr_éjec’Est’ub'i'o?.ail '$; 39,000 | $7128;405:4 $ 150,000 |'$ 150;000" |i$:150;000, | $.150,000.

{ 'INFORMATION TECH. PROJECT, TOTALS|:$. 39j000 | $:128405:]] $ 150,000 |.$ 150,000!}:$:150,000, | $:150;000 1
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MULTI-YEAR
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP)
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(2013-2017)

Type of Project:

Department:

Project Description:

New Construction |

Pubtic Works

PROJECT TITLE:
DUPONT NEIGHBORHOOD
IMPROVEMENTS COST SHARING

2013 - Capital Cost:
S-year - Capital Cost:
Total Capital Cost:

2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost:

2013 New City Money:
Total Funding Sources:

o5 05 WU W e

171,161
342,322
763,484

763,484

This, prdject will complete the final phase of drainage and roadway improvements (roadway reconstruction and addition or curb,
gutter,:and sidewalk) in the Dupont Neighborhood. Adams County awarded this project for construction and it is anticipated to
“be completed by the end of 2011.

Project Justification:

While'the majority of the Dupont Neighborhood is located in Unincorporated Adams County, there are numerous properties and
rights-of-way that are in the Ciry which will benefit from the completion of these.improvements. In addition, the County has
completed numerous phases:of drainage dnd roadway improvements in the area that have provided benefits to the City with no
funding provided by the City. The County is asking for.the City to share the cost of construction of this final phase
{approximately 33%) and is willing to spread the cost over a five year period. The total amount due will be based on the actual

construction cost.

Bs-t Estimates '5 - Year CIPP

I Capital Costs * Prior, 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 “Total
HROW/Land' Acquisition [ -
Eagineering/Design S -
onstruction $ 250,000 % 170162 ]S [7LI6I|.S 171,161 s 763,484
Other: ) S -
- {SubTatai| §. {zs‘o,t-inof ‘. ITEI62PST ATIST(ISY CITHISL|S . -8 --J"g”$ - §i 763,484

Funding Sources, )
AGeneral Fund $ 250,000 $ 250,000
Transportation Tax $ 171162)5 17,1618 171,161 $ 513,484
S _
e o Sib Tl 31 250,000, 82 171162 'L M7 LA613r8 b HTLI61iS. . . L=, 18 o S o) § . TT638d
To be Funded|'$ - -|'s _-ls -18 -|s -13 -1 8 -
Ops. & Maint. Costs
Staff 3 -
fOperations & Maintenance S -
o SubTotal|;$ =g . glis |8 w8 =078 2,418, =18 2
Funding Sources

§ .
g -
5 .
Lol T ASubTomal)is. 28T g IS oo - RSL Sl SRR I NCGR YY) I NPSIORIE-Y £ S VY s
[ “To be Funded| $ - |:$ =-_ 'S -1’8 -8 HE BB -1s -
_ "SunTou Fading Sourtes) § 250,000°55. 1701628 171it61]is 1733161 [ 8 =18 :|is =8 7e3asd
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT: PROJECT PROJECT TITLE:

(2013-2017) PAVEMENT MANAGEMENT
Type of Project: New Construction 2013 - Capital Cost: § 4,000,000
5-year - Capital Cost: § 20,000,000
Department: Public Works Total Capital Cost: § 22,000,000
2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost: § -
2013 New City Money: §$ 3,500,000
Total Funding Sources: $ 2,500,000

Project Description:
This project:will improve roadways throughout the city based on need. Each roadway has been evaluated, and rated. Based on
the. rating, roadways will be improved.through various treatments which include, but are not limited to, 2 mill and overlay,
overlay, chipseal; or reconstruction. 2013 will focus on mill and overlays and chipseals.

§ 500,000 - Chipseal Reunion North of 104th
500,000 : Chipseal Reunion South of 104th
500,000 - Chipseal and patch outlook, chipscal Foxton, chipseal Stillwater, chipseal Highpoint
‘500,000 - Overlay.E 60th Ave from Forest to Quebec
500,000 - Overlay E 64th Ave from Hwy.2 to Quebec
500,000 - Overlay E 1'12th Ave from Hwy 83 to Peoria
500,000 ~Overlay E 69th Ave from Fairfax Dr to Holly St, Overlay E 72nd Ave from Locust to Olive Overlay Quebec from

E 74th Ave-to Hwy 2 and from E 80th Ave to E 84th Ave

$  500,000.- Overlay residential streets in the core city, in the vicinity of 58th and Olive

$ 4,000,000 - Total
Project Justification:
Pavement inanagement is an important ongoing maintenance program to ensure the long-term stability of the street system
throughout the City, This program minimizes the maintenance the sireets will need in the future and extends the life of the
roadway. The current network overall condition-index (OCI) is 68.1 (out of 100). If no funds are allocated for the pavement
-manageméht'fprcgram theén'the network OCI will drop to 58.4 in 5 years.

L= A

Cost Estimates S - Year CIPP

Capital Costs: | Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
HROW/Land Acquisition’ B -
Engineering/Design s 200,000]S 2000008 200000]% 200000]8 2000003 200000|% 200000]% 1,400,000
Ic_:iaructim £ 800,000]S 800.000 05 3,800,000 | % 3.800,000 [ § 3.800,000 | § 3.800,000 | $ 3,800,000 |5 20,600,000
fother:: $ -

iSabTotal| -$s 1.000,000; | :$° 1,000,000, J+$; 4:000,000( . 4,000,0003(,$ 4:0007000.[:8 4,000(000(:5. 4,000/0001] $. 22,600,000

Funding Sources

Gieneral Fund $° 15000,000 | § 1,000,000 |5 500,000 $ 2,500,000
[Unfinded § 4,000,000 [ § 4000000 $ 4,000,000 [ & 4,000,000

S -
e - 480D Total| $L,15000,000.] 8 1:000,000°]i5; . 500,000 [§5 4,000,000: 7% 4,000,000]:5 2;600;000.[35 20000001 5. ._12:500,000.

$ 19,500,000

__Te b¢ Fanded|:$ —— $ =15 3is00,0007| § -|s |5 _ -5 -

Ops. & Maint. Costs

Staff ' $

Operations ‘& Mainténance 1 $

‘ __SubTotal;$ A LAY (IS [ A & e Y] - .=
Funding Sources ‘ ‘

e .. SubTotallis . 0 el o =y~ =k 0wl o whs L e L
’ To be Fiinded].$ - -8 B K =]:$ ~-1'$ -8 ~|'$ -1 -

S iading S § 1000000 |15 1LOG0OOU]S  SODI0OU]:S_ 40000005 4000000:1's 400000 [is 4090005 51




CAPITALIMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(2013-2017)
Type of Project:

Department:

Project Description:

Equipment/Technology

Public Safety

700 MHz Police Radio System Upgrade (FCC Regulation Mandate)

Project Justification:

PROJECT TITLE:
POLICE RADIO UPGRADE

2013 - Capital Cost:
S-year - Capital Cost:
"Total Capital Cost:
2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost:
2013 New. City Money:
Total Funding Sources:

9h oH wH W 85 oA

38,000
190,000
228,000

228,000

In 2002 the Police Department transitioned from the previous 400 MHz radio system to the 700/800 MHz radio at an
‘estimated cost of $511,500.00. Prior 10 that the Police Department established a CIPP with an annual budgeted line item of
approximately $108,000.00 to prepare for the transition.

Currently the Police Department has 121 serviceable handheld portable radios and 72 -mobile radios in the police fleet.
Recently established FCC Regulation requires us to upgrade our 700 MHz radios by January 2017. Our current Motorola mobile
radios and Motorola handheld portable radios are not;capable of the transition to a one voice path per 6.25 kHz of spectrum
bandwidth as required by the FCC régulation, (CFR-2009-title47-vol5-part90, section 90.535 subsection (d).

The Police Department has-a line item within the annual budget to replace approximately 10 handheld portable radios each
year at a cost of $38,000.00 By miaintaining that rotation cycle we can replace approximately 55 radios prior 1o the required
transition. During year 2016 we will need to:replace an-additional 66 portable radios at an estimated cost of $190,000.00 at

today’s cost.

In an attempt to minimize this impact.to-the budget, we are recommending the City open a CIPP account for “Police Radio
System Upgrade” with-an increasing allotment each year until 2016, at which time we will replace all remaining non-compliant

handheld radios.

ICost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP

I Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Tatal

fROW/Land Acquisition 5 -

WEiiginecring/Désizn $ -

ICbnsiruction 5 -

Other:: 5 38000]s 38000 % 38poo |  38000(% 380008 380008 228.000

- " SibTotall;$ Ton ks 3s000fis  as000.]is 38000 (s (380005 G3s00o-|ls  3goon s 228,000
Funding Sources '

Genéral Fund § 380000]% 38000]S 380008 38000]5 38000]s  3sc00]S 228,000

et e iSobTotal]'§ S £38:000]s  _+38,000° ('3 _ 38000 §__38,000,]'s {38,000} a8i000:0:%. . «228.000;

' " "TolbeFunded].$5. . . - -13 - -5 - -l s -1's -

I Ops. & Maint. Costs

IStaFf , $ -

lOpf:rations & Maintenance $ -

. " 'SubTotil|.S =|'s -8 -|s _ -8 =8 =% . _=]is .
‘Funding Sources

_ $

. _ - . SubTotall$. " =g P KRR It SR, K- Y. | x ] £ S

- "To'be Funded|.$ -1 -1|'s -ls -ls -1s . -Is .

SiihTotal Furding Soarces) T 515 3.000)'s 38000 -5 38600 | § - 38000, § 380003 38006.] § 2287000
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(2013-2017)
Type of Project:

Department:

Project Description:

New Construction

Public Works

PROJECT TITLE:

104TH- AVENUE - PLATTE RIVER

2013 - Capital Cost:
5-year - Capital Cost:
Total Capital Cost:

2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost;
2013 New City Money:
Total Funding Sources:

@D Hh

250,000
500,000
500,000

560,000

Thisproject will replace the structures over the Plaite River, and the Bull Seep drainage channel on 104th Avenue. The
replacement will include constructing new, wider structures over these waterways.

Project Justification:

This project is funded by CDOT Bridge Enterprise funds. As part of this program, the original scope of this project only
included the replacement of these structures. In an effort to accommodate future growth, Adams County, Thomton, and
Commerce City requested that these structures be widened. Since the program funds can only be used for replacement, all
additional project costs associated with the widening would need to be funded by the requesting agencies. Commerce City
will enter into an IGA with all agencies to split'the additional costs (§2,000,000). The City's share will be 1/4 ($500,000).

Cost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP
Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
IROW/Land Acquisition- $ -
IEngiﬁeEﬁﬁg/Deéign 3 -
HConsfruétion S 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 500,000
Jther: ) . $ -
. ~iSiibTatal] §. -7 T s <250,0000)18 -8 250,000 | % . =|'$ .+ |8, 500,000
Funding Sources
[Transportation Tax 5 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 500,000
$ -
g -
g -
) ) g -
Lo L SubTotalis gl _=z]isy 2500000]S _ - =|[§ 250,000).5. a)i$ L iz ]IS . 500,000,
m__ — = . 3 -~
To.be'Funded| $ - '$ -[:$ I -8 -1.$ -1% -15 -
-Ops. & Maint: Costs
fsuafr _ $ -
Koperations & Mainteiiance | g R
‘SibTotal:$ =8 B E -|'s - i -[is - s N
Funding Sources
SN {011 | DRI ) [ SRR [ T |+ AP ] | T Y| i TRt
To b Funded| $ __-]:8 18 = |8 o B -|s :
- - \ =
'SubTital Fuddiiig Soarces] . T . |. N
: 8 il = 1'%: 250,000']i% =%, 250000118 =8 -8 500,000
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PARKS
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP)
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(2013-201 7)
Typeof Project:

Department:

Project-Description:

Renovation

Parks and Recreation

PROJECT TITLE:
FAIRFAX PARK' RENOVATION

2013 - Capital Cost:
S-year - Capital Cost;
Total Capital Cost:

2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost:

2013 New City Money:
Total Funding Sources:

$
$
$
$
$
$

430,000
430,000

2,529,758

2,529,758

Improvements-will be made to the irrigation system, maintenance building, perimeter trail, ballfields, court area, shelters,
landscape, parking lot and fencing.

Project Justification;

Fairfax:Park is nearly 40 years-old and is in need of a complete renovation. It serves as a drainage facility for the historic part of
the city as well a3 a park, These:improvements will help. maintenance to be more efficient and make the park more useable for the
public. . Grant applications will be made to Great Outdoors Colorado as well as Adams.County Open Space for additional

funding.
Cost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP
Capital Costs. 2012 2013 2016 2017 Total
ROW/Land Acquisition, S -
Engineering/Design 148,758 S 148,758
Construction 572.000 1,379.000 | § 430,000 $ 2,381,000
Othei:, ' S -]
‘SubTotai]-5, 720]758:'5 1:379.000.]:$  4300000.($ -8 3}:8 5] 8 2509758
Funding Souries
AdCo. Open Space 260,000 140500 | § 250,000 $ 650,500
AdCo. Open Space 148,758 5 148,758
Grants 312,000 | '8 994,000 $ 1,306,000
Lottery §  2445000$ 180,000 $ 424,500
% -
- e — — - e ——
L _ e . {SubTeral|[s  720,7581:5 1:379000:)'s  a3e000i[8 +. . = e I P o vfi% 72529758
‘ To be'Finded!| - I K -1 -18 -1% -1 -
Ops. & Maint. Costs
Staff .
[Operations & Maintenance -
:SibTotal|:$ = I 3 K B K - =
Funding Soirces

5 -
5 -
. 8 -
o -_;_j,;_"Suirﬁ'foiﬁ' -_d - [T | _3 |18 3l - L
To be Funded|’$ - -13 -8 - -1 8 -]'8 -
| ST Fundivg Souvc .5 7728 |56 aooa]is  asimen).s .8 Sk 3539758,
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT PROJECT TITLE:

(2013-2017) GOLF COURSE EQUIPMENT
REPL_AC_EME‘NT
Type of Project: Equipment/Technology 2013 - Capital Cost: $ 75,000
S-year - Capital Cost: § 75,000
Department: Parks and Recreation Total Capital Cost: § 100,500
2013 Oper. & Maint, Cost: $ -
2013 New City Money: $ -
Total Funding Sources: $ 100,500

Project-Description:

Replacement of three mowers.including a Jacobson Greens King 1V Plus; Bel-Aire Greensmaster, and Toro Groundsmaster
3500D.

Project Justification:

All.three (Jacobson, Bel-Aite and Toro).are 2001 units that have outlasted their expected life and are no longer serviceable.
Replacement of these units would improve course maintnenace and reduce O&M costs for these three pieces of equipment.

Cost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP
Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
ROW/Land Acquisition ] -
Engineering/Design 3 -
Construction S -
thier: § 2550008 75000 5 100,500
SubFoial| $: <. $ 25500-|<§ | rf's*,imo- 5 = | & NS R 100,500
Funding Sources
Lottery $ 25,500 8 75,000 3 100,500,
$ -
$ -
v tev__ o SibTotal] 8L 0 T =] 8 s25500)is oS00 s s $rl D ElSTl oL alrs.. 100,500
To be Funded| $ -1 8 -1 -| 8. -]s. -8 $ -
I .Ops. & Maint. Costs
fsiatt S -
Jperations & Maintenance’ 3 '
v SubYofal} 5. -] -18 S e - I ER o LI B3 -
Funding Sources
$ -
$ R
$ -
i o __ i SubTomal{si. _ F={8 oo Frlell o c|si_ o ol oslge " U TEhSih U ELSIT Y S
To.be Funded| § -1 § o B3 -3 -|'s -l's -|'s -13 4—'
c|s 25seols” 7swees T -]s o s -fhs. o L -]s 100;5001)
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

(2013-2017)

Type of Project:

Depariment:

Project Description:

Renovation

Parks and Recreation

PROJECT TITLE:
RECREATION CENTER

ENHANCEMENT PROJECT

2013 - Capital Cost:
5-year - Capital Cost:
Total Capital Cost:
2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost;
2013 'New City Money:
Total Funding Sources:

LI R - ]

100,000
100,000
695,850

695,850

Senior/Older Adult Enhancements-lobby renovation; Teen/Youth Enhancements-teen annex expansion including office space and
pool tower/slide replacement; Infrastructure Enhancements-carpet replacement and security camera system upgrade. Funding in
2013 is for the pool wower as it was determined that a different material (concrete rather than galvanized steel) should be used to

replace it.
Project Justification:

The refovation addresses two separate program and service areas benefiting seniors and older adults as well as youth. The
renovation'in the:senior-lobby is a result-of senior focus group and senior advisory committee input. The renovation in the teen
annex provides for additional youth activity'sp_'atce as well as office space for youth and teen recreation staff. The infrastructure
enhancements including carpet replacement necessary due to high use over 120,000 drop in visits and 10,000 registrations in
2010; secuirtiy camira system replacement provides for upgraded technology with direct connection to-Police Department.

Cost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP
Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
ROW/Land Acquisition $ -
Engineering/Design . 5 -
Construction $ 5958508% 100,000 $ 695,850
Other: o ) $ -
"SubTatal| § <% s958500% 100000 ¢ -l's: -1 s IBE: % 695,850
‘Funding Sources
AdCo. Open Space $ 100,000 $ 100,000
Lottery s 70270]s 100,000 $ 170,270
KGeneral Fund $ 100,000 $ 100,000
KGranits $ 325580 $ 325,580
1 $ ]
Koo . SubTér S © . |5 59585008 ¢ 100,000:[ 7 70 =8 L z[3t 28 = _ =08 o 695.850:
i To'be Fundedl $ BB —-rs' -l -8 -1s -ls -Is i -
I .Ops."& Maint. Costs
Isiare $ _
IOpemﬁons,& Maintenance $
SubTotal| §' = # =Is B -l s -| 81, -1s.
Funding Sources )
$ -
$ -
— $ -
L.l .__ _SubTetai S - S S KT TR & ) 'S,E T S -
“Ta'be Futided| $- - <18 -8 - § 3 18 -9 -
. SabTotal Fuidii Saiirées| g, 5§ 595850 )5 - 100000 | 8 s 0 s s s e9sssu
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT PROJECT TITLE:

(2013-2017) PIONEER PARK IMPROVEMENTS
Type of Project: Renovation 2013 .- Capital Cost: $ 70,000
5-year - Capital Cost: § 70,000
Department: Parks and Recreation Total Capital Cost: $ 70,000
2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost: § -
2013 New City Money: $ -
Total Funding Sounrces: $ 70,000

Project Description:
f BMX:track removal and installation of multi-use turf area in-its place, double portable restroom enclosure installation, and
installation of 6 shade imbrellas at the spray ground.

’_Pr_(_)‘jec't Justification:
-BMX Track Renovation: Upon completion of the park in 2008 the BMX track was constructed using excess stockpiled

construction raterial as a temporary means of increasing useable space in the park and reducing congestion from bicycles in the
-skate park. Over the past 4 years maintenance has become more challenging with the deterioration of the soil and large
¢onstriction debris buried in the soil becoming exposed. Loose soil is easily displaced during wind storms and enters the filtration
system of.the sprayground requiring additional maintenance to keep the filters clean. Park users have expressed a desire to have
additional open grass areas, which were not included in the original park design but can be added in this location.

Portable Restroom Enclosure: From Memorial Day through Labor Day the sprayground is heavily used. The closest restroom
facility is approxirhatély 100 yards away and additional restroom facilities are needed for this area.

Single Post Shade Umbrellas: There is little shade in the sprayground area. The existing picnic shelier becomes very crowded
and park users tie shade canopies to the trees’ in an atterpt to have shade. We propose’to install six 12 foot diameter single post
shade umbrellas surrounding the spray ground to provide shade cover for the park visitors.

IEost'EStimates 5 - Year CIPP
[ Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Total
ROW/Land Acquisition 3 -
Fngineering/Design $ -
Bconstruction S 70,000 $ 70,000
Other: $ -
i . subTotal]l 8 - -§ -8 700005 % BN E I ER Js . 0000
Funding Sources
Lottery 3 70,000 S 70,000
S -
b -
P 7] S [ YT S S K s A )
To be Funded| '$ =18 B B =18 -1 8 = & kS 3 B -
Ops & Maint. Costs
Staff $ _
llOpcratlons & Maintenance . . $ -
SubTotal| $ BE -|'s RE RE REX -|s BE e
Funding Sources
h) -
3 -
2 e SaF L SubTetal| T F[§ 0 EN e L e L HEs s '$. et TS KN L
__ e . = -
To be Funded| $ - $ _ -5 -1s -8 -| ¥ -t ¥ 8 -
! SbTowl Fundiog Seitces) 3~ - & B S A K s 2| § 1§ 10,000
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (CIP)
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECT PROJECT TITLE:
(2013-2017) TECHNOLOGY INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIIP)

Type of Project: Equipment/Technology 2013 - Capital Cost: § -
S-year - Capital Cost: § 728,405

Department: Information Technology Total Capital Cost: $ 767,405
2013 Oper. & Maint. Cost: § 20,945

2013 New City Money: § -

Total Funding Sources: § 728,405

Project.Description:

The Technology Infrastructure Improvement Program {TIIP) consists of multiple smaller projects that may-include new or
upgraded software applications, new hardware, hardware enhancements, and other additions or improvements to the City's
technology infrastructure.

Project Justification:

Beginning with'the 2010 Information Technology budget, both special consideration items and the:more major departmental
capitalrec_luestswere moved to the IT portion-of the. CIPP program. This reduces the demand on IT retained earnings while
providing a more transparent and manageablesolution for upper management.

For budget vear 2012 the following CIPP requests were included in the Technology Infrastructure ITmprovement Program of the
CIPP (One-time costs / Ongoing O&M costs):

2012 Approved Projects: Total $39,000/ $21,400
* Org - Hosted SPAM filtering capabilities:- $20,000 / $20,000
« PD - Additional disk space for evidence photo storage - - $4,600 / $400
« Org - Network Hardware Upgrades --$15,000 / $1,000

For budget year 2013 the following CIPP requests were included in the Technology.Infrastructure Improvement Program of the
CIPP (One-time costs / Ongoing O&M costs):

2013 Approved Projects: Total $128,405/ $26,045
« HR - NEOGOV Insight Enterprise Applicant Tracking System - $16,500 / $8,100
» PD - Fiber Connection from Civic Center to PD Substation - $30,000/ TBD
« IT - WiFi Infrastructure - $32,735 / 9,800
= PR - WiFi.at Rec Center (Staff & Public Hotspot) - $14,355/ 84,415

+ PW - WiFi-at MSC (Staff) - 9,815/ §815
+ PW - Cartegraph Work Director Software - $20,000 / $1,700

+ CT - Enhancements to video arraignment equipment - $5,000 / $1,215
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CONTINUED

(2013-2017) TECHNOLOGY INFRASTRUCTURE
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIIP)
Type of Project: Equipment/Technology 2013 - Capital Cost: § -
5-year - Capital Cost: $ 728,405
Départment: Information Technology Total Capital Cost: § 767,405
2013 Oper. & Maint, Cost; § 26,045
2013 New City Money; $ -
Total Funding Sources: $ 728,405
Cost Estimates 5 - Year CIPP
Capital Costs Prior 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Tatal
BROW;/Land Acquisition. b ’
IEngincering/Design b -
onstruction $ -
Dther: . $  39000k3 12840501% 15000018 150000f% 1500001 % 150,000} 767,405
{SibFotal| $ =|'s  39000i]ls  aZ8la0si].s  1s0le00i|$  isélooe).s 150000 |8 15000003 -St 767,405,
Funding Sources ‘ ]
kGeneral Fund S 128,405 3 128 405
QUnfunded $ 1300008 1500008 150,000|% 150,000]S 600,000
~ -
. § -
— - S -
e+ T SabTewll$ . w25 _a28Tesi|is 15000038 . 150,000%] 75, +150,000.]5_- 150,000 [5. 7 . 1728405
I To'bé Funded| $ -1.8 39000 -5 -1 -1$ -1 -15 ) _39,ﬁ00.1
'Ops. & Maint. Costs
Staff . $ -
Operations’& Maintehance | § 214008 26045(5 474458 474458 47445 $ 189:780
‘SubTotal}'$ 258 21400 58 '26,045.8 474458 4744518 47445 8, B B8 189,780
Funding Sources '
S -
S -
S -
SRR 2| - R pra) 1 V.| [ I NURMIIDEE (LM PR I BRI 1 A
, . “Té'beFandéd|'S |8 2100 $  Zedas|s 474455 dr4dd|s  dr4as)§ =l's 189780,
T _ = = = —— === = - .
§ubTotal Funding Sources| g, -I's -5 1284055 | 150,000 8 150000 | s 150,0004,8  150,000.].$ JT28:405:
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I1i. DEVELOPMENT GROWTH FUNDS

There.are:seven types of Impact Fees: 1) Parks/Open Space; 2) Transportation; 3) Drainage; 4)
Landscaping; 5) School Fees; 6) Capacity Facility Foundation Fee; and 7) Water Acquisition.
Monies received for these impact fees are accounted for by type within the Fund. Impact Fees
.are intended to collect money from development to help pay for the public improvements made
‘necessary by the development.

Parks/Open Space:

Currently, the Impact-Fee for Parks/Open Space-is $0.09 per square foot of residential lot area or
$0.05 for all other uses. (Fee set by the Fee Resolution of Council) When calculated using the
formula for fair market value, the-fees are actually $0.34 and $0.19 for residential and
commercial respectively. For the up-to-date fee list please contact Parks Planning.

Use of the Funds — These funds-inay be used only for the acquisition and construction of land for
parks, trails and recréation facilities and.may be appropriated by the City Council at the time of
adopting the CIPP or by ordinances making appropriations for capital projects.

Transportation:

The Commerce City Road Iripact Fée Ordinance established the Impact Fee for the Northern
Range defined as the area of the city located; north of East 80" Avenue which are developed or
undergoing a change’in use.

Currently, the Transportation 'Irn‘p'ac't Fee is $1,181 per house, $726 per town home or $4,471
per:1,000 square feet of commercial space under 100,000 square feet in'size in new
development. There are:different fees for other sizes and types of construction.

Use.of'the Funds — These: funds-may be used only for arterial road improvements within the road
Benefit:district where the funds were collected. There are three road benefit districts: 1) District
1 is the area of the Northern Range west of Highway 2; 2) District 2 is the area of the Northern
Range betweeanlghway 2 and P1cad1lly Road and; 3) Dlsmct 3 is the area of the Nonhern

of the: annual budget upon the recommendatlonﬁof the impact fee administrator.

Any fees collected must be returried to the fee payer or the fee payer's successor if the fees have
not.beén spent within 7 years from the date of the building permit issued for the development,
along with:6% interest. The Council may extend this by 3:years by resolution.

The City Engineer serves as'the Tmpact Fee. Administrator'and leads a team. The Impact Fee

Team.reviews projects and refund requests and advises regarding the implementation of the
Impact Fee Ordinance.
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Drainage:

Drainage Impact:Fees are established by ordinances for c'erta'ini'c'lrainage basins within the City
and are admihistered by the City’s Public Works.Department, These funds may be used only for
drainage improvements-forthe drainage basin they are collected.

Atone time Drainage Impact Fees were established by development agreement as negotiated by
the:City’s Public Works Departmerit. Some. funids froin those negotiated fees still exist and may
be used only for drainage improvements.

-Second Creek Drainage Basin:

The Second Creek Drainage Basin Fund was established to account for regional drainage
improvements within the Second Creek Drainage Basin. The Second Creek Drainage Basin Fee
is $1,700/acre for any new development in the drainage basin. This was-approved by an
ordinance in 2003. These.funds may be used only for drainage improvements, within the
drainage basin.

Buffalo Ran Tributary Drainage Basin:

The Buffalo Run Tributary Drainage Basin Fund was established to account for regional
drainage improvements within the -Buffalo Run Tributary Drainage Basin. The Buffalo Run
Tributary Drainage Basin Fee is $2,132/acre for new development built in the drainage basin.
This was-approved by an.ordinance.in 2005. These funds may be used only for drainage
improvements, within the drainage basin.

Direct Flow Area 0053 Drainage Basin:

The Direct Flow Area 0053 (DFA 0053) Drainage Basin Fund was established to account for
regional drainage improvements'within.the DFA 0033 Drainage Basin. The DFA 0053 Drainage
Basin fee was established at.$3,055 per developable acre. This was approved by an ordinance
late in 2006. These funds'may be used only for drainage improvements, within the drainage
basin.

Third Creek Drainage Basin:

The Third Creek Drainage Basin Fund was established to account for regional drainage
improvements within the Third Creek Drainage Basin. The Third Creek Drainage Basin Fee is
$1,445 per developable acre for new development built in the drainage basin. This was approved
by an ordinance’in éarly 2007. These funds may be used only for drainage improvements, within
the drainage basin. | -

Landscape:

In some cases the City has collected a landscape fee from developments for future landscape
installation along arterial roadways. This is a voluntary impact fee not-an ordinance requirement.
In many cases the.arterial roadways are:not required.to be constructed immediately and there is a
need to create an account for the City to install landscape elements at a later date. This helps
with the shortfall in the road impact fee that does not adequately provide for landscape costs.
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School Impact Fees:

School Fee in Lieu of Land Dedication: Under Qrdinance #1309, during the subdivision or other
development approval process; the City will determine if it is best to require a dedicated school
site, receive-a feein lieu of a school site, or require a combination. If a residential subdivision
has adequate land for a school site and thé City.and the school district inidicate a need for a
school in‘the subdivision, then a land dedication is required. The size of the land dedication 1s
determined by the.type of school needed. If it is determined that.a dedication of land is not
needed, then the.developer is-required to pay a fee, in lieu of land dedication, to the City. The
amount of'the fee is determined-bythe number of students expected to live in the homés in the
subdivision. The fees collected by the City are held in trust to be released to the appropriate
school district for school site planning, land acquisition, or to increase the capacity of an existing
facility.

Capital Facility Foundation Fee:

A developer may voluntarily also agree to pay a capital facility foundation fee (school impact
fees to the City:- not needed) at a'rate agreed upon by the 27J School District (City- not needed)
:and the developer. The City holds such-fees in a segregated account to be paid for authorized
school purposes within the boundariés of the property. To date this has been used only within
the Belle Creek. development.

The projects are listed under this Impact Fee Fund but for accounting purposes the money is
transferred to the Capital Expenditures Fund and expendéd from that Fund.

Watér Rights Acquisition Fée:

It is necessary for new growth to pay a share of the cost of acquirinig water rights for irrigation
and potablé use in parks, recreation centers and open space in the City. The City Council
adopted the Water Rights Acquisition Fee in 2003 for new residential units. The revenues from
the fec are to be placed in the Water Acquisition Fund and used only for the acquisition of water
rights. This fee was expanded in 2009 to also encompass commercial/industrial/retail new
construction. The current fee for 2012 is $975.35 and thereafter the fee escalates at a rate of ten
petcent (10%) per year effective upon January 1 of each successive year. The monies collected
pursuant to this fee shall be used to acquire water rights for the purpose of watering city parks,
recreational facilities, and other city owned facilities.
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IV. Solid Waste Disposal Fund

43



IV. SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL FUND

On February 16, 1999, the City annexed the land containing the BF1 Landfill. The annexation
agreement was-accompanied by an ordinance attached as.an exhibit. The annexation agreement
set-out the general parameters of the business arrangement while the ordinance contained the
specific lahgliage directing, among other things, how the solid waste fund was to be established
and how thé service charge (a.k.a. “tipping fee™) was to be applied. The ordinance was adopted
as:Ordinance 1271,

The service charge is five percent (5%) of the disposal fees collected from users of the solid
waste.disposal site (landfill). The revenues so collected are to be used to compensate the City for
costs of inspections, removal of litter generated by operation of the facilities, construction and
‘maintenance of roads impacted by solid waste disposal sites and facilities, insurance costs, staff
-support.costs, rectifying environmental problems or impacts, enhancement of landscaping, and
development and reclamation of solid waste disposal sites and facilities,
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2013-2017
SOLID WASTE CIP PROJECTS

) NotFunded
=< Néw, SolidtWaste/BFI Tipping FegRrojécts. ]~ 2012 7.7 2013 *f <2014 "3 [2015 " { ;2016 | ‘2017 .

Projects Unidentified $ 650,000

N, Solid Waste/BEl Tippingikee ProjectsSibtol §: /[ $.650,00008 " -[8. " -[s -, “J§ -

¥ Solid Waste/BFLTipping FeeProjectselotabl 9 - .- 97650000 %~ -I§ .. -[$. % =[§ "~ -1
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V. Contingent Projects
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V. CONTINGENT PROJECTS

There are.projects that may require the City to act quickly to purchase property or to initiate a
project. The purchase of property or initiation of a project will occur if there is an adequate fund
balance available for the purchase or the project.

The City will purchase a property. or initiate.a project upon the City Council’s authorization. The
Council will then.transfer the:necessary funds to the CIPP.

For 2013 no contingent projécts:are included in the CIPP since the City Council plans to discuss

funding for additional projects at the end of 2012 or early 2013. If Council decides to fund
additional projects, then the CIPP budget will be amended by -ordinance.
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V1. Debt Service Fund
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VI. DEBT SERVICE

Sales and Use TaX Revenue Bonds, Series 2005 and 2006

On November 2, 2004, the City electors authorized $64,000,000 of Sales and Use Tax Revenue
bonds for the construction of a re-aligned Quebec Street, 56th Avenue and related streets and
other public infrastructure located on the Prairie Gateway. The bonds were issued in two
tranches consisting of $17,500,000.0n February 10, 2005 and the remainder on March 28, 2006.

The Sales and Use Tax Revenue bonds constitute special, limited obligations of the City. The
principal of, interest on and premium, if any, on the bonds is payable solely from and secured by
an irrevocable pledge of the Pledged Revenues (sales and use taxes, net of the cost of collection,
certain stadium related revenues as identified in the Master Development Agreement between the
City and Kroenke Soccer ‘Stadium, LLC dated October 25, 2004, plus all amounts on deposit in
the Debt Service Fund and'the Reserve Fund, but excluding amounts subjéct to the various
revenue:sharing agreements as defined in the Bond Ordinance) derived from the City’s existing
3.50% Sales and Use Tax, certain stadium related revenues and certain interest income as
provided in the authorizing. Bond Ordinance. Therefore, the Sales and Use Tax Revenue bonds
are not a general obligation of the City.

The bond payment schedule follows:

Sales and Use Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2005

Period Ending Principal Coupon Interest Debt Service De/;? g:ra-»l'ice
08/01/2005 376,956.44 376,956.44 376,956.44
02/01/2006 396,796.25 396,796.25
08/01/2006 396,796.25 396,796.25 793,592.50
02/01/2007 396,796.25 396,790.25
08/01/2007 305,000 5.000% 396,796.25 701,796.25 1,098,592.50
02/01/2008 389,171.25 389,171.25
08/01/2008 325,000 5.000% 389,171.25 714,171.25 1,103,342.50
02/01/2009 381,046.25 381,046.25
08/01/2009 340,000 5.000% 381,046.25 721,046.25 1,102,092.50
02/01/2610 372,546.25 372,546.25
08/01/2010 360,000 5.000% 372,546.25 732,546.25 1,105,092.50
02701/2011 363,546.25 363,340.25
08/0172011 380,000 4.000% 363,546.25 743,546.25 1,107,092.50
02/G1/2012 355,946.25 355,946.25
08/01/2012 400,000 4.000% 35594625 755,946.25 1,111,892.50
02/01/2013 347.946.25 347,946.25
08/01/2013 420,000 4.000% 347,946.25 767,946.25 1,115,892.50
02/01/2014 339,546.25 339,546.25
08/01/2014 440,000 4.000% 339,546.25 779,546.25 1,119,092.50
02/01/2015 330,746 25 330,746.25
08/01/2015 460,000 4.500% 330,746.25 790,746.25 1,121,492.50
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Continued
Period Ending

02/01/2016
08/01/2016
02/01/2017
08/01/2017
02/01/2018
08/01/2018
02/01/2019
08/01/2019
02/01/2020
08/01/2020
02/01/2021
08/01/2021
02/01/2022
08/01/2022
02/01/2023
08/01/2023
02/01/2024
08/01/2024
02/01/2025
08/01/2025
02/01/2026
08/01/2026

02/01/2027
08/01/2027

02/01/2028
08/01/2028
02/01/2029
08/01/2029
02/01/2030
08/01/2030
02/01/2031
08/01/2031
02/01/2032
08/01/2032
02/01/2033
08/01/2033
02/01/2034
08/01/2034

Anuual

Principal Coupon Interest Debt Service Debt Service
320,396.25 320,396.25

485,000 5.000% 320,396.25 805,396.25 1,125,792.50
308,271.25 308,271.25

505,000 5.000% 308,.271.25 81327125 1,121,542.50
295,646.25 295,646.25

530,000 5.000% 295,646.25 825,646.25 1,121,292.50
282.396.25 282,396.25

530,000 5.000% 282,396.25 832,396.25 1,114,792.50
268,646.25 268,646.25

575,000 5.000% 268,646.25 843,646.25 1,112,292.50
234,271.25 254,271.25

600,000 5.000% 25427125 854,271.25 1,108,542.50
239,271.25 239,271.25

630,000 4.000% 239,271.25 869,271.25 1,108,542.50
226,671.25 226,671.25

660,000 4.050% 226,671.25 886,671.25 1,113,342.50
213,306.25 213,306.25

690,000 4.125% 213,306.25 903,306.25 1,116,612.50
199,075.00 199,075.00

720,000 4.200% 199,075.00 919,075.00 1,118,150.00
183,955.00 183,955.00

755,000 4.250% 183,955.00 038,955.00 1,122,910.00
167,911.25 167,911.25

790,000 4.300% 167,911.25 957,911.25 1,125,822.50
150,926.25 150,926.25

830,000 4.375% 150,926.25 980,926.25 1,131,852.50
132,770.00 132,770.00

860,000 4.400% 132,770.00 992,770.00 1,125,540.00
113,850.00 113,850.00

895,000 4.400% 113,850.00 1,008,850.00 1,122,700.00
94,160.00 94,160.00

935,000 4.400% 94,160.00 1,029,160.00 1,123,320.00
73,590.00 73,590.00

970,000 4.400% 73,590.00 1,043,590.00 1,117,180.00
52,250.00 52,250.00

1,020,000 5.000% 52,250.00 1,072,250.00 1,124,500.00
26,750.00 26,750.00

1,070,000 3.000% 26,750.00 1,096,750.00 1,123,500.00

17,500,000 14,933,358.94 32,433,358.94 32,433,358.94
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Sales and Use Tax Revenue Bonds, Series 2006

Period Ending

08/01/2006
02/01/2007
08/01/2007
02/01/2008
08/01/2008
02/01/2009
08/01/2009
02/01/2010
08/01/2010
02/0172011
08/01/2011
02/01/2012
08/01/2012
02/01/2013
(:8/01/2013
02/01/2014
08/01/2014
02/01/2015
08/01/2015
02/01/2016
08/01/2016
02/01/2017
08/01/2017
02/01/2018
08/01/2018
02/01/2019
08/01/2019
02/01/2020
08/01/2020
02/01/2021
08/01/2021
02/01/2022
08/01/2022
02/01/2023
08/01/2023
(2/01/2024
08/01/2024
02/01/2025
08/01/2025
02/01/2026
08/01/2026
02/01/2027
08/01/2027
02/01/2028
08/01/2028
02/0172G29
08/01/2029
02/01/2030
08/01/2030
02/01/2031
08/01/2031
02/01/2032

Principal

820,000

850,000

890,000

925,000

965,000
1,005,000
1,050,000
1,100,000
1,145,000
1,200,000
I,255.000
1,310,000
1,370,000
1,430,000
£,495,000
1,560,000
1,630,000
1,705,000
1,780,000
1,865,000
1,950,000
2,040,000
2,135,000

2,230,000

Coupon

4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
5.000%
5.000%
4.000%
4.000%
4.000%
5.000%
5.000%
5.000%
5.000%
5.000%
5.000%
4.375%
4.375%
4.500%
4.500%
4.750%

4.750%

Interest

723,178.07
1,058,309.38
1,058,309.38
1,058,309.38
1,058,309.38
1,041,909.38
1,041,909.38
1,024,909.38
1,024,909.38
1,007,109.38

1,007,109.38,

O8R,609.38
988,609.38
969,309.38
969,309.38
949,209.38
949,209.38
0928,209.38
928,209.38
900,709.38
900,709.38
872,084.38
872,084.38
848,084.38
848,084.38

82298438

822,984.38
796,784.38
796,784.38
762,534.38
762,534.38
726,784.38
726,784.38
689,409.38
689,409.38
650,409.38
650,409.38
609,659.38
609,659.38
567,034.38
567,034.38
528,096.88
528,096.88
487,300.00
487,300.00
443,425.00
443,425.00
3197,525.00
397,525.00
346,818.75
346,818.75
293,856.25

Debt Service

Annual
Debt Service

723,178.07
1,058,309.38
1,058,309.38
1,058,309.38
1,878,309.18
1,041,909.38
1,891,909.38
1,024,909 .38
1,914,909 38
1,007,109.38
1,932,109.38
988,609 38
1,953,609.38
969,309.38
1,974,309 .38
94920938
1,999 20938
928.209.38
2,028,209.38
900,709.38
2,045,709 .38
§72.084 38
2,072,084 .38
848,084 38
2.103,084.38
822,984 38
2,132,984.38
796,784 38
2,166,784 .38
762,534.38
2,192,534 38
726,784.38
2,221,784.38
689.409 38
2,249 409 .38
650,409.38
2,280,409 38
609,659.38
2.314,659.38
567,034.38
2,347,034.38
528.096.88
2,393,096.88
-487,300.00
2,437,300.00
443,425.00
2,483,425.00
397,525.00
2,532,525.00
346.818.75
2,576,818.75
293,856.25

723,178.07
2,116,618.76
2,936,618.76
2,933,818.76
2,939,818.76
2,939,218.76
2,942,218.76
2,943,618.76
2,948,418.76
2,956.418.76
2,946.418.76
2,944,168.76
2,951,168.76
2,955,968.76
2,963,568.76
2,955,068.76
2,948,568.76
2,938,818.76
2,930,818.76
2,924,318.76
2,914,068.76
2,921,193.76
2,924,600.00
2,926,850.00
2,930,050.00

2,923,637.50
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Continued
Period Ending

08/01/2032
02/01/2033
08/01/2033
02/01/2034
08/01/2034
02/01/2035
08/01/2035
02/01/2036
08/01/2036

Annual

Principal Coupon Interest Debt Service Debt Service

2,335,000 4.750% 293,856:25 2,628,856.25 2,922,712.50
238.400.00 238,400.00

2,440,000 4,750% 238,400.00 2,678,400.00 2,916,800.00
180,430.00 180,450.00

2,555,000 4.500% 180,450.00 2,735,450.00 2,915,900.00
122,962 .50 122,962.50

2,670,000 4.500% 122,962 .50 2,792.962.50 2,915,925.00
62,887.50 62,887.50

2,795,000 4.500% 62,887.50 2,857,887.50 2,920,775.00

46,500,000 41,471,347.03 87,971,347.03 87.971,347.03
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