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STUDY SESSION ITEM SUMMARY

DATE OF STUDY SESSION: December 8, 2020

SUBIJECT: Splendid Valley Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Study Findings

OFFICE/DEPARTMENT: Community & Economic Development Department

CONTACT: Anneli Berube, Ag Innovation Specialist

FINANCIAL IMPACT: None

SUPPORT/RESOURCES REQUEST: None

DIRECTION NEEDED: None

RECOMMENDED ACTION: None at this time

DISCUSSION POINTS:

e Staff and the project consultant, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., will present the results of
the Splendid Valley TDR Study, launched in May of 2020 to study the feasibility of updating the
County’s existing TDR program to preserve farmland in Historic Splendid Valley. This study
fulfills a tactic in the District Plan.

e Key findings are as follows:

0 Conditions needed for successful TDR program are only met partially, therefore an
expanded TDR program is not recommended at this time.

0 Two additional strategies were identified that could possibly be used to complement
current farmland preservation methods: a density transfer fee and a farmland
mitigation program.

e Though this study found that a TDR program is not an effective strategy to preserve more
farmland in Historic Splendid Valley, it was necessary to complete this project in order to reach
this conclusion.
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1" B District Plan

e Award-winning plan
 Adopted in 2016

e Goals:
0 Preserve Agricultural Land

o Encourage Local Food Production & Consumption
0 Promote Agritourism
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1] Background/History

o City of Brighton and Adams County are working together to
preserve farmland in Historic Splendid Valley

e Studying a TDR program is a specific tactic in the District
Plan Action Plan as a possible additional tool for our
preservation efforts

e City & County shared the costs of this study 50/50
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Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 730 17t Street, Suite 630 = Denver, CO 80202
The Economics of Land Use 303.623.3557 = www.epsys.com
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STUDY TEAM

= Economic & Planning Systems
— Daniel Guimond, Principal
— Brian Duffany, Project Manager
— Sarah Dunmire, Land Use Analyst

= City of Brighton
— Holly Prather, AICP, Community Development Director
— Shannon McDowell, Long Range Planner
— Anneli Berube, Agriculture Innovation Specialist (joint City-County
position)

= Adams County
— Jill Jennings Golich, Director CEDD

— Libby Tart, AICP, Senior Long Range Planner, CEDD
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OUTLINE
= Historic Splendid Valley District Plan

= TDR Definitions

= Conditions needed for successful TDR

= Brighton area housing market conditions

= Sending area evaluation (Historic Splendid Valley)
= Receiving area evaluation

= Recommendations
— TDR feasibility
— Other preservation tools/options
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DISTRICT PLAN

Adopted by City and County as part
of Comprehensive Plans

Establishes future land use
designations

Guides zoning and development
decisions

Balance agricultural heritage and land
in active agriculture with

— Property owner flexibility

— Agricultural economic development

— Preservation goals

Recommended City and County
evaluate TDR as a land preservation
tool

Economic & Planning Systems
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PRESERVED LAND

= |n Splendid Valley

— 1,900 acres of valuable
resource lands

— 366 acres (+/-)
preserved through
acquisitions and
conservation easements

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 6



Source: American Planning Association



TDR PROGRAM ELEMENTS

Sending Area

Where development rights are
sold (transferred from)

Receiving Area

Where development rights are
purchased (transferred to)

TDR Allocation Rate

Development rights per acre
in sending area

Economic & Planning Systems

Transfer Ratio

Bonus units per development right
(1:1, 2:1, 3:1...)

Pricing

Price of a development right. Set by
market in TDR. Set by local jurisdiction
in a PDR program.

Program Administration

Recording and tracking of TDRs sold,
purchased, and available for use.

Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 8



CONDITIONS NEEDED FOR SUCCESSFUL TDR




DEMAND FOR BONUS DENSITY

= |s there market demand for new development?
— TDR depends on development happening

= |s there demand for development resulting from bonus density?
— Single family: smaller lots, more units per acre
— Multifamily: more units per acre, taller buildings

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 10



STRICT SENDING AREA LAND USE REGULATIONS

= What provides more financial incentive: developing property or selling
TDRSs?

» |If land use/zoning allows too much development, there is no
economic motivation to participate in a TDR program.

= Need

— Low density zoning
— Low density future land use
— Low likelihood of rezoning

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 11



CLEAR RECEIVING AREAS AND CERTAINTY

= Receiving areas are clearly designated and adopted in comprehensive
plans and zoning regulations

= Administrative approval; minimize discretionary review processes
— Minimize time and risk to developer (purchaser of TDRs)

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 12



FEW ALTERNATIVES TO ACHIEVE HIGHER DENSITY

= |s the market in receiving areas constrained by low density
zoning/land use?

— If so, creates a motivation to seek more density

— If market demands higher density than allowed by right, there is
motivation to use TDR

= Are there other, easier ways to get the desired density?
— If so, there is little motivation to seek additional density through TDR

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 13



FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY/INCENTIVE

= Will purchasing TDRs and building at higher densities create
additional profit?

— There needs to be an economic motivation for the TDR purchaser

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 14



HOUSING MARKET




BRIGHTON RESIDENTIAL BUILDING PERMITS
2001 - MAY 2020

Permits Issued M Single Family B Multifamily

= Single Family Tt
Average: 232 900

800
=  Multifamily 700
Average: 93 o

500

)
115 351 178
200 477 70
u AVg .2012- 30 e 408 366 192 o
2019 20 2
10 ﬁ E ﬁ 172M174

MF 'I 2 5 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020*

Source: City of Brighton; Economic & Planning Systems

o O O
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BRIGHTON RESIDENTIAL PRICE TREND
2000-2020 YTD

= Current o000
ave rag € $400,000
price $350,000
$400,000 $300,000

$250,000

» |ncreasing >200000

$150,000

eve ry year $100,000
since 2011 $50,000
SO

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Source: Adams County Asssessor; Economic & Planning Systems
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NEW CONSTRUCTION PRICING

2015-2019

Home Sales

™ $350’OOO_$500’000 Less than $200,000

$200,000 - $250,000

is about 75% of the $250,000 - $300,000
$300,000 - $350,000
market $350,000 - $400,000

$400,000 - $450,000
$450,000 - $500,000

$500,000 - $550,000
= $150-%$250 per $550,000 - $600,000

Greater than $600,000

S q . ft . Total

Low
High
Mean
Median

Total

11 2.6%

3 0.7%

5 1.2%

35 8.2%

83 19.4%

1431 33.4%

86 20.1%

35 8.2%

22 5.1%

5  12%

428 100.0%
$40,000
$685,500
$421,906
$425,500

% Total

Price per Sq. Ft. Total % Total
Less than $100 10 2.3%
$50 - $100 4 0.9%
$100 - $150 45 10.5%

$150 - $200 201
$200 - $250 120 28.0%
$250 - $300 46 10.7%
Greater than $300 2 0.5%
Total 428  100.0%
Low $15
High $308
Average $191
Median $189

Source: Economic & Planning Systems

Source: Adams County Assessor; Economic & Planning Systems

Economic & Planning Systems
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SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED LOT SIZES

= For homes built in 2019, average lot size was 7,800 sq. ft.
= Some projects building 6,000-6,500 lots

= Smaller lots reduce linear infrastructure costs

2010-2019

Residential Lots 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 Change Avg.
Brighton

Acres 0.21 0.24 0.22 0.22 0.19 0.18 0.18 0.19 0.19 0.18 0.03 0.20

Sq. Ft. 9,148 10,454 9,583 9,583 8,276 7,841 7,841 8,276 8,276 7,841 1,307 8,712
GMA

Acres 155 1.30 1.34 1.26 1.25 1.16 1.41 1.32 151 1.33 0.22 1.34

Sq. Ft. 67,518 56,628 58,370 54,886 54,450 50,530 61,420 57,499 65,776 57,935 9,583 58,501

Source: Adams County Assessor; Economic & Planning Systems
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SENDING AND RECEIVING AREAS




| SENDING AREA LAND USE EVALUATION

= Sending area land use regulations are more restrictive than
majority of market demand

Zoning or Land Use Market Demand

Adams « A-1 2.5 acre lots « 5,000-8,000 sqg. ft.
County « A-2 10 acre lots lots

« A-3 35 acre lots « 0.11-0.18 acres
City of * Cluster development
Brighton * Integrate agriculture

« Similar to County cluster
zoning (1 unit per 17.5
acres)

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 21



RECEIVING AREAS

= Potential receiving areas
are non-contiguous sites

= A broader contiguous
area could not be
identified

Economic & Planning Systems
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RECEIVING AREAS ZONING

Current zoning
— Low Density Residential: 0.5 to 5.0 units/acre
— Medium Density Residential: 5 to 12 units/acre
— High Density Residential: 12 or more units/acre

= Flexibility in existing zoning
= Zoning is largely consistent with market demand
= Unlikely to be demand for additional density on these sites

= Receiving areas are the limiting condition for TDR

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 23



RECOMMENDATIONS




TDR CONCLUSIONS
= A TDR program is not recommended in Brighton

= While HSV works as a sending area, no viable
receiving areas could be identified

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 25



FUNDING AND PARTNERSHIPS

= Partnerships
— The Conservation Fund
— Continue exploring other land trusts and philanthropic partnerships

= Existing funding sources
— Adams County 0.25% open space, parks, and recreation sales tax
— City 0.75% parks and recreation capital fund sales tax
— Matching funds for grants (GOCO)
— Competition with other funding priorities

= New funding sources

— Consider a modest voter-approved mill levy
— 1.000 mills = $320,000/year; 3.000 mills = $1.0 million/year

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 26



OTHER TOOLS

= Density Transfer Fee
— Gunnison County and Town of Berthoud
— Fee paid for open space reduction or up-zoning
— Funds are used exclusively for land conservation
— Elected officials’ discretion on spending
— Eliminates complexity of TDR program

= Farmland Mitigation Program
— Require mitigation when agricultural land is developed
— Purchase land or conservation easement
— Pay fee-in-lieu
— More “stick” than “carrot”

= Fee revenue also provides matching funds for grants

Economic & Planning Systems Transfer of Development Rights Feasibility Study | 27



QUESTIONS
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Splendid Valley Transfer of
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1. Executive Summary

Introduction

The City of Brighton and Adams County adopted the District Plan for Historic
Splendid Valley (HSV) in April 2016. The purpose of the plan is to provide policies,
strategies, and guidance for preserving farmland in the HSV as well as
encouraging local food production and promoting agritourism. Preserving
farmland in this area has been a priority for the City and County for many years.
The benefits of doing this are numerous for both communities. Preserving these
farms supports continued economic diversity and provides the opportunity to
capitalize on the trend of consumers seeking local food and authentic tourism
experiences. These farms grow fruits and vegetables that are sold locally and
distributed regionally, providing fresh, healthy produce for families.

HSV is approximately 4,500 acres south of Bromley Lane, north of E-470 and east
of the South Platte River as shown in Figure 1. The area has high quality
farmland with senior water rights and has been farmed for generations. There are
large vegetable growing and nursery operations, multiple farm stands, and
community supported agriculture (CSA) operations. The area contributes to
Brighton’s small-town rural character but is under increasing pressure for
development that would convert farmland to housing primarily, and other urban
land uses. The landowners also have valuable water rights that could be sold for
municipal use, making the farmland no longer viable for the fruit and vegetable
crops grown today.

A key recommendation in the District Plan is to evaluate the feasibility of updating
the County’s existing transfer of development rights (TDR) program to create
receiving areas within Brighton’s Urban Service Area to accommodate urban level
densities proximate to existing infrastructure in order to preserve more farmland in
HSV. TDR is a market-based incentive tool in which landowners sell development
rights that are transferred for use on another property. The sending area is the
defined area where development rights are sold. When development rights are
sold, the landowner retains ownership of the land, the right to continue to use and
occupy the property, and the right to continue farming. The sending area land is
placed under a conservation easement or other restrictive covenant that prohibits
additional development. Water rights would also be included in the conservation
easement and tied to agricultural properties in the District Plan or HSV area.

The receiving area is a defined area where the development rights are
transferred. Developers can use “"TDRs” purchased to gain additional density
(more housing units) above what is allowed under the existing zoning. Successful
TDR programs leverage private money to preserve land, therefore reducing the
need for public investment in conservation.

203010 TDR Report_11-18-2020.docx 1
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Figure 1. Historic Splendid Valley Study Area
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Study Purpose

The District Plan recommended that a feasibility study be conducted to determine if
updating the County’s TDR program could be effective in preserving farmland in
HSV. Adams County and the City of Brighton issued a request for proposals (RFP) in
2020 for a TDR study. Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) was selected through a
competitive process to complete this study. This Report summarizes the analysis and
research conducted as part of this feasibility study and contains our recommendations.

Report Structure

This Report contains six chapters outlined below:

1.
2.

Executive Summary: Introduction, Definitions, and Summary of Findings.

Market Conditions: An overview of housing market conditions and demographics
in Brighton that influence the market for TDR and additional density.

Sending Area Evaluation: An evaluation of HSV sending area land use
conditions against several criteria that need to be met for successful TDR.

Financial Evaluation: An examination of the financial aspects of TDR from a
land developer and landowner perspective using a simple land development
pro forma.

Receiving Area Evaluation: An evaluation of potential receiving areas
against the criteria for successful TDR.

Other Tools and Strategies: Summarizes the applicability of other tools and
strategies for preserving agricultural land in HSV.
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Transfer of Development Rights

Definitions

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is a land preservation tool that allows
owners of sensitive lands to be compensated for preserving their property and
forgoing existing development rights. It is a voluntary market-based tool that
aims to leverage private development and investment to acquire conservation
easements on sensitive lands, reducing the need for public conservation funding.

A TDR program is comprised of the key components outlined below.

e Sending Area - A defined area where sensitive lands are targeted for
preservation or restricted development. This is the area where development
rights are sold and transferred to a receiving area.

e Receiving Area - The area(s) where the purchased development rights are
transferred. These development rights or “"TDRs” can be used to gain
additional development potential or density above what is allowed by the
current land use and zoning regulations.

e TDR Allocation Rate - The number of development rights per acre of land in
the sending area. This can be defined in a TDR program ordinance.

e Transfer Ratio — The number of units of density gained for each TDR
purchased. Many TDR programs have an enhanced transfer ratio as an
additional incentive to use the TDR program. For example, 1 TDR can be
defined to equate to 2, 3, or more additional dwelling units.

e Pricing - The value of TDRs needs to be established at a level that fairly
compensates landowners for their forgone development rights, and that allows
the purchaser to see enhanced value or profit from purchasing them. The
private market usually sets the price unless a local government is purchasing
and banking TDRs in a similar Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) program.

Requirements for Successful TDR

There are five essential elements for TDRs to be implemented successfully. These
and other factors were identified by Pruetz and Standbridge (2008)! and by Walls
and McConnell (2007).2

Demand for bonus density and development

There must be a market for new development and for the type of development that
would result from the additional density possible through TDR. In a predominately
suburban setting such as Brighton, additional density would generally result from
decreased single family housing lot sizes (an increase in dwelling units per acre).

1 Rick Pruetz & Noah Standridge (2008) What Makes Transfer of Development Rights Work?: Success Factors From
Research and Practice, Journal of the American Planning Association, 75:1, 78-87

2 Margaret Walls & Virginia McConnell (2007) Transfer of Development Rights in U.S. Communities: Evaluating program
design, implementation, and outcomes, University of Maryland-Baltimore County, and Resources for the Future.

4
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For single family attached housing (duplexes and townhomes), higher densities can
be achieved also with smaller lots, shallower setbacks, and more compact parking
(e.g. tuck under parking). In a multifamily setting, additional density would be
gained from adding height. For multifamily development in Brighton, rents are not
likely to support the construction costs needed to go from 3 story wood frame
construction with surface parking to 4 or 5 story housing with structured parking.
Likewise, single family attached housing is a small portion of the market in
Brighton. Therefore, the focus in this Report is on single family detached housing
and building lots in a TDR program.

Strict sending area land use regulations

The more permissive development and land use regulations are in a sending area,
the more lucrative it is to develop the property. This also makes the TDRs more
expensive to acquire and therefore less attractive to purchasers. Planning
literature suggests a minimum baseline density of 1 unit per 5 acres or lower, but
the land values in the local market are also important to consider along with this
baseline density compared to the densities of new construction in the market.

Clear receiving areas and certainty in process

The areas in which additional density will be placed must be clearly identified.
Also, the process for getting the additional density approved must be highly
certain. If a discretionary approval process is needed for increased density, it
adds time and risk to the prospective developer and purchaser of TDRs, reducing
the appeal of the program.

Few or no alternatives to TDR for gaining density

In receiving areas, the base land use and zoning densities need to be below what
is preferred in the market, or at a level where acquiring additional density makes
financial sense. If a developer can achieve the desired and profitable densities
through a typical land use and zoning process without using a TDR program, there
will be little motivation to use TDR.

Financial incentive for additional density

The additional density acquired through TDR must create additional value or
profit; otherwise there is no incentive to acquire the TDR and engage in potential
complexity within the development process.
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Findings and Recommendations

1. Most new housing development in Brighton is comprised of single
family detached homes built with lot sizes ranging from
approximately 6,000 square feet or less (5 units per acre) to
approximately 8,000 square feet (3.8 units per acre).

For TDR to be successful, the sending and receiving areas need to have a
baseline allowable density much lower than what the market is providing. If
the allowable densities in a receiving area are consistent with the market,
there will be no motivation to purchase development rights to gain additional
density. In the sending area, if a landowner can develop the property in a
manner consistent with the market (or sell it for similar development) under
the existing zoning and land use regulations, they will have a strong economic
motivation for development rather than preservation, and it will be more
costly to acquire properties for conservation purposes that have marketable
development potential.

2. There are approximately 1,500 acres within HSV that meet the
criterion for a TDR sending area, comprised of land with Adams
County Agricultural Zoning (A-1, A-2, and A-3) and the City’s Local
District Mixed Use and Natural Resource Conservation future land use
designations.

The baseline density allowed in most of the unincorporated portions of the
HSV study area ranges from 1 unit per 2.5 acres (A-1) to 1 unit per 10 acres
(A-2) and 1 unit per 35 acres (A-3). In addition, Adams County cluster zoning
allows lot sizes from 2.5 to 5.0 acres, with an average of 1 unit per 17.5 acres
for a total project. These land use regulations require larger lot sizes than
what comprises most of the housing demand in and around Brighton, making
the area suitable as a TDR sending area because the development potential is
limited compared to the market.

If land under County zoning (in Unincorporated Adams County) were to be
annexed into Brighton, the City zoning applied would need to be consistent
with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and/or the District Plan. This gives the
City leverage to influence future development in Splendid Valley. The
properties designated Low Density Mixed Use (LDMU) and that currently have
County agricultural zoning are well suited for TDR as sending areas. LDMU
allows residential development with minimum lot sizes of 20,000 square feet
(approximately a 0.5 ac.) to 35 acres. However, the Plan requires that
development complement agricultural heritage and agricultural economic
development. Sustainable design and integrated agriculture are encouraged.
The overall density approved may be closer to what is envisioned in the
County’s cluster zoning standards due to the intent to integrate agriculture
and preserve land. These allowable densities are also below most of the
market demand and are suited to TDR in a sending area.
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This is not to imply that the properties are not marketable for development.
There is flexibility in the LDMU land use designation for creativity to design
projects that incorporate housing and elements of functional agriculture.
Continuing to build HSV’s brand around farming and food will help to market
this type of development.

No viable receiving areas for development rights could be identified,
which is the major limiting factor for TDR.

EPS and City and County staff examined numerous areas and properties
within the City and GMA as potential receiving areas. The criteria we applied
included:

e Zoning or future land use densities lower than 1 unit per 2.5 acres
e Potential to be served with municipal utilities in a reasonable timeframe
e Contiguity of large areas and development sites.

Eleven sites were identified for further screening, some unincorporated and
some already annexed. The future land use designations and their supportive
zoning allows a range of residential densities from Low Density Residential
(0.5 to 5.0 units/acre), to Medium Density Residential (5 to 12 units/acre), to
High Density Residential (12 or more units/ acre). These allowable residential
densities are consistent with the current Brighton development market.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be demand for additional density on these sites.

Two areas that were screened out of the list of 11 sites should still be
considered for a longer-term TDR or other preservation strategy: east of 1-76
in unincorporated Adams County, and north of Baseline Road in Weld County.
Both areas have low density County zoning and Agriculture future land use
designations. The supportive zoning in the Comprehensive Plan for Agriculture
is A/R (35 ac. minimum lot size) and RE and AE (20,000 sq. ft. minimum lot
size). These are lower density zoning classifications in which developers may
be motivated by additional density through smaller lots gained through TDR
purchases. While these areas may not be likely to develop at urban/suburban
densities in the near future due to water and sewer infrastructure constraints,
establishing a regulatory framework early and ahead of development would
allow time for the land market to adjust. The County could explore modifying
the receiving areas in the current County TDR program to include these areas.
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4. The conditions needed for a successful TDR program are only met
partially; therefore, this program is not recommended for use in HSV.
The future land use policies in the District Plan combined with the existing
County zoning regulations provide a good framework for minimizing impacts
to farmland from development by maintaining relatively low development
densities, which is favorable for HSV as a TDR sending area. The major
limitation is in identifying good receiving areas. Without viable receiving areas
in the City’s Growth Management Area (GMA) or within city limits, there would
be no market for purchased development rights.

The current County TDR program has not been utilized in approximately 10
years, likely due to a lack of development demand in the receiving areas. The
County receiving areas are largely northeast and east of DIA and along county
roads north of 1-70 and the Town of Bennett. This area has not experienced
significant development demand, which may be a reason for the lack of
utilization of the program. Development pressure is moving east however, and
there could be an opportunity to re-examine the County receiving areas.

5. Single family detached development is not as well suited to bonus
density as vertical multifamily development.

In a single family detached development, each additional building lot gained
through a TDR or other density bonus mechanism triggers lot development
costs of at least roughly $70,000. These horizontal infrastructure costs are
relatively fixed in vertical multifamily or condominium development in which
density is usually gained through height: each additional unit does not trigger
significant additional infrastructure costs. Adding height can result in higher
per unit construction costs and is only feasible in markets where rents can
support higher costs and often structured parking.

6. Two other tools could be considered as long-term strategies: a density
transfer fee or a farmland mitigation requirement. Both can be
implemented by ordinance as a land use regulation.

Density Transfer Fee

Density transfer fees (DTF) are similar to TDR but less complex to implement
and administer. A DTF program charges a fee for density increases and the
revenue is used to fund conservation programs. We identified two density
transfer fee programs in Colorado: Gunnison County and the Town of
Berthoud, both nationally recognized models. These programs are described in
more detail in Chapter 6.

Gunnison County’s program allows a project to reduce its open space
requirement by half — from 30 to 15 percent of the project area — by paying a
density transfer fee. The fee is 10 percent of the increase in land value before
and after the subdivision is approved. The program applies countywide and
exempts affordable housing. The revenue from the DTF must only be used for
acquiring land and conservation easements for permanent preservation.
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Berthoud’s program is similar except that it is applied to re-zonings that grant
additional density. Each unit gained from a rezoning is subject to the fee:
$3,000 per single family unit and $1,500 per multifamily unit.

The effectiveness of a DTF is still influenced by the base land use and zoning.
If the additional or desired density can be gained through the typical
entitlement process or already exists under current zoning or future land use,
there will be little motivation to participate in the voluntary program. A DTF
could be considered as a long-term strategy in the areas east of 1-76 and
potentially Weld County as described above.

Farmland Mitigation Requirement

Farmland mitigation programs require that an equal or greater amount of
farmland be preserved if a project converts farmland to another use. Farmland
mitigation programs have been used throughout the U.S. but are most
prevalent in California’s Central Valley. The programs can be structured in
various ways to favor paying a fee-in-lieu, or to favor acquisition of actual
property or conservation easements making it more difficult to “fee out” of the
requirement. Mitigation property and/or fee revenue is either held by a
government entity or an approved land trust. Similar to a DTF, a mitigation
program could be considered on farmland judged to be of lower priority than
HSV. Projects developing on farmland would be required to either purchase
land, conservation easements (with water rights), or pay a fee-in-lieu of
acquisition.

While TDR and DTFs are more — but not purely - voluntary, a mitigation
requirement would be mandatory. Like a DTF, fee revenue from a mitigation
program is flexible and can be used for conservation acquisitions as they arise.

For any of these programs, a concise explorative study should be conducted to
evaluate potential fee levels and the methods by which land would be appraised
for a Density Transfer Fee.
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7.

10

The best course of action may be to continue acquiring farmland
properties or conservation easements when funding is available and
to further explore partnerships with land trusts and philanthropists.
The City could also evaluate local support for an additional funding
mechanism such as a small mill levy.

Adams County is fortunate to have a 0.25 percent space sales tax dedicated
to open space, parks, and outdoor recreation that raises $17.0 to $20.0
million annually. The County retains 30 percent of this revenue; the other 70
percent is distributed to the municipalities. Using this revenue, Great Outdoors
Colorado (GoCo) Grants, and partnerships with The Conservation Fund (a non-
profit organization), the City and County have preserved over 300 acres of
farmland in HSV. There are at least 1,100 additional acres that are considered
prime farmland that should be targeted for conservation.

The City also has a 0.75 percent sales tax dedicated to the Parks and
Recreation Capital Fund. Typically, these funds are used for park and
recreation and park facility construction and major maintenance, however
farmland improvement projects and general land acquisition expenditures are
also made occasionally. This funding source can be used as well, but farmland
acquisition expenditures would need to be balanced with the community’s
demand for other recreation needs.

GoCo grants are highly competitive, and there are also many demands on the
current dedicated sales taxes. To broaden potential funding sources, the City
and/or County could also consider seeking additional funding from voters at
the appropriate time. A mill levy of 1.000 mill would generate approximately
$320,000 per year in the City; 3.000 mills would generate nearly $1.0 million
per year.
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2. Market Conditions

This chapter contains an overview of growth trends, demographics, and housing
market conditions in the City of Brighton and a surrounding Market Area defined
below. Market conditions are analyzed to understand Brighton’s residential real
estate market and the change in home prices, type, and size over time.
Residential demand and market preferences are important factors in considering
the feasibility of TDR.

The Market Area is defined as a subarea within Adams County that is bounded by
I1-25 to the west, Imboden Road to the east, 96" Avenue to the south, and the
Adams County boundary line to the north, as shown in Figure 2. This Market
Area is used for comparison as it includes a larger area outside of Brighton and
Brighton’s Growth Management Area as well as areas for potential growth in
unincorporated Adams County. Additionally, the Market Area includes portions of
Thornton, Commerce City, and Northglenn.

Figure 2. Market Area

203010 TDR Report_11-18-2020.docx
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Population and Households

The City of Brighton is a growing suburb in the Denver Metro area. It has
experienced a large amount of growth over the past 20 years, nearly doubling its
population. In 2019, Brighton had a population of over 40,500 residents, which is
an increase of 19,000 people since 2000. Most of this growth occurred over the
2000 to 2010 timeframe, when it grew by 12,046 residents or approximately 1,200
residents each year, shown in Table 1. This represents an annual growth rate of
4.6 percent. Brighton’s population growth slowed from 2010 to 2019 when it grew
by 7,052 residents or approximately 780 residents per year or 2.1 percent annually.

Many of the communities near Brighton experienced similar growth trends with
higher population growth occurring from 2000 to 2010 compared to 2010 to
2019. The Market Area - which includes portions of Brighton, Commerce City,
Thornton, and Unincorporated Adams County - increased by 77,437 people from
2000 to 2010 or approximately 7,700 people per year. From 2010 to 2019 this
area increased by 37,700 people or approximately 4,200 people per year. Over
this time period, the City of Brighton accounted for about 18 percent of the total
population growth in the Market Area.

Households tend to grow at similar growth rates as population. Therefore, most of
these communities experienced more growth in households from 2000 to 2010
compared to the past 10 years. From 2010 to 2019, Brighton’s households
increased by 2,141 or an average of 238 households per year. In the larger
Market Area, households increased by approximately 12,000 or an average of
1,300 households per year.

Table 1. Population and Households, 2000-2019

2000-2010 2010-2019
Description Total Ann. # Total Ann. #
Population
Brighton 21,486 33,532 40,584 12,046 1,205 4.6% 7,052 784 2.1%
Commerce City 22,146 45924 55,990 23,778 2,378 7.6% 10,066 1,118 2.2%
Lochbuie 2,830 4,726 6,770 1,896 190 5.3% 2,044 227 4.1%
Fort Lupton 7,165 7,536 8,315 371 37 0.5% 779 87 1.1%
Hudson 1,821 2,386 1,780 565 57 2.7% -606 -67 -3.2%
Market Area 107,490 184,927 222,625 77,437 7,744 5.6% 37,698 4,189 2.1%
Households
Brighton 6,896 10,834 12,975 3,938 394 4.6% 2,141 238 2.0%
Commerce City 7,072 14,484 17,584 7,412 741 7.4% 3,100 344 2.2%
Lochbuie 956 1,631 2,330 675 68 5.5% 699 78 4.0%
Fort Lupton 2,234 2,460 2,699 226 23 1.0% 239 27 1.0%
Hudson 470 525 613 55 6 1.1% 88 10 1.7%
Market Area 36,513 63,212 75,261 26,699 2,670 5.6% 12,049 1,339 2.0%

Source: Esri Business Analyst; U.S. Census; Economic & Planning Systems
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The population and household growth between 2010 and 2019 has attracted a
consistently similarly aged population to the city, shown in Figure 3. The age
distribution over this timeframe has stayed relatively the same with a large
presence of families and young adults. The high proportions of children 19 years
old and younger as well as adults ages 30 to 49 years old is indicative of the
amount of entry level single family housing that is attracting younger families.
Additionally, there is a substantial portion of young adults in their 20s, which has
increased slightly since 2010.

Figure 3. Brighton Age Distribution, 2010-2019

% Total W 2010 W 2019
20.0%

18.0%
16.0%
14.0%
12.0%
10.0%
8.0%
6.0%
4.0%
2.0%
0.0%

0-9 10-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+

Source: Esri Business Analyst; Economic & Planning Systems
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In 2019, the household income distributions in Brighton and Commerce City were
similar with most households, approximately 60 percent, earning between
$50,000 and $149,999 annually, shown in Figure 4. Each of these cities also had
approximately 11 percent of households earning less than $25,000 annually and
approximately 11 percent of households earning $150,000 or more. Additionally,
about 20 percent of these households earned between $25,000 and $49,999
annually. The Market Area had higher overall household incomes than Brighton
and Commerce City, which is weighted due to the inclusion of Thornton. The
communities to the northeast, Lochbuie, Fort Lupton, and Hudson, had lower
household incomes compared to Brighton. Brighton’s median household income in
2019 was $72,000 and the Market Area was $84,000, shown in Table 2.

Figure 4. Household Income Distribution, 2019
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Source: Esri Business Analyst; Economic & Planning Systems

Table 2. Household Income, 2019

Commerce
Description Brighton City Lochbuie  Fort Lupton Hudson Market Area
Median Household Income $72,267 $76,713 $63,272 $56,021 $63,521 $84,036
Average Household Income $85,451 $88,553 $75,007 $69,236 $83,927 $98,315
Per Capita Income $27,528 $27,899 $26,089 $22,220 $28,607 $33,296

Source: Esri Business Analyst; U.S. Census; Economic & Planning Systems
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Housing Market

As of 2019, Brighton had over 13,200 housing units and has gained 1,761 units
since 2010, shown in Table 3. This is an average of nearly 200 units per year, of
which 177 were owner occupied units and 61 were renter occupied units. Across
all geographies, most of the housing growth has occurred with owner occupied
units. The Market Area gained over 10,000 housing units since 2010 to reach a
total of 76,318 units in 2019. This is an average of 1,121 units per year, of which
1,077 units were owner occupied and 262 units were renter occupied.
Additionally, Brighton and Market Area had low vacancy rates in 2019 of 1.7 and
1.4 percent, respectively.

Table 3. Housing Units, 2000-2019

2000-2019 2010-2019
Housing Units Total Ann. # Total Ann. #
Brighton
Owner Occupied 4,922 7,542 9,134 4,212 222 3.3% 1,592 177 2.2%
Renter Occupied 1,974 3,292 3,841 1,867 98 3.6% 549 61 1.7%
Vacant 280 610 230 -50 -3 -1.0% -380 -42  -10.3%
Total 7,176 11,444 13,205 6,029 317 3.3% 1,761 196 1.6%

Commerce City

Owner Occupied 4,483 10,108 13,120 8,637 455 5.8% 3,012 335 2.9%
Renter Occupied 2,589 4,376 4,464 1,875 99 2.9% 88 10 0.2%
Vacant 242 975 389 147 8 2.5% -586 -65 -9.7%
Total 7,314 15,459 17,973 10,659 561 4.8% 2,514 279 1.7%
Lochbuie
Owner Occupied 809 1,380 2,036 1,227 65 5.0% 656 73 4.4%
Renter Occupied 147 251 294 147 8 3.7% 43 5 1.8%
Vacant 20 131 74 54 3 7.1% -57 -6 -6.1%
Total 976 1,762 2,404 1,428 75 4.9% 642 71 3.5%

Fort Lupton

Owner Occupied 1,542 1,623 1,918 376 20 1.2% 295 33 1.9%
Renter Occupied 692 837 781 89 5 0.6% -56 -6 -0.8%
Vacant 45 152 114 69 4 5.0% -38 4 -3.1%
Total 2,279 2,612 2,813 534 28 1.1% 201 22 0.8%
Hudson
Owner Occupied 368 357 452 84 4 1.1% 95 11 2.7%
Renter Occupied 102 168 161 59 3 2.4% -7 -1 -0.5%
Vacant 20 46 45 25 1 4.4% i 0 02%
Total 490 571 658 168 9 1.6% 87 10 1.6%
Market Area
Owner Occupied 29,099 47,168 56,857 27,758 1,461 3.6% 9,689 1,077 2.1%
Renter Occupied 7,414 16,044 18,404 10,990 578 4.9% 2,360 262 1.5%
Vacant 1,106 3,020 1,057 -49 -3 -0.2% -1,963 -218  -11.0%
Total 37,619 66,232 76,318 38,699 2,037 3.8% 10,086 1,121 1.6%

Source: Esri Business Analyst; U.S. Census; Economic & Planning Systems
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Occupied housing units in Brighton are comprised of 70 percent homeowners and
30 percent renters, shown in Figure 5. This ratio between owners and renters
has been a consistent trend since 2000. This ratio of owners and renters is similar
to Commerce City and the Market Area, both with 75 percent homeowners and 25
percent renters. Housing in Brighton and the surrounding area is predominantly
owner occupied, single family units.

Figure 5. Brighton Housing Tenure, 2000-2019
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Source: Esri Business Analyst; Economic & Planning Systems

New construction building permits in Brighton are shown below in Figure 6.
Brighton added an average of 510 units per year pre-recession from 2001 to
2007. During the Great Recession new residential construction dropped to 37 to
57 units per year. Post-recession new construction grew, but not at the same
levels previously, with an average of 305 units per year from 2012 to May 2020.
Over this time, single family residential averaged 196 units per year and
multifamily averaged 125 units per year. Single family construction tends to be a
more stable annual trend, while multifamily construction is influenced by the size
of an individual project, which can contain 100 or more units at one time.
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Figure 6. Brighton Residential Building Permits, 2001-2020
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In the unincorporated portion of Adams County within the Market Area, a total of
125 residential building permits were issued from 2013 to 2019, an average of 18
units per year as shown in Figure 7. Since 2018, residential building permits
have dropped to only a handful of units each year. Most of the residential
development occurs within municipalities that are better equipped to provide
services such as water, sewer, fire, and police.

Figure 7. Market Area Residential Building Permits, 2013-2019
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17



Brighton Splendid Valley Transfer of Development Rights Study

Home Prices

Home prices have increased significantly in Brighton since the Great Recession as
they have throughout the metro area. The current average home price is
approximately $400,000, based on our analysis of sales from the Adams County
Assessor’s parcel database, and has been steadily increasing since the recession
as shown in Figure 8. Since 2012, the average home price has doubled,
increasing over $200,000.

Figure 8. Brighton Residential Price Trend, 2000-2020
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Looking specifically at sales of new construction, defined as homes built in the
past five years, the average price in Brighton was $422,000. New homes prices
are concentrated between $350,000 to $500,000, representing 73 percent of the
market, as shown in Table 4. This equates to about $150 to $250 per square
foot. About 15 percent of the market is selling at $500,000 or more and topping
out at $685,000.

Table 4. Brighton Residential Sales, 2015-2019
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The size of new homes is concentrated between 1,500 to 2,500 square feet,
representing 64 percent of the market, shown in Table 5. An additional 22
percent of new homes are larger, reaching up to 3,000 square feet.

Table 5. Brighton Residential Price per Sq. Ft., 2015-2019

Comparing new construction (built in the past five years) to existing housing in
Brighton, there is a small premium of between $50,000 and $60,000 for new
homes, shown in Figure 8. The fast growth in Brighton has created a large
amount of new housing resulting in minimal differentiation between new versus
existing units. The small differentiation between new homes and resales could
also be an indicator of a shortage of supply to meet demand.

Figure 9. Brighton New Construction vs. Total Sales, 2015-2020
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Residential Lot Sizes

The density at which new homes are built in Brighton is an important consideration
in the evaluation of TDR. A key question in this analysis is if there is a supply of
land that can be developed at densities consistent with market preferences. In
this section, we analyze residential densities and lot sizes in Brighton.

The average residential lot sizes in Brighton and the larger Growth Management
Area (GMA) over the 2010 to 2019 timer period are shown below in Table 6.
During this time period, lot sizes in the city were an average of 0.20 acres or
8,700 square feet. In the GMA outside city limits (in unincorporated Adams
County), lot sizes were an average of 1.34 acres. The larger GMA area, which
includes Unincorporated Adams County, consists of single family detached homes
on large lots of 1 acre or larger. Within city limits, lot sizes are smaller with single
family detached and attached units on ¥ acre lot or smaller.

In both areas, average lot sizes have trended downward. In Brighton, lot sizes
decreased by an average of 1,300 square feet. In the GMA, lot sizes decreased by
about 9,600 square feet or almost a quarter acre. In Brighton, newer residential
projects have lots ranging from 6,000 to 6,500 square feet, which is significantly
smaller than historical averages, and continue to have homes averaging 2,000
square feet in size or larger. The main drivers of the decrease in lot sizes are land
and infrastructure costs. Linear infrastructure costs decrease with lot size.
Builders need to be able to deliver homes in a price range that buyers can afford,
and reducing lot sizes is one of the areas where builders and developers have
worked to reduce costs. In addition, there is more profit per acre with smaller lot
sizes (more units per acre).

Table 6. Residential Lot Sizes by Year Home Built, 2010-2019
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3. Sending Area Evaluation

This chapter is an evaluation of future land use policy and current zoning to
determine if the current regulations in HSV meet the basic criteria for a sending
area in a TDR program. The focus of this evaluation is land in HSV with a City
future land use designation of Local District Mixed Use and Adams County
agricultural zoning.

Preservation Goals

Historic Splendid Valley contains approximately 1,900 acres of Local District Mixed
Use (LDMU) and Natural Resource Conservation future land uses, both of which
support farmland preservation, shown in Figure 10 on page 22. The City and
County have preserved over 360 acres through fee simple property acquisition
and purchasing conservation easements, shown in Table 7. The City and County
have also purchased the water rights along with the land to ensure that it can
continue to be farmed and the water shares are not sold separately.

Table 7. Key Farmland Properties, 2020

Property Acres Water Shares Notes

LDMU/Natural Resource Conservation 1,536.71 945.00

Preserved
Stegman 39.00 50.00 Acquired
Letterly / 144th Ave 76.00 89.00 Acquired
Murata 38.30 30.00 Acquired
Tucson Open Space 16.00 Acquired
Eagle Preserve 46.00 Acquired
Bromley-Koizuma-Hishinuma Farm 10.00 Acquired
Hattendorf 64.00 71.00 Acquired
Berry Patch Farms 37.00 20.00 Conservation easement
Petrocco 40.00 10.00 Conservation easement
Subtotal 366.30 270.00

Total 1,903.01 1,215.00

Source: City of Brighton, Adams County, Economic & Planning Systems

203010 TDR Report_11-18-2020.docx
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Figure 10. Splendid Valley Farmland and Conservation Easements, 2020
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Land Acquisitions

The properties and conservation easements, including water rights, that have
been acquired by the City and/or County are shown in Table 8. The most recent
conservation easement transaction was in 2004 (Berry Patch Farms) and is too
old to be an indicator of current conservation easement values. Interviews with a
conservation group indicate that conservation easements are generally valued at
approximately 35 percent of the fee simple value. In this area, we estimate that a
conservation easement would be priced at approximately $18,000 per acre based on
a fee simple land value of approximately $50,000 per acre including water shares.

Table 8. Major Farm and Conservation Easement Acquisitions
Adams
Description Water County County
Acres Shares Funds Open Space
Fee-Simple Acquisition
Tucson Open Space 2003 16 N/A $68,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $68,000 $4,309
Eagle Preserve 2014 46 0 $30,000 $0 $400,000 $0 $500,000 $930,000 $20,209
Letterly 2011 76 89 $1,700,000 $0  $1,710,500 $0 $0  $3,400,000 $44,902]
Stegman 2009 39 50 $1,800,000 $0 n/a $0 $0  $1,800,000 $45,860)
Murata Brothers Farm 2019 38 30 $0  $1,935,000 $0 $0  $1,900,000 $49,608|
Hattendorf Century Farm 2017 64 71| $1,586,000 $0  $1,500,150 $477,000 $0  $3,500,000 $54,954]
Bromley-Koizuma-Hishinuma Farm 2006 10 0| $1,000,000 $0 n/a $0 $0 $1,000,000 $104,167
Conservation Easement
Berry Patch Farms 2004 37 20 $0 $0 $285,000 $0 $0 $285,000 $7,678
Petrocco Farms 1998 40 10 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: City of Brighton, Adams County, Economic & Planning Systems
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Land Use and Zoning

In the study area, approximately 36 percent of the land is in Brighton’s city limits
and 64 percent is in unincorporated Adams County as shown in Table 9. The
1,595 acres in the city has Brighton zoning designations. The remaining 2,864
acres has Adams County zoning regulations.

Table 9. Historic Splendid Valley Land Use Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Acres % Total
Brighton 1,595 35.8%
Unincorporated Adams County 2,864 64.2%
Total 4,460 100.0%

Source: City of Brighton, Adams County GIS, Economic & Planning Systems

However, since the entire area is within Brighton’s Growth Management Area
(GMA), it has a Future Land Use (FLU) designation within Brighton’s Comprehensive
Plan. Any property that seeks to annex into Brighton would need to comply with the
City’s future land use and zoning. There is an inter-governmental agreement (IGA)
between the City and County that stipulates the County will deny special district
requests if comparable service can be provided by the City in a reasonable
timeframe in the Tier 1 areas closest to the municipal boundary. The City and
County consult each other when land use cases arise in the GMA.

Adams County Zoning

For areas under Adams County’s jurisdiction, land with the following zoning
classifications are most suitable for TDR:

e Agricultural-1 (A-1) with a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres
e Agricultural-2 (A-2) with a minimum lot size of 10 acres
e Agricultural-3 (A-3) with a minimum lot size of 35 acres.

In the study area, nearly 800 acres of land (27 percent) are zoned in the A-1, as
shown in Table 10. A-2 zoning makes up 260 acres (8.8 percent) and A-3 zoning
makes up almost 1,900 acres (63 percent) of the area. The baseline density
allowed in most of the study area therefore ranges from 1 unit per 2.5 acres to 1
unit per 10 acres and 1 unit per 35 acres. In addition, Adams County cluster
zoning allows lot sizes from 2.5 to 5.0 acres, averaging 1 unit per 17.5 acres for a
total project. These land use regulations are fairly restrictive compared to the
market, making the area suitable as a TDR sending area as the land is less
valuable than it would be with higher density zoning.
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Table 10. Adams County Zoning in Splendid Valley

Adams County Zoning Acres % Total Minimum Lot Size

Agricultural 1 796 27.1% 2.5 acres
Agricultural 2 260 8.8% 10 acres
Agricultural 3 1,856 63.1% 35 acres
Residential 1-C 9 0.3%  7,000-7,500 sq. ft.
PUD 21 0.7% varies
Total 2,942 100.0%

Source: City of Brighton, Adams County GIS, Economic & Planning Systems

Brighton Future Land Use

Brighton’s future land use designations identify the desired future land uses and
development intensity for the GMA. If land under County zoning (in
Unincorporated Adams County) were to be annexed into Brighton, the zoning
applied would need to be consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and/or
the District Plan. This gives the City leverage to influence future development in
Splendid Valley and the GMA.

Brighton’s FLU designations for land in Splendid Valley are shown below in

Table 11. A portion of the area is designated for future residential development
at densities similar to what is being developed within the City currently, including
Low Density Residential with 626 acres and 13 percent of the land area and Estate
Residential with 396 acres and 8 percent of the land area. Low Density Residential
allows residential development at gross densities of 0.5 to 5 units per acre and
Estate Residential allows residential development at gross densities of 2 to 5 units
per acre. These FLU designations would allow development consistent with the
Brighton market, and therefore are not well suited for TDR. There is little reason
or incentive for a developer to seek additional density when they can build what is
demanded in the market through the normal development review processes.
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Table 11. Brighton Future Land Use in Splendid Valley

Brighton Future Land Use % Total Density or Supportive Zoning
Agricultural 0.0 0.0% Targeted for conservation
Commercial 101 2.0% N/A
Employment - Commercial 601 12.2% N/A

Estate Residential 396 8.1% 2-5 units/ac.

High Density Residential 83 1.7% 12+ units/ac.
Industrial 60 12% N/A

Local District Mixed Use 1,255 25.5% Targeted for conservation
Low Density Residential 626 12.7% 0.5-5.0 units/ac.
Medium Density Residential 149 3.0% 3-12 units/ac.

Mixed Use Commercial 196 4.0% N/A

Mixed Use Residential 77 1.6% R-3 Multifamily
Natural Resource Conservation 709 14.4% Targeted for conservation
Parks & Open Space 624 12.7% Targeted for conservation
Public Land 44 0.8% Targeted for conservation
Total 4,921 100.0%

Source: City of Brighton, Adams County GIS, Economic & Planning Systems

However, the properties with County agricultural zoning and the City’s Local District
Mixed Use (LDMU) designation on top of it are well suited for TDR as sending areas.
LDMU allows residential development with minimum lot sizes of 20,000 square feet
(approximately a 0.5 ac.) to 35 acres. However, the Comprehensive Plan requires
that development complement agricultural heritage and agricultural economic
development. Sustainable design and integrated agriculture are encouraged. It is
unlikely that a project comprised of homogenous 20,000 acre lots would be
permitted; the overall density may be closer to what is envisioned in the County’s
cluster zoning standards due to the intent to integrate agriculture and preserve land.

In Table 12 and Figure 11, the acreage of land with County A-1, A-2, and A-3
zoning and the City’s LDMU designation are estimated and shown. In total, there
are nearly 1,200 acres of land estimated to meet these criteria. Developing under
the LDMU designation may result in a reduction in density compared to the A-2 and
A-3 County zoning, which would therefore be suitable for a TDR sending area. The
theory being that the sale of TDRs could compensate landowners for the forgone
development potential. In the TDR financial analysis shown in Chapter 5 a baseline
density of 2.5 acre lots is assumed, which is consistent with the A-1 zoning
classification — the most permissive of the three County zoning classifications.
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Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Brighton Future Land Use for Agricultural Zoned Land
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Figure 11. County Agricultural Zoning and City Future Land Use Designations

Sending Area Conclusions

The properties best applicable as TDR sending sites include Unincorporated Adams
County land with A-1, A-1, and A-3 zoning that also have the City’s Local District
Mixed Use future land use designation. The significant presence of these areas
within Historic Splendid Valley create a suitable sending area for a TDR program.
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4. Financial Evaluation

EPS has prepared a financial evaluation of TDR from the perspective of a potential
seller and purchaser of TDRs. The seller’s perspective is informed by current land

values. A simplified land development pro forma was constructed to illustrate the

TDR purchaser’s perspective.

The scenarios presented show a hypothetical single family detached development
purchasing TDRs to increase density from the baseline of 2.5-acre lots (A-1
County zoning) to 9,400 sq. ft. lots (0.22 acres) and 5,700 sq. ft. lots (0.13 acres).

Land Values and TDR Pricing

The price of a TDR is related to the cost of land. The financial pro forma scenarios

model a project taking “raw land” through an annexation and entitlement process.

Raw land in this case is defined as county-zoned land with water rights, near
municipal utilities, and with certainty that annexation and approvals could be
obtained through a predictable process. Land costs are estimated at $50,000 to
$60,000 per acre based on appraisals and developer input assuming density of 3.0
to 5.0 units per acre gross. At 1.0 unit per acre, a $30,000 per acre value is used.

The price of a TDR needs to adequately compensate the seller for the value they
are forgoing by giving up the right to intensify development of their property. We
have estimated that a TDR needs to be priced in the range of $18,000 per acre.
This is in the range of recent conservation easement transactions, which may
have set a baseline expectation of development rights value. A literature search
also indicates that conservation easement pricing is often in the range of 35
percent of total land value. With raw land values estimated to be in the $50,000
per acre range including water rights, $18,000 is 36 percent of the total.

203010 TDR Report_11-18-2020.docx
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TDR Allocation and Transfer Ratios

Two key variables that can be defined in a TDR program are the allocation rate
and the transfer ratio. The TDR allocation rate here is set at 1.0 TDRs per 2.5
acres. This transfer ratio ties to the A-1 County zoning which allows 2.5 acre lots
or larger, the highest density of the agricultural zoning categories in HSV. To
equate to $18,000 per acre, the price of one TDR needs to be $45,000, as shown
in Table 13.

A transfer ratio of 3 dwelling units per TDR is used to increase the incentive to the
developer and TDR purchaser. The transfer ratio is shown in the pro forma in the
next section.

Table 13. TDR Allocation Rate and Pricing

Input or

Description Calculation

Pricing Inputs % of Fee Value
Land Value with Water Rights $50,000/ac.
Conservation Value Estimate $18,000/ac. 36%

TDR Allocation Rate

Property Size 80 ac.
1 TDR per acres
TDRs available 32
Value per TDR 90%
Compensation to landowner $1.,440,000

Per ac. $18,000

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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The analysis is based on an 80-acre site with A-1 zoning. Under the County
zoning, a total of 21 lots of 2.5 acres could be developed (108,900 sqg. ft. each).
The developer believes that smaller lots are in demand and can purchase TDRs to
increase the number of lots yielded on the site. To achieve 3.0 units per acre, or
9,400 sq. ft. lots, they would need to purchase 73 TDRs, allowing them to gain
219 lots on the property, as shown in Table 14. To achieve 5.0 units per acre
(5,700 sq. ft. lots), they would need to purchase 379 TDRs and would be able to
develop 400 units. The cost per bonus unit is $6,000 in TDRs as shown. The
farmland landowner (TDR seller) would receive $1.3 million at the 3.0 units per
acre density and 183 acres of farmland would be preserved. Under the 5.0 units
per acre example, the seller would receive $2.27 million and 316 acres of
farmland would be preserved as shown.

Table 14. TDR Density Bonus Acquisition Cost

Base Density TDR Bonus TDR Bonus

3.0 DUiac. 5.0 DU/ac.

Project Description

Land Area (ac.) 80 ] 80
Gross Density 0.26 DU/ac.

Gross Density with TDR 0.26 DUfac. | | 3.00 DW/ac.| | | 5.00 DU/ac.|
Site Efficiency Factor (gross density to net density) 35% 35% 35%
Lot Size Sq. Ft. 108,900 sqft 9,400 sqft 5,700 sqft
Lot Size Acres 2.50 0.22 0.13
Lot Yield | 240 400
Increase N/A 219 379

TDR Density Bonus Acquisition

1 TDR Per 2.50 ac. 2.50 ac.
Cost per TDR $18,000 $18,000
Value per Acre to Seller per acre $18,000 $18,000
Receiving Area Bonus Units per TDR 3.00| | 3.00|
TDRs Purchased to Achieve Target Density 73.07 126.40
Acres Preserved 182.67 316.00
TDR Acquisition Cost $1,315,200 $2,275,200
Caost Per Bonus Unit $6,000 $6,000

Source: Economic & Planning Systems
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Lot Development Pro Forma

In this section, the TDR acquisition costs are combined with the raw land acquisition
costs, lot development costs, and lot sale revenue into a financial pro forma.

First, the developer needs to acquire the site. At a conservative price of $50,000
per acre, the raw land cost is $4.0 million as shown in Table 15. This equates to
$22,000 per lot at 3.0 units per acre and $15,700 per lot at 5.0 units per acre.

Land Development Costs

Based on interviews conducted with area developers, the cost to bring a piece of
raw land to finished lots is estimated at between $70,000 and $100,000 per lot.
In this example, $80,000 in lot development costs is estimated for lots at a 3 unit
per acre size range which is comprised of $50,000 in on-site infrastructure and
$30,000 of off-site infrastructure. This is obviously site- and project-specific, but
generalized working assumptions are needed for analysis purposes. Lot
construction costs would increase or decrease by roughly $10,000 for every 1,000
square feet of lot area. The impact of infrastructure costs has been the primary
motivation for the growth in smaller lots in recent years. These costs do not
account for the potentially long land holding period, protracted entitlement
processes, and other risks and uncertainties.

Metropolitan District Reimbursement

We have assigned 25 percent of the lot development costs to a Title 32
Metropolitan (Metro) District which is a typical practice. The metro district levies a
property tax paid by homeowners. The district then issues bonds backed by the
revenues which reimburse the developer for the infrastructure costs. This reduces
the upfront cash outlay that the developer needs to make by spreading costs over
time and across homebuyers in the project.

After deducting the costs paid by the metro district, total land, TDR, and
development, costs to the developer are estimated at $20.6 million at 3.0 units
per acre ($86,000 per lot) and $27.3 million at 5.0 units per acre ($68,000 per
lot). Note the lower cost per lot at the higher density of 5.0 units per acre.
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Table 15. Lot Development Pro Forma
Base Density TOR Bohus
3.0 DUfac.

Land Costs

Ag-Zoned Land with \Water Rights per acre $50,000] | | $50,000|

Site Acquisition total $4,000,000 $4,000,000

TDR Acquisition Cost 1.315.200 2.275.200

Total $5,315,200 $6,275,200

Per Lot $22,147 $15,688
Lot Development Costs

Land and TDRs $5,315,200 $6,275,200

Dewvelopment Costs per lot | 585,000 | | $70,000]

Total In-Tract Costs $20,400,000 $28,000,000

Metro District % | 25.0%]| | | 25.0%)

In-Tract Paid by Developer $15.300,000 $21.000.000

Total $20,615,200 $27,275,200

Per Lot $85,897 $68,188
Project Land Value (Revenue)

Home Price \ $750,000] | | $550,000] | | $475,000]

Supportable Lot Value 24.0% $180,000 $132,000 $114,000

Value per Acre $46,800 $396,000 $570,000

Total Land Value $3,744,000 $31,680,000 $45,600,000
Land Developer Profit $11,064,800 $18,324,800
Per Lot $46,103 $45,812
Percent 54% 67%
Years until Lot Sales 2 2
Sales Per Year 40 40
Absomtion Period 6.0 10.0
Internal Rate of Return (Approx.) 14.2% 15.4%

Source: BEconorric & Fanning Systerrs

Finished Lot Value and Lot Sales

Lots that are ready to build on are selling for 23 to 25 percent of the finished
home value and higher. This figure increased from 18 to 20 percent
approximately 10 years ago because of the rising costs of water rights and
infrastructure. Since homebuyers can only afford so much, the profit margins on
land and infrastructure development are squeezed. Metro districts are viewed as a
mechanism to compensate for this. In Brighton, finished lots are reported to be
priced in the range of $110,000 to $130,000. As shown, the lot price at 3.0 units
per acre is $132,000 assuming a $550,000 home. At 5.0 units per acre, the lot

price is $114,000 per acre with a $475,000 home.
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Land Value and Rate of Return

Land Value and Lot Sales Potential

The TDR program generates a large increase in land value for the developer,
which is a strong incentive to use the TDR program. First, under baseline zoning
they could have only developed 21 lots. The density gained allows them to
develop 240 lots at 3.0 units per acre and 400 units at 5.0 units per acre. The
land value potential increases from $3.74 million under traditional County zoning
to $31.7 to $45.6 million with the additional density gained and approved through
TDR, measured by the total potential revenue from lot sales. The smaller lots are
likely to be more marketable to homebuilders targeting home prices in the mid
$400,000 to $500,000 range than the larger 2.5 acre lots.

Rate of Return

The total revenue potential from lot sales is one measure of the financial incentive
of TDR. Developing and selling building lots takes time, and the concept of the
time value of money needs to be considered: a dollar today is worth more than a
dollar tomorrow. The 3.0 unit per acre project is estimated to take 6 years to sell
out, while the 5.0 unit per acre project would take 10 years to sell out, as shown.
During that time, the developer has holding costs and is exposed to risks beyond
their control such as changes in the economy and market conditions which could
delay lot sales.

An investor in a project that will take multiple years to complete will look at the
expected annual rate of return. The rate of return is measured as the internal rate
of return® (IRR). Each scenario — 3.0 and 5.0 units per acre — are estimated to
generate annual returns in the mid-teens shown above in Table 15 at 14.2 to
15.4 percent. Returns in the mid-teens to mid-20 percent range are easily
justified for a land development project, as land development is one of the
highest risk activities in real estate.

There is no significant difference in the annual rate of return for these two
scenarios. While the 5.0 unit per acre project generates more total revenue
potential in lot sales, it takes place over a longer time period. The value today of
the lot sales in the later years is low due to the uncertainty, resulting in a lower
present value and internal rate of return.

The financial aspects of TDR are highly nuanced and depend on the specific
project circumstances, and the individual investor/developer’s investment
requirements and risk tolerance. Some investors need to minimize their holding
period and risk; others are willing to hold an investment for a longer time.

2 The internal rate of return is the expected annual rate of return on an investment. This expected return is compared to
an investor’s “hurdle rate”; the rate of return they feel is needed to justify the investment given its risks.
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5. Receiving Area Evaluation

In this chapter, the future land use designations and zoning in the potential
receiving areas are evaluated against the criteria identified as necessary for a
successful TDR program. City and County staff identified several potential
receiving area sites for evaluation in this study.

Potential Receiving Areas

The initial review sought to identify large general receiving areas outside city
limits but within the Growth Management Area (GMA). The rationale for this
approach was that annexation proposals would be an opportunity to leverage
TDR, as property owners would have low density County zoning as a starting
place and the City could negotiate development agreements that allow additional
density through the use of TDR. In addition, TDR is best applied in a broad
landscape scale conservation program. No viable areas could be identified for the
following reasons:

e Vacant land west of US-85 in Adams County is largely committed for future
development. These areas include Todd Creek and other metropolitan districts
north and south of Highway 7.

e Areas east of I-76 were considered as they have low density County zoning.
However, there are major infrastructure constraints, and it will be cost-
prohibitive to serve this area with water and sewer in the foreseeable future.
This area was therefore excluded for further consideration in this study.

e There are large undeveloped areas in Weld County north of Highway 7, also
with low density zoning. Due to the complexity of expanding this effort into
another county, this area was also eliminated.

Eleven potential receiving areas were identified by City and County staff, listed in
Table 16 and shown in Figure 12. These properties are generally smaller and have
not been annexed, and therefore retain County agricultural zoning. The lot sizes
allowed by the County’s agricultural zoning range from 2.5 acres (A-1) to 10 acres
(A-2) and 35 acres (A-3). These lot sizes are larger than what makes up the bulk
of housing demand in Brighton, potentially making them good candidates for TDR.

203010 TDR Report_11-18-2020.docx
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Table 16. Potential Receiving Areas
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Figure 12. Potential Receiving Areas

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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However, the City has applied future land use designations to these areas in its
Comprehensive Plan. Upon annexation, landowners would have an expectation to
be able to obtain the supportive zoning defined in the Comprehensive Plan that is
consistent with the FLU designation. As shown in Table 17 below, the FLU and
supportive zoning allows a range of residential densities. Low Density Residential
would allow densities from 0.5 to 5.0 units per acre. Medium Density Residential
FLU allows 5 to 12 units per acre, and High Density Residential allows 12 or more
units per acre. The Mixed Use Residential designation allows a variety of
multifamily and single family attached home types.

Based on the market analysis in Chapter 2, the allowable residential densities in
these receiving areas are consistent with the current Brighton development market.
Therefore, there is unlikely to be demand for additional density on these sites.

Table 17. Potential Receiving Areas by Future Land Use

Receiving Areas FLU Density Acres % Total

Potential TDR Receiving Sites

Low Density Residential 0.5-5 du/acre 265.7 19.0%
Medium Density Residential 5-12 du/acre 95.1 6.8%
High Density Residential 12+ dufacre 12.4 0.9%
Mixed Use Residential Multifamily/SF Attached 2189 157%
Subtotal 5931 42.4%
Commercial
Employment - Commercial N/A 3996 28.6%
Mixed Use Commercial N/A 27.4 2.0%
Commercial N/A 16.5 12%
Industrial N/A 96 0.7%
Employment - Industrial N/A 11 0.1%
Subtotal 454.2 32.5%
Preservation Areas N/A
Local District Mixed Use N/A 154.2 11.0%
Parks & Open Space NAA 150.9 10.8%
Natural Resource Conservation N/A 452 3.2%
Subtotal 350.3 251%
Total 1,397.7 100.0%

Source: City of Brighton; Adams County; Economic & Planning Systems
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Receiving Area Conclusions

This analysis indicates that the lack of a sufficient number and acreage of
potential receiving areas is the primary limitation to developing a viable TDR
program for the HSV. The base density allowed in the FLU designations is too high
to create an incentive to purchase the right to build at higher densities.

Figure 13. Potential Receiving Areas by Future Land Use
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6. Other Tools and Strategies

This chapter summarizes other approaches to conserving farmland and evaluates
their applicability to the Brighton area and HSV. Historically, long range
(comprehensive) planning and zoning have treated agricultural land as reserve
land for future development. This practice has resulted in allowing low density
residential subdivisions (1 to 10 acre lots) on agriculturally zoned land, and an
expectation that the land can be developed at urban or suburban densities at
some point in the future. Addressing land conservation proactively at the
Comprehensive Plan level combined with other tools is an effective strategy. The
District Plan has done this in HSV, but there may be a need to identify other
priority agricultural lands in the GMA, especially if the City and County consider
the density transfer fee and mitigation tools described below. Future land use
designations in these areas should allow the uses that are compatible with the
resource lands, while limiting development of incompatible land uses.

Density Transfer Fees

The first two approaches presented here are forms of development exactions:
density transfer fees and farmland mitigation requirements. Density transfer fees
(DTFs) have been called a "TDR-less TDR"* as they charge a fee for density
increases, and the revenue is used to fund conservation programs. We identified
two density transfer fee programs in Colorado: Gunnison County and the Town of
Berthoud. The Gunnison County staffer who developed the fee was formerly at
the Town of Berthoud. A DTF has some potential in Brighton, with the limitations
noted at the end of this section.

Gunnison County

Gunnison County’s program is voluntary and was designed to incentivize
developers to take advantage of the ability to add more units to a project without
purchasing more land. The program allows a project to reduce its open space
requirement by half - from 30 to 15 percent of the project area — by paying a
mitigation fee. The program applies Countywide and is a policy tradeoff for
landscape scale conservation over local neighborhood open space access.

The fee is 10 percent of the increase in land value before and after the subdivision
is approved. The County Assessor provides the appraisals using its mass valuation
system, which is used for the semi-annual reassessments and was considered an
objective source. The fee can be paid upfront at plat approval, at a 10 percent

4 Transfer of Development Rights Innovations and Gunnison County's Residential Density Transfer
Program by Mike Pelletier, Rick Pruetz, FAICP, and Christopher Duerksen. American Planning Association,
PAS Memo, May/June 2010.
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discount or at building permit. If the fee is paid at building permit, the total is
apportioned to each lot based on the appraised value.

The program applies countywide and exempts affordable housing. The revenue
from the DTF must be used only for acquiring land and conservation easements
for permanent preservation. The properties must have significance as open space,
farmland, habitat, wetlands, or watershed protection.

Town of Berthoud

Berthoud’s program is similar except that it is applied to re-zonings. When land is
re-zoned to allow higher density, mostly from agricultural, residential, or
transitional zoning designations, the project is subject to the fee. The fee is
$3,000 per single family unit and $1,500 per multifamily unit. The fee has not
been updated since it was adopted in 1999.

If the property is being annexed into the Town, credit is given for each dwelling
unit allowed under the prior zoning. One single family credit can also be gained
for every acre of permanent space preserved in the project. Land with a deed
restriction or conservation easement for agriculture or environmental purposes
also qualifies, including property or easements acquired outside the project. Fee
revenue must be used solely for open space acquisition and land preservation.

Evaluation

Density transfer fee programs have some advantages over traditional TDR
programs.

e Ease of administration - Unlike TDR, DTF programs do not require a
complex system of tracking TDRs available and sold, and then recording deed
restrictions on the sending area land.

e Potentially less controversial - DTFs do not require a community to
identify sending areas of conservation or receiving areas for density. This
avoids several potential conflict points with either landowners whose
development potential may be limited, or with neighbors who may oppose
additional density.

e Flexible - The fee revenue can be spent on any land conservation priority
and gives the local governing body discretion on how to spend the money.

Despite these advantages over TDR, the degree to which a DTF will be used is still
influenced by the base land use and zoning. If the additional or desired density
can be gained through the typical entitlement process or already exists under
current zoning or future land use, there will be little motivation to participate in
the voluntary program.
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Recommendation

A DTF could be considered in areas with Agricultural future land use designations
but that are not considered to be high quality farmland or in areas judged to be a
lower priority for preservation than HSV. The fee would most likely be applied in
an annexation setting in which a developer or landowner is seeking density above
the County zoning. The supportive zoning in the Comprehensive Plan for
Agriculture is A/R (35 ac. minimum lot size) and RE and AE (20,000 sq. ft.
minimum lot size). These are lower density zoning classifications in which
developers may be motivated to create additional density through smaller lots.
There are approximately 11,000 acres of land with a FLU designation of
Agriculture. All of this land is located outside of HSV east of 1-76 or north of
Highway 7 in Weld County.

While the area east of 1-76 is not likely to develop at urban/suburban densities in
the near future due to water and sewer infrastructure constraints, establishing a
regulatory framework early and ahead of development would allow time for the
land market to adjust. The City should consider this approach as a long-term
strategy. Similarly, as development pressure moves north into Weld County this
could be another tool for preserving farmland.

Another consideration is that the DTF would likely need to be structured purely as
a density bonus without a reduction in on-site open space. The City currently
requires approximately 25 percent open space in residential developments and
gives credit for landscape buffers, detention ponds, or actual open space. There is
a fee-in-lieu option if the requirement cannot be met on-site. If the DTF was
based on an open space reduction to achieve additional density, the development
would be in effect trading neighborhood open space for community open space,
which changes neighborhood character. A community process would be needed if
open space standards were to be changed. Alternatively, the DTF could be based
simply on the density increase.
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Farmland Mitigation Programs

Farmland mitigation programs are designed to compensate or mitigate the loss of
farmland. They require that an equal or greater amount of farmland be preserved
if a project converts farmland to another use. Farmland mitigation programs have
been used throughout the U.S. but are most prevalent in California’s Central
Valley. These programs require that for every acre of farmland converted, a
development project must permanently preserve an acre of farmland in another
location. The programs can be structured in various ways to favor paying a fee-in-
lieu, or to favor acquisition of actual property or conservation easements making
it more difficult to “fee out” of the requirement. Mitigation property and/or fee
revenue is either held by a government entity or an approved land trust.

Recommendation

Similar to a DTF, a mitigation program could be considered on farmland judged to
be of lower priority than the HSV. Projects developing on farmland would be
required to either purchase land, conservation easements (with water rights), or
pay a fee-in-lieu of acquisition.

While TDR and DTFs are more — but not purely — voluntary in nature, a mitigation
requirement would be mandatory. Like a DTF, fee revenue from a mitigation
program is flexible and can be used for conservation acquisitions as they arise.

Cluster Development

The District Plan recommends clustering or conservation development as one
strategy for preserving farmland in the HSV. Cluster development provides a
density bonus for clustering development on a smaller portion of the site, leaving
the remainder in farmland. An example given in the County code is a 70-acre site
zoned A-3. The property could accommodate two 35 acre lots under current
zoning, or six with the current County cluster standards. The District Plan
recommends increasing the density allowed under the cluster standards (reducing
the lot size to 1 to 5 acres), and to require that at least 50 percent of the site be
preserved. Reducing the allowable lot size would increase the number of units
allowed, potentially creating more of an economic incentive to use the clustering
option. The means for conserving the land should be through a conservation
easement, City or County ownership, or land trust ownership at the City’s and/or
County’s discretion depending on land use jurisdiction. In general, there needs to
be an assurance that the farmland will be preserved in perpetuity.
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STUDY SESSION ITEM SUMMARY

DATE OF STUDY SESSION: December 8, 2020

SUBJECT: 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan Update — Housing Survey and City of Brighton Project

OFFICE/DEPARTMENT: Community & Economic Development

CONTACT: Jill Jennings Golich, Director; Ryan Nalty, Deputy Director; Melissa Scheere, Community
Development Manager; Nicole Samson, City of Brighton, Manager of Strategic Initiatives of
Government Affairs

FINACIAL IMPACT: N/A

SUPPORT/RESOURCES REQUEST: N/A

DIRECTION NEEDED: BOCC feedback on updates

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval to move forward with next steps (slide 9)

DISCUSSION POINTS:

e Purpose of the study session is to discuss updates resulting from the Board input at the
Consolidated Plan study session on October 27"
0 Staff to discuss a plan for relaunching the housing survey in April 2021 (slide 3)
0 City of Brighton staff will present the proposed Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) ADA restroom project at Historic City Hall (slides 4-8)
e Next steps outlined on slide 9




2020-2024 Consolidated Plan Update -
Housing Survey and City of Brighton Project



Agenda



Housing Survey



City of Brighton - Proposed Project



Historic City Hall - ADA Restroom



Existing Men’s Restrooms



Existing Women’s Restrooms

*Women’s Restrooms was demolished due to flood in late 2019
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Next Steps



STUDY SESSION ITEM SUMMARY

DATE OF STUDY SESSION: December 8, 2020

SUBIJECT: Fall 2020 Open Space Sales Tax grant award recommendations

OFFICE/DEPARTMENT: Parks, Open Space and Cultural Arts

CONTACT: J. Byron Fanning, Jr., Mary Willis, Rae-Anne Reichow, Open Space Advisory Board

FINACIAL IMPACT: $ 4,663,994.93

SUPPORT/RESOURCES REQUEST: Present the Open Space Advisory Board’s recommendations to the
Board of County Commissioners to understand where there is concurrence prior to presenting awards in
public hearing.

DIRECTION NEEDED: Approval from the Board of County Commissioners

RECOMMENDED ACTION: That the Board of County Commissioners accepts the Open Space Advisory
Board recommendations for funding.

BACKGROUND:

On July 22, 2020, the Open Space Program received 13 grant applications. Six active, four passive and three
mini grants. The total amount requested for the 2020 fall grant cycle is $4,663,994.93, which included
$3,475,994.93 for active projects, $1,173,000.00 for passive projects, and $15,000.00 for mini grants. The
total amount available for distribution was $12,482,104.12. (Exhibit A is attached for reference).

The Open Space Advisory Board (OSAB) recommended full funding of all the applications. If the Board of
County Commissioners follow the OSAB’s recommendations, the fund will carry a balance of $7,818,109.19 to
the next grant cycle.

Detailed information about each grant and the OSAB’s recommendations are below. The projects are listed
according to their ranking, with mini grants listed first.

Mini Grant: Civic Center Park Conceptual Design Update — Town of Bennett

Project Summary: The Town currently has a conceptual plan for Civic Center Park, however, in negotiations
with the developer of Muegge Farms whom dedicated additional acreage for the park, it was decided that
there will eventually include an infiltration pond. As such, the Town needs to update the conceptual plan to
include the pond. Once we have the concepts updated the Town will be able to better phase the project and
begin construction.

Type: Passive



Grant Request: 50% of the total project costs, up to $5,000
OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $5,000

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Mini Grant: High School Seniors Beautification Project at EImwood Cemetery — City of Brighton

Project Summary: The purpose of the project is to enhance the beauty of the cemetery where 34 trees were
recently uprooted in a major wind storm, provide needed shade for families that are at the cemetery visiting
their loved ones or residents “park walking” ElImwood. This purpose will be accomplished using volunteer
labor from High School Seniors. The Seniors will be planting 30 trees throughout the cemetery in locations
where wind damaged and downed trees. There will be 20 evergreen trees and 10 deciduous trees planted.
Type: Passive

Grant Request: 52% of the total project costs, up to $5,000

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $5,000

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Mini Grant: Pollinator Habitat Project — City of Thornton

Project Summary: Funding from this mini grant would help provide four pollinator habitats in the form of
public art installations and pollinator gardens. The Thornton Arts, Sciences and Humanities Council (TASHCO)
is commissioning public art in the form of pollinator structures to provide shelter for a specific pollinator
species that will be installed in pollinator gardens located in each city ward. The selected artis will research,
design, build and install species-specific structures, including public information signs. City staff will work with
the artist to identify plants that support the design of each habitat then select, plant, and maintain the space
in the pollinator garden surrounding each habitat.

Type: Passive

Grant Request: 17.9% of the total project costs, up to $5,000

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $5,000

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Steele Street Park Expansion — Adams County

Project Summary: Adams County seeks funding to expand Steele Street Park by purchasing 16 acres directly
adjacent to the existing Steele Street Park. While the current park is little more than a small parking lot, this
acquisition stands to provide a range of amenities to the neighborhood including sports fields, natural areas,
and an improved trailhead.

Type: Active

Grant Request: 43.3% of the total project costs, up to $975,000.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $975,000.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

High Line Canal Trail Construction — City of Aurora

Project Summary: The High Line Canal is a 71-mile-long utility which has served as a water delivery system for
over 100 years. Since the canal’s original function of supplying water to settlers and farmers along its entire
length, it has become a historical front range landmark and a beloved recreational greenway. This project
involves construction of the High Line Canal Trail from East Colfax Avenue to I-70 near Tower Road. This is one



of the last segments of the High Line Canal in Aurora that does not have a hard surface trail. The design will
begin later this summer and the project will be ready for construction in late 2021.

Type: Passive

Grant Request: 11.1% of the total project costs, up to $500,000.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $500,000.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Skylake Ranch Open Land Improvements — City of Thornton

Project Summary: This grant will help fund design and construction of passive recreation improvements to
Skylake Ranch Open Land, a city-owned parcel that was part of an abandoned farm reservoir with surrounding
trees and vegetation. The city requested ownership of the land as partial satisfaction for development’s public
land dedication because it was shown on version of the parks & Open Space Master Plan as desirable for
preservation. The property is the entrance to a now well-established 2001 neighborhood. Improvements are
planned tin include soft surface paths, gathering pavilion, site furniture with lighting, open space plantings,
weed control and signage.

Type: Passive

Grant Request: 70% of the total project costs, up to $518,000.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $518,000.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Twin Lakes Park Water Quality — Adams County

Project Summary: Adams County seeks funding to install an aeration system in the larger lake at Twin Lakes
Park. This lake has seen increasingly large algae blooms in recent years. These blooms are unsightly, can give
off offensive odors, and have harmful effects on the aquatic life in the lake. An aeration system will help
minimize algae blooms and mitigate their effects, creating amore pleasant experience for parks users and
better conditions for wildlife.

Type: Passive

Grant Request: $50,000.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $50,000.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Westminster Land Acquisition — Hyland Hills Park and Recreation District

Project Summary: This grant is requesting funds for the purchase of vacant land located at 120" Avenue and
Federal Boulevard. The future plans for the property will be to provide a recreational amenity that will be
used by the public. Hyland Hills has a reputation for providing first class parks and recreation and we believe
this location will allow us to continue to provide a great facility for the community.

Type: Active

Grant Request: 60% of the total project costs, up to $658,800.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $658,800.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None



Waddell Park Improvements — Hyland Hills Park and Recreation District

Project Summary: Improvements and renovations to the existing Donal G. Waddell Park located at Federal
Boulevard and Boulder Turnpike (US 36) will include replacement of the existing playground equipment, park
entry signage, upgrade of 3” to 4” water tap, renovations to the current irrigation system and changes to the
turf.

Type: Active

Grant Request: 59.3% of the total project costs, up to $494,100.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $494,100.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Replacement of Active Outdoor Sports Facilities — City of Thornton

Project Summary: Thornton is requesting assistance to partially fund construction of four projects that are
replacing and enhancing Active Outdoor Sports Facilities. These include two basketball courts, a tennis court,
and a skatepark/pumptrack hybrid. Resurfacing/Replacement of Community Park Basketball Court and
Yorkborough Tennis Court projects were completed this year. Replacement of Lu Murray Basketball Court and
Community Park Skatepark/Pumptrack are currently in design and planning phase and will begin construction
this fall and will be completed in spring 2021. These projects are in original Thornton and help keep facilities
up to date, safe, and inviting for the public.

Type: Active

Grant Request: 60% of the total project costs, up to $1,029,977.70

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $1,029,977.70

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Highway 79 Permanent Trail Construction — Town of Bennett

Project Summary: The trail that runs along Highway 70 through Bennett was installed as a temporary asphalt
trail in 2008 by the developers responsible for the King Soopers in Bennett Market Place. This trail has quickly
become the backbone of the Town’s Adams County Trail system as it connects to many of the Town business
districts, trails and parks. At this time, the trail has been replaced with beautiful 8-foot-wide concrete trails,
and the request is for additional funds to complete the landscaping and add amenities along the trail.

Type: Passive

Grant Request: 70% of the total project costs, up to $105,000.00

Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $105,000.00

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None

Community Center Improvements — Town of Bennett

Project Summary: This project is to make improvements to the Bennett Community Center. The
improvements will include resurfacing and new lighting in the parking lot, kitchen renovations, and
improvements to the playground. The Bennett Community Center is often used for Town events for the
community, community meetings, local classes, and meetings, as well as the location for important Adams
County services in the Town.

Type: Active



Grant Request: 60% of the total project costs, up to $230,612.23
Previous Grant Request: No

OSAB Recommendations: Full funding, $230,612.23

OSAB Vote: Motion for full funding passed 6-0

OSAB Comments: None



Adams County Open Space Grant Program
Fall 2020 Grant Cycle - July 24, 2020

Funding % of Funding
Project Name Active Request ‘ Passive Request | Recommen dation (as requested)
Ezlr;:::;sHBe:utifiPcat.ion Project @ EImwood \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ S g ggg 88 2 ?88888 iig‘f
ollinator Habitat Project \ , . 9%
Civic Center Park Conceptual Design Update 5, OOO 00 S 5,000.00 50.0%
233”‘5 Countyrwin akes park Water Quali i 5000005 o0
Ci tj/m: AOun ; H\il\g: Liieeéar?zgl Traa;l i;n:t?-JcZion \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ $ 500 000.00 3 $ 500:000:00 11:10/2
City of Commerce City  |Turnberry Park Skate Spot 92,500. OO \\\\\\\\\\\\\\ S 92,500.00 50.0%
C?ty of Thornton Replacement of Active Outdoor Sports Facilities S 1,029,977. 70 \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\& S 1,029,977.70 60.0%
City of Thornton Skylake Ranch Open Land Improvements \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ $ 518,000.00 70.0%
Town of Bennett Community Center Improvements \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ S 225,617.23 59.5%
T T o T FRP ey NN T 531
Hyland Hills Park & Rec  |Westminster Land Acquisition S 658,800. OO \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ S 658,800.00 60.0
e el
efore recommendations ,482,104. ctive % assive %
o v ] 77| v
Fund Balance
(after recommendations) S 7,818,109.19




	12-08-20 Study Session Agenda.pdf
	SS - Findings from District Commission,Transfer of Development Rights Study
	SS - Follow Up to 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan and AI SS - Brighton ADA Bathroom Resident Survey
	SS - Fall 2020 Open Space Sales Tax Grant Award Recommendations

