5-2-1 Drainage Authority Regular Meeting

December 17, 2008
544 Rood Avenue, Room 100, (Courthouse Annex)
Grand Junction, Colorado

3:00 - 5:00 pm
Board Roll Call
Introduction of Visitors and Guests
Adopt Agenda
Review / Adopt Minutes of October 22, 2008 Meeting (blue sheets)

Consent Agenda

The Consent Agenda is intended to allow the Board to spend its time on more complex items. These items are
generally perceived as non-controversial and can be approved by a single motion. Any member of the public or
any Board Member may ask that an item be removed from the Consent Agenda for individual consideration. The
Chairman will ask if there is anyone present who has objection to such procedure as to certain items. All items
not removed from the consent section will then be approved. A member of the Board may vote no on specific
items without asking that they be removed from the consent section for full discussion. Any item that is removed
from the consent agenda will be placed at the end of the regular agenda.

1. Financial Reports (green sheets)

2. Resolution 2008-11 Adopt Official Posting Locations

3. Resolution 2008 -09, Fee Schedule for Public Records Requests

4. Resolution 2008 -10, Approve IGA with Grand Valley Drainage District
**End of Consent Agenda**

Public Hearing
5. Continued from 11/19/08 - Resolution 2008-07 Construction Stormwater
Permit Fee Schedule

Action ltems
6. Resolution 2008-08 Adopt 2009 Budget

Reports
7. Managers Report

Meeting Calendar
e January 28, 2009
o Set Retreat Date
o Discuss priority and general policy for Master Plans / Studies

Adjourn

DRAINAGE HOTLINE: 263-8201



5-2-1 Drainage Authority
Minutes Of The Board
November 19, 2008

Mesa County Courthouse, Multipurpose Room
544 Rood Avenue, Grand Junction, Colorado

Board Members present:

Jim Doody, Chairman City of Grand Junction Representative

Mel Mulder, Vice-Chairman City of Fruita Representative (arriving at 3:15 p.m.)
Steve Acquafresca, Asst. Secretary Mesa County Representative

Dave Walker, Treasurer Town of Palisade Representative

Technical and Authority Staff present:

Ken Haley City of Fruita, Engineer

Trent Prall City of Grand Junction, Engineering Manager
John Ballagh Grand Valley Drainage District, Manager
Nathan Boody Town of Palisade, Town Planner

Julie Constan Mesa County, Engineer

Eric Mende 5-2-1 Drainage Authority, Manager

Janice McDonald 5-2-1 Drainage Authority, Office Administrator

Guests Present:
See Attachment A

The planned and excused absence of Board Member Richard Bowman, representative for the
Grand Valley Drainage District, was noted by Chairman Doody.

Called to order
Chairman Doody called the meeting to order at 3:08 p.m. and declared a quorum present.

Review and adoption of the agenda:
No changes requested. Chairman Doody asked for a motion to adopt the agenda as presented.
Motion for approval: Director Acquafresca
Seconded: Director Walker ‘
In favor: All

Review and adoption of October 22, 2008 Board minutes:
Correct the date of the review and adoption of Board Minutes from August 27, 2008 to
September 24, 2008. No additional edits requested.
Motion for approval: Director Walker
Seconded: Director Acquafresca
In Favor: All

Action item 1 - Financial Reports
All expense line items are within budget, and all required financial reports have been reviewed
by Bill Baltzell and are in order. Manager Mende noted for the Board the Mesa County
contribution balance does not reflect an $8,866 expense for labor benefits not yet charged by
Mesa County to the Authority. This will reduce the balance due by Mesa County by $8,866.
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Correction for these charges should be reflected in November 2008 financials. Director
Acquafresca asked that the Board be reminded of this when reviewing financials at the
December 17, 2008, Board Meeting.

Motion to accept: Director Walker

Seconded: Director Acquafresca

in favor: All

Consent Agenda
Chairman Doody presented the Consent Agenda for action items two through five. Director
Walker inquired as to why a consent agenda was being used for such important items versus the
more mundane such as minute and financial approvals. Manager Mende indicated this was a
decision that was made by the TAC and much discussion about all the action items included in
the Consent Agenda has occurred over many months. In addition, very few, if any, changes have
been made to these items. It was also noted that the City of Grand Junction and the Town of
Palisade have already adopted the IGAs. Mesa County will adopt on November 24, 2008.
Director Walker indicated his understanding and approval of this process. Chairman Doody
asked Manager Mende to give an overview of the items on the Consent Agenda to the audience.

Manager Mende’s Consent Agenda overview:

e Town of Palisade, Mesa County and the City of Grand Junction have been issued
Stormwater Quality MS4 permits from the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment, which require them to have local stormwater quality programs.

e The general intent is to upload services performed currently by these entities to the 5-2-
1 Drainage Authority

e There are six program elements: public education, public participation, illicit discharge
detection and elimination construction site stormwater control, post construction
stormwater management which includes reviews of stormwater management plans,
and stormwater compliance inspections, and lastly, pollution prevention for municipal
operations.

e The IGAs require that beginning December 1, 2008, the Authority will start the issuance
of stormwater construction permits and inspections. The public education and
participation services are ongoing and will continue, such as brochure development,
billboard, and public service announcements.

e Other services include Valley wide mapping of the stormwater system to trace illicit
discharges, auditing of municipal operations programs for compliance with their permit,
and training of their staff.

Chairman Doody asked the Board and audience if anyone had objections to proceeding with the
consent agenda. Director Acquafresca added that Authority Board has had a detailed
presentation of the Adobe Creek Channel Capacity Analysis project and he feels comfortable
with it in the Consent Agenda as well.

Action Item 2 Approve Resolution 2008 - 04, authorizing the Chairman to execute the permit
services IGA with Mesa County.

Action Item 3 Approve Resolution 2008 - 05, authorizing the Chairman to execute the permit
services IGA with the City of Grand Junction.

Action Item 4 Approve Resolution 2008 — 06, authorizing the Chairman to execute the permit

services IGA with the Town of Palisade.
s
5-2-1 Drainage Authority Page 2
DRAFT Board Minutes — Final edit 1210/08




Action Item 5 Contract for Services ~ Adobe Creek Channel Capacity Analysis

Motion for approval of Consent Agenda: Director Acquafresca
Seconded: Director Mulder

in Favor: All

Opposed: None

Public Hearing
Resolution 2008-07 - Construction Stormwater Permit Fee
Chairman Doody introduced the agenda Item and asked that we begin with the staff report.

Staff Report by Manager Mende:

At the September 24, 2008, and October 22, 2008, Board meetings, the Board reviewed mulitiple
fee alternatives. The Board concurred on a flat $100 per acre rate. A Notice of Public Hearing
for the proposed fee schedule was prepared and widely distributed to affected user groups such
as the Home Builders Association, Associated Members for Growth and Development, and utility
companies beginning the last week of October, which in turn notified their membership. In total,
we believe we have reached in excess of 1,200 potentially affected individuals. The Notice and
Resolution were also posted on the Authority web site, and a Press Release was sent to local
media on November 17, 2008.

The estimated cost to be recovered through the permit fee includes only the applicable labor
and overhead costs for the Drainage Authority Inspector position that will primarily support the
program. Administration costs (such as office space) and material/equipment costs (such as
vehicles and fuel) were not included in the calculation. The Inspector position is budgeted at
$63,254 in 2009, equal to $30.60 per hour. Other underlying assumptions for the caiculation
were as follows:

o The “average” development size is approximately 10 acres

e To maintain compliance with the MS4 permit commitments, a ten acre parcel should
receive, on average, 3 inspections over the course of construction.

e Eachinspection will take an average of 8 hours, including preparation, inspection, report
generation, database management, and follow up.

e On average, the Stormwater Management Plan review and permit processing will take 8
hours for the average 10 acre parcel.

Eight hours per inspection times 3 inspections per site = 24 hours, plus 8 hour SWMP review /
approval equals 32 total hours per site. 32 hours per site times $30.60 per hour = $979.20 / 10
acres = $97.20 per acre, rounded to $100 per acre

The labor rate for the Inspector was used for all 32 hours assigned to the typical 10 acre site;
however, the higher cost Engineer/Manager will likely do most SWMP reviews. Accounting for 8
hours of Manager time and 24 hours of Inspector time would bring the calculated rate up to
$114.61 per acre. Including support costs (vehicle fuel, postage, etc.) would raise the rate to
approximately $122 per acre.
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Based on current 2008 statistics, only 30 permits ($30,000) are estimated on the revenue side of
the 2009 Budget. If accurate, the Authority General Fund will be subsidizing about 53% of the
inspector costs.

The assumptions built into the calculations concerning the number of inspections per site, time
required per inspection, and review time per SWMP, are based on the experience of local staff,
particularly City and County personnel, and were reviewed by the Drainage Authority Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC).

The TAC recommends approval of the proposed fee schedule, however, since the new Authority
program will provide a more focused approach than the current City/County programs, and
being the first year of implementation, the TAC strongly recommends detailed statistics be kept
on the actual time and effort involved in administering the new permit program. The TAC also
recommends the fee be revised for 2010 based on the statistics gathered in 2009.

We did receive comments on the proposed fee schedule which included:
e There needs to be a cap on the fee to prevent overcharging on large parcels.
e There needs to be a time commitment for a maximum turn-around time for reviews.
¢ Questions concerning whether the fee would apply to projects already in process.

Addressing the last question first, Manager Mende indicated the intent was to apply the fee in
the same manner as other fees, and the date of submittal for the permit was the key date. If
submission of the permit applications occur prior to January 1, 2009, a fee will not be required.
For permit applications that are submitted on or after January 1, 2009, the fee will be required.

The Authority will be adopting the same turnaround time commitment for SWMP reviews as
Mesa County’s policy, that being 10 business days.

Capping the fee for larger properties was considered by the TAC. However the concern was that
larger properties can be the most difficult to handle. It is true there will be few projects of the
larger size as most are cut up into smaller phases. The TAC does not oppose a cap, but wants to
make sure there is a recoupment of the Authority’s costs.

Chairman Doody opened the public hearing at 3:34 p.m.

Public comment:
David Myers of Associated Builders & Contractors Western Slope Division, 2754 Compass Drive,
Grand Junction, CO (970)243-7950
e Thanked Board for the opportunity to speak.
e Associated Builders and Contractors (ABC) represent over 100 companies.
e Over 10-year cycle we have seen fees implemented that are impacting our ability to
grow.
e ABC does not feel this fee needs to happen. However, if it does happen, it needs to be
mitigated.
e The $100/acre fee discriminates on larger projects.

Don Pettygrove of DGP Consulting Engineers, 2764 Compass Drive, Grand Junction, CO (970)
241-0260 representing AMGD.
e When is fee due and payable? Manager Mende responds the fee is due at submission

of the final package to Mesa County or City of Grand Junction. The submittal processes
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will be the same as their current processes with Mesa County, City of Grand Junction
and Town of Palisade.

e Does the fee include the preliminary review? Manager Mende stated there are no fees
for the preliminary drainage report review.

e Review costs are included in the fee? Manager Mende stated there is only one fee and
it includes review of the final submission of the SWMP, and the inspection effort.

e Would like to suggest a different fee strategy instead of the $100/acre fee. It would be
a base fee for reviews plus a per acreage fee for inspection. This might want to be
considered as it may balance out the costs of larger versus smaller parcels.

Jeffery Fleming of Davidson Homes & Precision Construction, 2829 North Ave, Suite 201, Grand
Junction, CO (970) 255-0600

e How is the fee calculated for a 1.95 acre site? Manager Mende stated it is calculated to
the nearest .10 acre thus a 1.95 acre site would be $200.

e s the fee based on disturbed or total site acreage? Manager Mende stated it is the total
site acreage with exclusion of protected land such as wetlands. These would not be
included in the calculation of site acreage.

e Large parcels such as a 40-acre site with only 10 homes would have a lot of undisturbed
acreage. Manager Mende indicated he would need to sit down and discuss this scenario
and was not prepared to give an answer today. Director Walker asked for clarification
of the last example from Mr. Fleming. Mr. Fleming gave example of putting in the
streets and infrastructure of a 40 acre site and nothing else at that time. Director
Walker asked if the plans called for specific building sites for future development. Mr.
Fleming suggested that the disturbance would be limited to only an acre on a large
acreage site. Manager Mende added the SWMP program will only be implemented in
the urbanized area and suspects these types of projects would not be included as most
were outside of the urbanized area.

e  Asked for clarification of the SWMP timeline. Manager Mende stated the SWMP will be
submitted at the same time as the final drainage report and site plans.

Jim Langford of Souder, Miller & Associates, 529 25 % Road, Suite B-210, Grand Junction, CO
(970) 243-6067.
e Stated his support of the previous speakers.
e Having developed a lot of these plans, and it seems the review of the SWMP should
have a set fee then additional fee for effort to inspect the site itself.
e The effort on a 40-acre site is not twice as much as a 20 acre site. Drive time is the
same.
e Expressed his support for Mr. Pettygrove’s idea of a base fee plus a per acreage fee.

David Myers of Associated Builders & Contractors Western Slope Division, 2754 Compass Drive,
Grand Junction, CO (970)243-7950
e Major size residential development that disturbs only 10 acres for streets and then as
individual lots are sold to builders, will new owner have to pull new permit? Manager
Mende stated the procedures and policies are currently being written. The State does
allow for transfers; however he is not 100% sure as the procedures for this have yet to
be written. State requires anything one acre or over to have a permit.
® Can industry sit and assist with development of these procedures? Manager Mende
o responded that we have not included the industry at this time.
e Would like to caution the Authority against double dipping as these procedures are

being written.
m
5-2-1 Drainage Authority Page 5
DRAFT Board Minutes — Final edit 1210/08







