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1. OVERVIEW

Appendix A: County Overview provides a summary of the most current information available regarding: (A) demographics;
(B) land use; (C) municipal and special district growth areas, requirements, goals and policies; (D) finances; (E) air quality;
(F) sensitive habitats; and, (G) natural hazards in Garfield County. The information in this appendix is intended to help
inform county decision-making, policies and regulations. Appendix A is organized as follows:

1. Overview

2. Summary of Findings

3. County Overview Data & Information

Data for Appendix A were compiled from a number of sources. Those data sources include:

I. State of Colorado Agencies
Data from Colorado State Demography Office (SDO), Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) and
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) was used to identify:

e Demographic trends.
e Potential air quality issues associated with radon gas.

e High priority wildlife habitat areas.

Il. Municipalities and Special Districts in Garfield County
Information from both municipal staff and municipal Comprehensive Plans was used to identify growth areas, annexation
criteria/requirements and intergovernmental coordination goals and policies for the towns and cities in Garfield County.

Data obtained from special district staff and special district documents was used to identify the expansion policies/
requirements for select districts in Garfield County.

Ill. Garfield County Departments and County Plans
Data from the Garfield County Public Health (GCPH), Garfield County Assessor, county Finance Department were used to:

e |dentify air quality conditions and historic trends.
e Prepare a summary of land ownership and land uses in the county.
e |dentify existing financial conditions and historic trends.

Information from the 2017 Garfield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (https://www.garfield-county.com/emergency-management
natural-hazards-mitigation-plan.aspx) has been included in order to provide an overview of potential hazards in the county.
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2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Appendix A analyzes data and information regarding: (A) demographics; (B) land use; (C) municipal and special district
growth areas, requirements, goals and policies; (D) finances; (E) air quality; (F) sensitive habitats; and, (G) natural hazards
in Garfield County. The following are key findings from this work:

I. Brief description of Garfield County.

Garfield County, Colorado incorporated on February 10, 1883. The county was named in honor of the 20™ President of the
United States, James A. Garfield. Garfield County is the 6 largest county in Colorado, encompassing nearly 3,000 square
miles (i.e. roughly 1,893,120 acres). Of the land in the county, approximately 62% (1,166,165-acres) is public lands and the
remaining 38% (726,955-acres) is privately owned.

Garfield County is known for it’s year-round recreational opportunities and related services. It is home to the second
largest designated wilderness area in Colorado (the Flattops Wilderness), the world’s largest mineral hot springs pool, and
the natural wonder, Hanging Lake. Other important components of the county’s economy include energy development,
tourism, ranching and farming.

There are seven (7) municipalities in Garfield County: (1) the Town of Carbondale; (2) the City of Glenwood Springs; (3) the
Town of New Castle; (4) the Town of Carbonate; (5) the Town of Silt; (6) the City of Rifle; and, (7) the Town of Parachute.
The City of Glenwood Springs is the county seat.

The population of Garfield County is concentrated in the Roaring Fork Valley (RFV) between the Town of Carbondale and
the City of Glenwood Springs (+/- 17,000 people reside in the RFV) and along the Interstate 70 (I-70) corridor between the
City of Glenwood Springs and the Town of Parachute (+/- 18,516 people live along the |-70 corridor). The remainder of
Garfield County’s population, approximately 23,848 people, inhabit the unincorporated areas of the county.

Il. SDO estimates indicate that Garfield County’s population will change substantially over the next decade.
The SDO estimates that by 2030:

e The population of Garfield County will increase by roughly 30,762 people to a total population of around 75,000.

e The percent of total households, ages 65 and older, will grow by 12.2%. The percent of total households, ages 64 and
younger will experience a slight decline.

e The percent of total households with children will decrease.

e The county’s population center may continue shifting to the western part of the county. The New Castle to Parachute
area is projected to account for roughly 54% of total population growth between 2017 and 2030. That equates to
+/- 9,559 people. The Town of Carbondale and City of Glenwood Springs are expected to account for 21% (+/- 3,793
people) of future growth. The unincorporated areas of the county are projected to account for 25% (+/- 4,460 people)
of future growth.

e There will be a substantial increase in the county’s Generation Z (Gen Z) population and a significant decline in the
Baby Boomer and Silent Generation populations. Numerous articles and studies available online indicate that the
demands being generated by both Millennials and Gen Z are resulting in shifting economic and housing trends.

e The number of people in the “working age” cohort (16-64 years old) will shrink, while the number of people in the
retirement age cohort (65 years old and older) will grow.

e The percent of the county’s total population that is Hispanic will grow, while the percent of White (Non-hispanic)
county residents will decline.

Ill. The county, municipalities and special districts could benefit from working together to plan for growth.
All towns and cities in Garfield County have adopted Comprehensive Plans that set forth their vision for the future of land
use both within and surrounding their existing boundaries.

IV. Garfield County’s total annual revenue is highly dependent upon sales and property tax revenues.

In 2018, tax revenues accounted for 52.6% ($43,512,050) of the county’s total annual revenue. Out of the total 2018
tax revenues, 67.1% came from property tax, 26.5% came from sales tax and the remaining 6.4% came from specific
ownership tax and other/severance tax.
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In 2018, the City of Glenwood Springs, the unincorporated areas of the county, the City of Rifle and the Town of
Carbondale were the top (4) four contributors to Garfield County’s sales tax collections: (1) the City of Glenwood Springs
contributed $4,622,420.28; (2) the unincorporated areas of the county contributed $2,271,893.04; (3) the City of Rifle
contributed $1,892,020.28; and, (4) the Town of Carbondale contributed $1,146,871.89.

Oil and gas valuation remains an important component of property tax revenues in the county. In 2018, oil and gas
production accounted for 31.6% ($752,029,270) of the total assessed value in Garfield County. The total assessed value in
2018 was $2,377,611,310.

V. GCPH is committed to air quality conditions.

GCPH’s air quality projects fit within an overall air quality management program framework, a framework that has been
implemented over the last several years through a variety of efforts. These have included: (1) on-going ambient air
monitoring; (2) updates to local emissions inventories; (3) the development of health risk assessments; (4) an assortment
of education and outreach efforts; and, (5) a variety of special collaborative projects.

Since 2008, all pollutants measured in Garfield County have remained below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) limits, as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The GCPH monitors ozone (O,), particulate
matter (PM, . ) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

VI. Radon is prevalent throughout Colorado but it’s impacts can be mitigated.

Radon is a common issue across Colorado. While radon gas has no color, odor, or taste there are test kits available that
allow radon to be tested for. In the event high levels of radon are detected, there are a number of simple and effective
mitigation measures that can be installed to reduce the risk of radon gas build up in a building. Additional information

about radon gas and mitigation measures can be found at: https://www.garfield-county.com/environmental-health/radon.aspx

VII. Potential impacts on high priority wildlife habitat could be important to consider in planning for future growth.
CPW has identified a number of wildlife areas in Garfield County that they consider to be high priority habitat (HPH).
Refer to the online Comprehensive Plan maps for additional information (https://data-garfieldcolorado.opendata.arcgis.com/pages
compplan). There are fifteen (15) species in the county that CPW has identified HPH for. These species include bald eagles,
bighorn sheep, cutthroat trout, elk and golden eagles.

Future growth in the county could result in potential conflict between HPH and areas in the county targeted for growth.
Population growth could also mean more people participating in outdoor recreation activities, which has the potential to
put greater pressures on wildlife. Garfield County and CPW could benefit from working together on exploring options for
mitigating the potential impacts of future growth on wildlife in the county.

VIII. Natural hazards and climate trends could also be important factors to consider in planning for future growth.
Garfield County’s 2017 Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies a number of natural hazards include wildfires, hazardous material
spills, flooding, landslides, mud/debris flows, rockfall, soils and severe winter weather. The plan also notes that a number
of the natural hazards in the county, such as wildfires, may worsen if current climate trends continue.

In planning for the future, Garfield County could benefit from using the information about the natural hazard areas
identified in order to evaluate areas in the county and identify those that are least vulnerable to these hazards. The county
may also find it helpful to explore the select hazards that could be exacerbated by current climate trends and factor that
into its efforts to plan for future growth.

3. COUNTY OVERVIEW DATA & INFORMATION
A. DEMOGRAPHICS

|. CHANGE IN TOTAL POPULATION
The SDO estimates that between 2000 and 2030, total population in Garfield County will change in the following ways:

e Total population will grow from 44,239 to 75,001.
e Total male population will grow from 22,720 to 38,069.
e Total female population will grow from 21,519 to 36,933.
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TOTAL COUNTY POPULATION ESTIMATES & PROJECTIONS | 2000-2030
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Over the next ten (10) years, Garfield County is projected to grow by around 31,000 people. This has a number of
implications for the county that could include:

e Increasing needs for housing and jobs.

e Increasing impacts on local infrastructure, such as roads and water and sewer service.

¢ Increasing demands on public services, such as schools, law enforcement and fire protection.

e Increasing economic activity.

II. CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

The SDO estimates that between 2010 and 2030 the percent of total households in Garfield County will change as follows:
e Total households, ages 18-24, will decline 1.1%.

e Total households, ages 25-44, will decline 4.4%.

e Total households, ages 45-64, will decline 6.8%.

e Total households, ages 65 and older, will grow 12.2%.

ESTIMATED CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLDS | 2010-2030
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During that same period of time, the SDO also projects the percent of total households in Garfield County to change in the
following ways:

e Total households with one adult and no children will grow 2%.

e Total households with more than one adult and no children will grow 2%.

e Total households with one adult and children will decline 0.5%.

e Total households with more than one adult and children will decline 3.5%.

ESTIMATED CHANGE IN HOUSEHOLDS | 2010-2030
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Significant growth is projected for the percent of total households in Garfield County, ages 65 and older. Consequently, the

county may experience:

e Workforce/labor shortages as more people in the county reach retirement age (65 and older).

e Greater demands on services for older households.

e Housing shortages, driven in part by retirees choosing to age in place and not freeing up their housing for younger
households.

The anticipated decrease in the percent of total households with children can be correlated to an increasing percent of
total households, ages 65 and older. Older households typically do not have children at home. Therefore, as the number
of older households in Garfield County grows, the number of households with children will decline. Another factor
contributing to this trend is the decline in the percent of total households in the county, ages 64 and younger. With less of
these households, there will be fewer households that would be more likely to have children.

[1l. CHANGE IN TOTAL POPULATION BY LOCATION

The SDO estimates that between 2000 and 2017 the total population in Garfield County increased by 14,927. Over this
period, population growth in the county was distributed as follows:

e The unincorporated areas of the county grew by 4,536 people.

e The Town of Carbondale grew by 1,549 people.

e The City of Glenwood Springs grew by 2,093 people.

e The Town of New Castle grew by 2,748 people.

e The Town of Silt grew by 1,341 people.

e The City of Rifle grew by 2,558 people.

e The Town of Parachute grew by 102 people.
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Using the 2000-2017 data from the SDO, average annual growth rates for the towns, cities and unincorporated areas of
Garfield County were calculated. The results of that work showed that between 2000-2017 the average annual growth
rates were:

1.33% for unincorporated areas of the county.
1.78% for the Town of Carbondale.

1.44% for the City of Glenwood Springs.

5.2% for the Town of New Castle.

3.48% for the Town of Silt.

2.05% for the City of Rifle.

0.52% for the Town of Parachute.

2017-2030 population forecasts were calculated for the towns, cities and unincorporated areas using the 2000-2017
average annual growth rates. The total population growth projected for Garfield County between 2017-2030is 17,812.
The projected distribution of this future growth is as follows:

TOTAL POPULATION IN GARFIELD COUNTY

Unincorporated areas of the county will grow by 4,460 people.
The Town of Carbondale will grow by 1,756 people.

The City of Glenwood Springs will grow by 2,037 people.

The Town of New Castle will grow by 4,879 people.

The Town of Silt will grow by 1,746 people.

The City of Rifle will grow by 2,857 people.

The Town of Parachute will grow by 77 people.

POPULATION GROWTH BY LOCATION | 2000-2030
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PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION GROWTH | 2000-2017
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PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION GROWTH | 2017-2030
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Based on the growth projections, it is estimated that the western part of Garfield County (i.e. the Town of New Castle to
the Town of Parachute) will account for roughly 54% of total growth between 2017 and 2030. That equates to +/- 9,559
people. The Town of Carbondale and City of Glenwood Springs are projected to account for 21% (+/- 3,793 people) of
future growth. The unincorporated areas of the county are projected to account for 25% (+/- 4,460 people) of future
growth. These projections indicate that the county’s population center could continue shifting west to the New Castle to

Parachute area.

IV. CHANGE IN GENERATIONAL COMPOSITION
Generations in Garfield County are defined as:

e “Generation Z”- people born in 1997 or later.

e “Millennials” or “Generation Y”- people born between 1981 and 1996.

e “Generation X”- people born between 1965 and 1980.

e “Baby Boomers”- people born between 1946 and 1964.
e “The Silent Generation”- people born between 1928 and 1945.

Data from the SDO were used to estimate change in the percent of Garfield County’s total population, by generation,
between 2000 and 2030. Those estimates indicate that the composition of the county’s total population will change as

follows:

e Generation Z will increase by 35%.

e Millennials/Generation Y will increase by 0.3%.

e Generation X will decline by 4.7%.
e Baby Boomers will decline 16.3%.

¢ The Silent Generation will decline 14.3%.




ESTIMATED CHANGE IN AGE COHORTS| 2000-2030
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The changing generational composition of Garfield County’s population is an important factor to consider in planning for
the county’s future. Specifically, Millennials and Generation Z are growing in influence and the demand they are generating
is resulting in shifting market trends.

V. CHANGE IN WORKING AGE COHORT
The SDO estimates that between 2000 and 2030 age cohorts in Garfield County will change as follows:

e The 16 and under population will decline 6%.
e The 16-64 population will decline 2.8%.
e The 65 and older population will grow by 8.8%.

People in Garfield County that are in the 16-64 age cohort are considered to be of working age, while people in the 65 and
older age cohort are considered to be of retirement age.
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ESTIMATED CHANGE IN AGE COHORTS| 2000-2030
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Declining growth in the county’s working age population and a growing retirement population could impact Garfield

County in a variety of ways, including:

e Potential workforce/labor shortages.

e Greater demands on services for older populations, which in turn could result in more retiree generated jobs.

e Less disposable income resulting from a drop in the working age population and growth in the retiree population,

many of whom may be living on a fixed income.

e Housing shortages, driven in part by retirees choosing to age in place and not freeing up their housing for the working

age population.

VI. CHANGE IN RACIAL COMPOSITION

The SDO estimates that between 2010 and 2030 the percent of Garfield County’s total population, by race, will change as

follows:

e The American Indian (non-Hispanic) population will grow 0.1%.

e The Asian (non-Hispanic) population will grow 0.4%.

e The Black (non-Hispanic) population will remain unchanged.

e The Hispanic population will grow 8.5%.
e The White (non-Hispanic) population will decline 9%.

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION | 2010

0.7%
0.9% 0.6%

28.3%

ASIAN (NON-HISPANIC)

AMERICAN INDIAN (NON-HISPANIC)
BLACK (NON-HISPANIC)

HISPANIC

WHITE (NON-HISPANIC)

69.5%

60.5%

ESTIMATED PERCENT OF TOTAL POPULATION | 2030

0.8%
1.3% 0.6%

36.8%

ASIAN (NON-HISPANIC)

AMERICAN INDIAN (NON-HISPANIC)
BLACK (NON-HISPANIC)

HISPANIC

WHITE (NON-HISPANIC)

A-9



The changing racial composition of Garfield County, specifically continued growth in the percent of the total population
that is Hispanic could have a number implications over the coming years.

B. LAND USE

Garfield County comprises roughly 2,958 square miles or, 1,893,120-acres. Approximately 62% (1,166,165-acres) of the
county is public land and the remaining 38% (726,955-acres) is privately owned. Table 1 presents a breakdown of property
ownership in Garfield County. Table 2 offers a breakdown of land uses on privately owned land in the county. Refer to the
online Comprehensive Plan maps (https://data-garfieldcolorado.opendata.arcgis.com/pages/compplan) for additional information

about property ownership and land uses.

Table 1: Summary of Property Ownership in Garfield County

Property
Ownership

1. Public Lands

Approximate
Acreage

1,166,165-acres

Approximate Percent of
Land in Garfield County

62%

General Location(s) of
Property Ownership in Garfield County

The majority of public lands are located:

North of the City of Glenwood Springs,
Town of New Castle, Town of Silt and City
of Rifle.

Between the Town of Parachute and the
western county boundary.

The remainder of public lands are west of
the Town of Carbondale and southeast of the
Town of Parachute.

a. Bureau of Land Management (BLM)

602,945-acres

52%

The bulk of BLM lands are located between
the Town of Parachute and the western county
boundary.

The remaining BLM lands are:

North of the City of Glenwood Springs,
Town of New Castle, Town of Silt and City
of Rifle.

North of the Town of Carbondale.

West of the Town of Carbondale and
southeast of the Town of Parachute.

b. Bureau of Reclamation

0.2-acres

0.0002%

The small amount of land held by the Bureau
of Reclamation is located to the east of Rifle
Garfield County Regional Airport.

c. US Forest Service (USFS)

511,606-acres

44%

USFS lands are:

North of the City of Glenwood Springs,
Town of New Castle, Town of Silt and City
of Rifle.

West of the Town of Carbondale and
southeast of the Town of Parachute,
along the southern county boundary.

d. US Naval Qil Shale Reserve

51,614-acres

4%

The US Naval oil Shale Reserves are located
northeast of the Town of Parachute.

2. Private Ownership

726,955-acres

38%

Private lands are primarily:

In the Roaring Fork and Colorado River
valleys.

Northeast of the Town of Carbondale
and southeast of the City of Glenwood
Springs.

South of the Town of New Castle, Town of
Silt and City of Rifle.

Northwest of the Town of Parachute.

Data Source(s): Garfield County Assessor and GIS Department
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Table 2: Summary of Land Uses on Privately Owned Land in Garfield County

Type of Approximate Approximate Percent of General Location(s) of

Land Use Acreage Land in Garfield County Land Use in Garfield County

1. Agricultural Uses 497,403-acres 26.3% Agricultural uses are generally concentrated in
areas:

o North, east and west of the Town of
Carbondale.

e  East of Glenwood Springs.

e Southeast of the Town of New Castle.

e Along the Colorado River between the Town of
New Castle and Town of Parachute.

e South of the City of Rifle and Town of Silt.

e Northwest of the Town of Parachute.

2. Commercial Uses 5,219-acres 0.3% Commercial uses are primarily in the towns and
cities in the county. There are select pockets of
commercial uses located:

e East of the Town of Carbondale.
¢ In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.
e East of Glenwood Springs (i.e. Bair Ranch).
e Southwest and southeast of the Town of
Parachute.
3. Industrial Uses 59,693-acres 3.2% The majority of industrial uses are located north/

(ex. Utilities, Energy Development Facilities,
Railroad Facilities, etc.)

northwest of the Town of Parachute.

There are areas of industrial uses:
o East of the Town of Carbondale.

e In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.

e Scattered throughout the City of Glenwood
Springs.

e Along the Town of New Castle’s southern
boundary.

o In and around the Town of Silt and City of
Rifle.

4. Recreation Uses 19,365-acres 1%
(ex. Golf Courses, Ski Sunlight, etc.)

Recreation uses can be found in the Town of
Carbondale, City of Glenwood Springs, Town of
New Castle and Town of Silt.

They are also:

e West of Carbondale (i.e. Ski Sunlight).

¢ In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.

e North of the City of Rifle (i.e. Rifle Golf
Course).

e West of the Town of Parachute.

5. Residential Uses: Single-Family 47,249-acres 2.5%

Single-family residential uses are generally located
in the towns and cities in the county.

Areas of single-family residential uses can also be
found:
e Northeast of the Town of Carbondale.

¢ In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.

e Along Canyon Creek.
. North of the Town of New Castle.

e South of the City of Glenwood Springs.
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Table 2: Summary of Land Uses on Privately Owned Land in Garfield County (continued)

Type of Approximate Approximate Percent of General Location(s) of
Land Use Acreage Land in Garfield County Land Use in Garfield County
5. Residential Uses: Single-Family e North and south of the Town of Silt.
(continued) e North and south of the City of Rifle.
e In between the City of Rifle and Town of
Parachute.
6. Residential Uses: Other 2,342-acres 0.1% Other residential uses are in the towns and cities in
(ex. Duplex, Triplex, Condominiums, Multi-Unit the county, as well as:
Buildings, etc.) ’
¢ In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.
e South of the Town of Parachute.
¢ Insmall pockets scattered throughout the
county.
7. Vacant Land 95,684-acres 5.1% Vacant land is located:

(Note: this includes lands that are owned by
Garfield County, the towns and cities in the
county and Colorado Parks and Wildlife.)

e West of the Town of Carbondale.

e In between the Town of Carbondale and City
of Glenwood Springs.

e Eastand west of the City of Glenwood Springs.

e South and northwest of the Town of New

Castle.

e North and south of the Town of Silt and City
of Rifle.

o North, east, south and west of the Town of
Parachute.

Data Source(s): Garfield County Assessor and GIS Department

C. MUNICIPAL AND SPECIAL DISTRICT GROWTH AREAS, REQUIREMENTS, GOALS & POLICIES

Similar to Garfield County, each town and city in the county has prepared and adopted a Comprehensive Plan. These plans

typically set forth:

The town or city’s future growth areas.

The community’s vision and goals for land uses both within and adjacent to the existing municipal boundaries.

The criteria/requirements for annexation of land into the town or city.

The town or city’s intergovernmental goals and/or policies.

The special districts in Garfield County that provide water and sewer service (Mid Valley Metropolitan District, Roaring
Fork Water and Sanitation District and Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District) have requirements and/or policies that
they’ve adopted to regulate the expansion of district services.

The tables on the following pages summarize key elements from municipal Comprehensive Plans and special district
rules and regulations that work to guide growth/expansion over the coming years. Future growth in Garfield County
has the potential to impact local municipalities and special districts and vice versa. Therefore, the county, municipalities
and special districts could benefit from collaborative efforts to plan for future growth. The information presented in the
following tables may be helpful in informing any collaborative planning efforts that are pursued.

1. Town of Carbondale

Table 3: Summary of the Town of Carbondale’s Growth Areas

Growth Areas
1.

Description

Phase 1 Potential Annexation:
Infill Areas

Phase 1 potential annexation areas are intended to promote infill and redevelopment on properties
adjacent to Carbondale that currently function as part of town, but are not yet annexed. These areas were

identified as the most logical for annexation because infill and redevelopment in these locations would
maintain the town’s compact footprint and promote walking and biking.




Table 3: Summary of the Town of Carbondale’s Growth Areas (continued)

Growth Areas Description
1. Phase 1 Potential Annexation: An existing pattern of mixed density and fragmented ownership means that annexation and redevelopment
Infill Areas could span decades of incremental change in some Phase 1 areas.
(continued) ) o ) ) )
Phase 1 areas identified in the town’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan include the Colorado Rocky Mountain
School.
2. Phase 2 Potential Annexation: Phase 2 potential annexation areas are those where future redevelopment or demand for town sewer
Infill Areas service could motivate petitions for annexation. The public benefit of Phase 2 areas are fewer than those

associated with Phase 1 areas, reducing the level of priority.

Phase 2 areas identified in the town’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan include the Satank neighborhood and the
mobile home park adjacent to the Red Rock Diner.

3. Phase 3 Potential Annexation: Phase 3 potential annexation areas are intended to incentivize conservation development while allowing for
Conservation Development limited expansion of Carbondale’s footprint on the southern edge of town.

Data Source(s): 2013 Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan (https://www.carbondalegov.org/departments/planning/comprehensive plan.php)

Table 4: Summary of the Town of Carbondale’s Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

The town’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan recommends that the following criteria be taken into consideration during the annexation review process:
¢ Annexations should be reviewed by the town concurrently with development proposals for the property.

e Annexation/developments should promote multi-modal transportation by connecting to and enhancing the town’s pathways, sidewalks,
streets and transit systems.

e Annexation/developments should not adversely affect the town’s fiscal conditions.

e Annexation/development should not degrade public infrastructure or level of service. An objective evaluation of the fiscal impacts of
annexations should be included in the decision-making process.

e Annexation/development should include at least one (1) of these valued assets:
1.  Public trails, priority public open space, or public parks, all exceeding the minimum requirements of the municipal code.
2. Affordable or attainable housing exceeding the minimum requirements of the municipal code.
3. Agricultural land conservation.

e Development should avoid the floodplain, steep slopes and geologic hazard areas (rock-fall, landslides, debris flows, avalanches, expandable/
collapsible soils, unstable slopes).

Data Source(s): 2013 Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan (https://www.carbondalegov.org/departments/planning/comprehensive_plan.php)

Table 5: Summary of Town of Carbondale’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

According to the Town of Carbondale’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan, an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for Development was established
between Garfield County and its municipalities in 2001. This IGA established a protocol for referring applications for development in the county
to nearby municipalities for review and comment. Carbondale supports this referral arrangement and the opportunity to comment on land use
changes near town.

A map of “significant parcels” (i.e. the remaining in-tact, large private parcels near Carbondale) is included in Carbondale’s 2013 Comprehensive
Plan. Carbondale views these parcels as important components of the current and future geography of the town. By identifying these parcels in the
plan, the town’s intent is for the county and town to coordinate on planning for future development of these properties.

With the exception of certain areas specified in the town’s 2013 Comprehensive Plan, the town has an expressed interest in Garfield County
implementing the clustering policies included in Chapter 2 of the adopted 2010 Garfield County Comprehensive Plan on the significant parcels
identified in Carbondale’s plan. The town also urges Garfield County to consider the impacts of commercial and industrial development on traffic
loads and safety on town streets, safety on town pathways, dark skies, noise, wildlife habitat, hazardous materials transport and storage in/near
town, air and water quality and protection of scenic resources and scenic quality, particularly around the gateways into town.

Data Source(s): 2013 Town of Carbondale Comprehensive Plan (https://www.carbondalegov.org/departments/planning/comprehensive plan.php)
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2. City of Glenwood Springs

Table 6: Summary of the City of Glenwood Springs’ Growth Areas

Targeted Growth & Development Areas Description

1.

Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) The city’s 2011 Comprehensive Plan describes and depicts Glenwood Springs’ Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB). The city’s UGB represents an area that has been identified as suitable for urban development.
The city’s Future Land Use Map includes a number of relatively small unannexed properties within
the UGB. Urban development is anticipated on these properties and is intended to occur through
annexation and extension of municipal services.

The city has an expressed interest in development outside of the UGB, but within the three-mile Area
of Influence, being rural in nature, or clustered in areas where there are existing roads and central
water/sewer services in order to leave the majority of the land undeveloped or dedicated as open

space.

2. Downtown Downtown is identified as the city’s primary commercial center. Within the downtown, the
Comprehensive Plan encourages redevelopment of existing buildings for affordable housing through
incentives such as allowing greater densities and taller buildings than would otherwise be permitted.

3. Secondary Commercial Centers The city’s Comprehensive Plan encourages mixed-use redevelopment in the secondary commercial
centers identified. The plan also recommends that sub-area plans be developed for each of these
areas in order to determine the appropriate mix of uses and character of development.

Secondary commercial centers identified on the Future Land Use Map for Glenwood Springs include:

e The Roaring Fork Marketplace.

e The “Confluence Area” (i.e. the area adjacent to the confluence of the Colorado and Roaring Fork
rivers).

e Commercial areas in the vicinity of Grand Avenue at 14" and 20" Streets

e Glenwood Meadows.

e The Glenwood Springs Mall area.

4. Municipal Airport The city’s Comprehensive Plan identifies the 64-acre municipal airport as an area that could be
redeveloped into a mixed-use neighborhood but also recognizes the potential economic benefits of
aviation in Glenwood Springs.

The city is currently in the process of studying redevelopment options for the municipal airport.

5. Highway 6 Corridor The city’s Comprehensive Plan identifies the Highway 6 corridor as a mixed-use area.

Data Source(s): 2011 City of Glenwood Springs Comprehensive Plan; and, City of Glenwood Springs (http://www.ci.glenwood-springs.co.us/321/Long-Range-Planning)

Table 7: Summary of the City of Glenwood Springs’ Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

The 2011 Comprehensive Plan sets forth the city’s position on annexation:

Within the UGB, annexation is preferred over development through Garfield County, unless there are extenuating circumstances and
significant public benefit to do otherwise.

Annexation will occur through petition of the land owner(s). While it is not the intent of the city to compel annexation, the city reserves the
prerogative to initiate annexation if found to be in the best interest of the community.

The city will consider annexation only within the UGB unless there is a compelling public benefit to consider annexation of a parcel outside the
boundary.

The city is required to serve annexed parcels with infrastructure (electricity, water, wastewater) and services (police, emergency and other
urban services) in a manner that is cost-effective and that does not unduly burden Glenwood Springs residents.

The city encourages and supports the annexation of the property immediately north of the Glenwood Mall to facilitate a compatible/
coordinated mixed-use development.

The city should work with Garfield County to jointly adopt a major street plan for the Bershenyi Ranch/Elk Meadows property that will assure
mutual commitment to a unified vision for development and open space.

The city’s Comprehensive Plan identifies the area around Highway 82 and Red Canyon Road (County Road 115) as a future annexation area.
The plan also states that although the city has entered into a pre-annexation agreements with some subdivisions along Four Mile Road and has
extended sewer service to these areas, the City of Glenwood Springs does not intend to annex these properties in the foreseeable future.

Data Source(s): 2011 City of Glenwood Springs Comprehensive Plan; and, City of Glenwood Springs (http://www.ci.glenwood-springs.co.us/321/Long-Range-Planning)
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3. Town of New Castle
Table 8: Summary of the Town of New Castle’s Growth Areas

Growth Areas Description

1.  Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) The town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan depicts New Castle’s Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), which
defines the limits of municipal growth. The town’s general policy is to concentrate higher densities
in and around the geographic center of New Castle. Densities are intended to decrease the closer
development comes to the UGB. Development outside the UGB is to retain a rural residential and
agricultural character.

2. Primary Growth Areas Primary future growth areas identified in New Castle’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan include:

e  East and north of the Colorado River, to a point near the intersection of County Road 240 and
Highway 6 & 24.

e Approximately 1-mile west along Highway 6 & 24.

e Approximately 1.25-miles northwest along County Rd. 245.

3. Areas Outside of “Primary Growth The town’s Comprehensive Plan states that lands beyond the “Primary Future Growth Areas”

Areas” should remain outside future municipal boundaries with the exception of properties east of the |-70
interchange and south of the Colorado River along County Road 335. This area has constraints due to
single access, poor road condition and distance from municipal utilities/services. Annexation of these
lands is a low priority because of these constraints.

Data Source(s): 2009 Town of New Castle Comprehensive Plan (https://newcastlecolorado.org/departments/planning)

Table 9: Summary of the Town of New Castle’s Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

All annexations to the Town of New Castle follow the requirements of Article 12 of Title 31 of the Colorado Revised Statutes as amended.
The 2009 Comprehensive Plan sets forth a number of policies regarding annexation that include:
e Al new annexations shall be located within the UGB and contiguous to the existing municipal limits (Policy CG-2B).

¢ New Castle will grow in logical increments out from the existing urban core to provide cost-effective infrastructure extensions, provision of
services and sequential growth (Policy CG-3A).

e Flagpole annexations resulting in “leap-frog” growth will be discouraged (Policy CG-3B).

e Annexation development applications shall pay for a fiscal impact analysis analyzing, at a minimum, municipal revenues, expenditures, service
delivery impacts, infrastructure impacts and other development-related impacts to ensure that a development will provide an overall benefit
to the community and will not result in diminished levels of service or financial costs to New Castle (Policy CG-3C).

e Annexation of new territory will be considered based upon an identified community need. Infill of existing undeveloped areas larger than
1-acre inside the municipal boundary is the highest priority (Policy CG-3E).

¢ New annexations shall not decrease the existing levels of service to New Castle including utilities, emergency services, parks, open space,
trails, law enforcement, town administration and schools (Policy CG-3F).

e Annexed properties shall provide adequate legal water rights and physical water dedications required for raw water irrigation (Policy I-1G).

Data Source(s): 2009 Town of New Castle Comprehensive Plan (https://newcastlecolorado.org/departments/planning)

Table 10: Summary of Town of New Castle’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies
Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

The 2009 Comprehensive Plan presents policies regarding coordination on growth between the town and Garfield County that include:

e New Castle will work with Garfield County to develop an expanded and updated intergovernmental agreement pertaining to new growth,
infrastructure and demands placed on each entity by development (Policy IGC-1A).

e A New Castle- Garfield County intergovernmental agreement (IGA) will support coordinated regional planning that is in the best interests of
county residents (municipal & unincorporated) to ensure that costs of new development are not borne by existing residents (Policy IGC-1B).

e Development outside town limits and within the UGB not eligible for annexation shall be reviewed jointly by the town and county under the
auspices of an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) to ensure compliance with the comprehensive plan, adequate provision of municipal
infrastructure/services and future urbanization (Policy CG-2C).
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Table 10: Summary of Town of New Castle’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies (continued)

Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies (continued)

e New Castle shall work cooperatively with other government or quasi-governmental agencies through adopted intergovernmental agreements
(IGAs) to achieve compliance with the provisions of the comprehensive plan in areas outside of the incorporated area and within a 3-mile
radius of the municipal boundary (Policy CG-6B).

Data Source(s): 2009 Town of New Castle Comprehensive Plan (https://newcastlecolorado.org/departments/planning)

4. Town of Silt
Table 11: Summary of the Town of Silt’s Growth Areas

Growth Areas Description

1. Tierl Tier | is the town’s priority growth area. This area is within a half (1/2) of a mile of existing town
services, which enables the town to plan for and provide new services efficiently. Extending urban
services beyond the Tier | area is something that the town could consider; however, development
must pay the full costs of doing so.

As Silt’s downtown core grows, the Comprehensive Plan is to be amended to:
e Expand Tier | to include the new downtown development.

e Expand Tier Il to a half (1/2) of a mile from existing infrastructure.

2. Tierll Tier Il'is Silt’s secondary growth area. This area has sufficient land to serve approximately twenty-five
(25) years of growth in Silt and existing infrastructure is within one (1) mile. There are limitations to
growth in Tier Il as a gradual progression of growth from Tier | and Il is recommended.

Properties in Tier Il can become eligible for annexation upon approval of an overall concept plan that
addresses all issues associated with annexation. Upon annexation, the Comprehensive Plan shall be
amended to:

e Expand Tier | to include the new neighborhood.

e Expand Tier Il to a half (1/2) of a mile from existing infrastructure.

3. Tierlll The Tier Il growth area contains all remaining lands within the Town of Silt’s Planning Area. These area
would require significant capital investments to provide public services.

Data Source(s): 2017 Town of Silt Comprehensive Plan (https://townofsilt.org/comprehensive_planl)

Table 12: Summary of the Town of Silt’s Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

The Town of Silt requires applicants for annexation to participate in a pre-application conference with staff to determine if the proposed property
is subject to annexation- both in terms of state statutes and the town’s Comprehensive Plan. If the property is deemed suitable for potential
annexation, the applicant may submit an application for annexation to the town. Upon submittal, an application for annexation is subject to the
town'’s review process.

The Silt Municipal Code requires an owner/developer of property requesting water services from the town to dedicate actual water rights or a
fee “in lieu” of water rights. The dedication of water rights can occur as a result of annexation or as a result of increase in the intensity of use on a
property.

The town’s 2017 Comprehensive Plan sets forth a number of policies and actions regarding annexation that include:
e Reviewing annexation requests to ensure relative conformance with the adopted Comprehensive Plan (Policy A3).

e Expanding the town’s annexation review criteria to encourage annexations that meet the following criteria: a) adjacency to the town limits,
b) location within Tier 1, c) provision of economic benefits to the town, d) efficient provision of public facilities and services. Only annex
properties that meet those criteria (Action A3.1).

e Requiring annexation applications to include concept plans and commit to a regulating plan that conforms to the intent of the Future Land Use
Plan before annexing the subject property into Silt (Action A3.2).

¢ Following the standard within the Silt Municipal Code for the level of service that should be provided for all public facilities and services (water,
sewer, storm water, parks, streets, trails, police, and fire protection) prior to consideration of annexation of new properties (Action A2.1).

e Requiring new development and annexations to contribute to the acquisition of land for public open space (Action G4.3).

Data Source(s): 2017 Town of Silt Comprehensive Plan (https://townofsilt.org/comprehensive planl)

A-16



Table 13: Summary of Town of Silt’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

The 2017 Comprehensive Plan recommends that the Town of Silt enter into Intergovernmental Agreements with the surrounding municipalities and
Garfield County to help ensure that the town has input on any potential development applications in the Tier Ill area since changes in land use and
transportation systems will directly affect Silt.

The town’s Comprehensive Plan also sets forth several policies and future land use designations related to growth in unincorporated areas near Silt:

e Foster cooperation with adjacent municipalities and the county in establishing and/or updating intergovernmental agreements relating to
issues such as community boundaries, revenue sharing, regional trail construction, compact urban development and provision of public
facilities and services (Action A1.4).

e Agricultural/Rural Residential Reserve. The town’s future land use designation for properties that may develop on a small scale within the
county. These lands are critical for the town because they serve as a buffer between urban and rural land uses. The town has an expressed
interest in these areas remaining as a buffer until the town has adequately developed and/or re-developed its infill lots.

e  Natural Resource Extraction - Future Public/Quasi-Public Parks and Open Space. The town’s future land use designation for properties that
are existing or future natural resource extraction areas, which could be acquired by a public or quasi-public entity after the natural resources
are extracted. These lands could then be converted to a use that benefits the public, such as a park, open space area or wildlife habitat
protection area.

Data Source(s): 2017 Town of Silt Comprehensive Plan (https://townofsilt.org/comprehensive planl)

5. City of Rifle
Table 14: Summary of the City of Rifle’s Growth Areas
Growth Areas Description
1. Tier 1: Priority Growth Area The following criteria was considered in identifying the City of Rifle’s Tier 1 growth areas:

e The areais either annexed or eligible for annexation.
e Theareais directly adjacent to existing neighborhoods.

e The areais served by existing infrastructure (water, sewer, streets). Additional infrastructure can
realistically be funded.

e The area has proximity to schools, parks, civic destinations, and businesses (1/4 mile walkshed).
e The lots are of a size, shape, and pattern conducive to neighborhood-style development.

Tier 1 growth areas in Rifle are expected to be sufficient to absorb the city’s expected growth over
the next twenty (20) years. This includes 1,500- 2,000 residential units, over 100 acres of commercial
property, and 700- 900 acres of industrial property.

2. Tier 2: Secondary Growth Area Tier 2 growth areas represent a second ring of development that does not meet Tier 1 criteria.
Properties in the Tier 2 areas generally require major infrastructure improvements or extensions
that may be unaffordable. In addition, Tier 2 areas may not be conducive to high quality of life
neighborhoods.

The policy of the City of Rifle is that Tier 2 properties are unlikely to be preferable for development
within the twenty (20) year time frame of the 2019 Comprehensive Plan update.

3. Tier lll: Rural Preservation Reserve The Tier 3 Rural Preservation Reserve represents a tertiary ring of land that should be preserved in
agricultural use for the foreseeable future. Any development that may occur should utilize low-density
clustered growth options that allow for long-term future city development.

Data Source(s): 2019 Draft City of Rifle Comprehensive Plan (https://www.rifleco.org/150/Long-Range-Planning)

Table 15: Summary of the City of Rifle’s Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

The City of Rifle’s Tiered Growth System encourages infill development and discourages leap-frog development on the fringes of the community.
This principle ensures that development can be served by public infrastructure in a cost-effective manner and preserves open spaces and
agricultural lands that are not currently suitable for urban development.

The City of Rifle will only annex properties that are identified as Tier 1 growth areas. Annexation of Tier 1 properties must provide substantial
benefit to the community (ex. desirable housing, water rights, new employment opportunities, or commercial properties with positive sales tax
implications). Even within Tier 1, there is no guarantee that a request for annexation will be approved by the city.

Data Source(s): 2019 Draft City of Rifle Comprehensive Plan (https://wwuw.rifleco.org/150/Long-Range-Planning)




Table 16: Summary of City of Rifle’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

In 2007 Rifle entered into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA) with Garfield County regarding joint planning and review. The IGA and
collaboration between the city and Garfield County has resulted in a strong working relationship between the town entities. The county’s practice
has been to consult the city’s Comprehensive Plan and recommendations in reviewing land use applications within Rifle’s Area of Influence. This
ensures that patterns of development in the county accommodate the future growth of Rifle.

There are many instances where City-County coordination is important. For example it is common practice to subdivide larger tracts of land in
unincorporated Garfield County into 1 or 2 acre lots. As a result of Rifle’s IGA with Garfield County, the city is able to review and comment on these
type of subdivisions within the city’s Sphere of Influence. For properties within Tier 1 and 2 growth areas, the city would recommend against this
kind of subdivision. In Tier 3 growth areas, the city finds review on a case by case basis to be appropriate.

Data Source(s): 2019 Draft City of Rifle Comprehensive Plan (https://www.rifleco.org/150/Long-Range-Planning)

6. Town of Parachute

Unlike the other municipalities in Garfield County, the Town of Parachute’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan does not identify
prioritized growth areas. The town’s Comprehensive Plan does identify some areas of unincorporated Garfield County that
the town should consider annexing. Those areas are described in Table 17.

Table 17: Summary of the Town of Parachute’s Potential Annexation Areas

Growth Areas Description

1. Battlement Mesa The Town of Parachute’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan explored the feasibility of annexing Battlement
Mesa into Parachute. According to the town’s plan, a legal framework exists and financial estimates
provide a compelling reason for the Town of Parachute and Battlement Mesa to join together into a
single community. The joint approach may provide for operating efficiencies that neither community
could experience as separate entities.

Annexation of Battlement Mesa by the Town of Parachute would bring with it multiple sources of new
revenue and expenses. Other potential benefits from incorporation, include:

o Improved local political representation and support.
e Faster maintenance and support services (e.g. snow removal).
e Improved access to grants and potential financing sources.

e Ability to benefit from commercial and real estate development occurring within Battlement
Mesa.

2. Unincorporated Areas Identified on Industrial, Commercial/Light Industrial, Riverfront Mixed-Use and Mixed-Use areas shown on the
Parachute’s “Planning Area and Land  town’s “Planning Area and Land Use Overview” map are currently located outside Town limits. These

Use Overview” Map areas should be considered for future annexation.

3. Unincorporated Areas Northwest of ~ There are several major employers located up the canyon just beyond the town’s northern boundary.
Parachute These employers include Solvay Chemicals, The Williams Companies, and Encana Natural Gas.
Extending the Town boundaries an additional three (3) miles to the northwest to encompass these
employers will provide property tax benefits to the Town, and the businesses will benefit from the
Town’s infrastructure connections.

4. Unincorporated Areas South of The town’s boundary currently extends approximately a 1/4-mile past the southwest interchange.
Parachute Several employers and gas wells are located slightly further to the south and should be considered for
inclusion in the town’s annexation plans.

Data Source(s): 2015 Town of Parachute Comprehensive Plan (https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/parachutecolorado/town-parachute-comprehensive-plan)

Table 18: Summary of the Town of Parachute’s Annexation Criteria/Requirements

Annexation Criteria/Requirements

The Town of Parachute follows the requirements for annexations set forth in the Colorado Revised Statutes (specifically § 31-12-101 et seq., C.R.S.).
The Town of Parachute has the ability to enter into a pre-annexation agreement with a property owner. A pre-annexation agreement may establish
the terms and conditions for annexation of land into Parachute.

Data Source(s): Town of Parachute
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Table 19: Summary of the Town of Parachute’s Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

Intergovernmental Coordination Goals & Policies

The Town of Parachute’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan presents the following as a specific action that the town should work on in collaboration with
Garfield County:

e Determine the political will of Garfield County and Associated Government of Northwest Colorado (AGNC) officials to lobby the state for
funding and support.

The town’s Comprehensive Plan also provides an detailed analysis of the potential pros/cons of Parachute annexing Battlement Mesa. The
Battlement Mesa community is currently located in unincorporated Garfield County so annexation into Parachute would have implications for the
county.

Data Source(s): 2015 Town of Parachute Comprehensive Plan (https://www.colorado.gov/pacific/parachutecolorado/town-parachute-comprehensive-plan)

7. Mid Valley Metropolitan District (MVMD)
Table 20: Summary of MVMD’s Expansion Policies/Requirements

District Expansion Policies/Requirements

The MVMD does not actively pursue expansion, however the district’s Board of Directors does see the role of the district to provide service when
approached.

The MVMD Rules and Regulations set forth requirements for the inclusion of land in the district, as well as requirements for the provision of water
and sewer service outside of the district’s boundaries. Those requirements include:

e Any property owner who desires water and/or sewer service from the MVMD must submit an inclusion petition. Inclusion of property into
the MVMD is accomplished in accordance with the provisions of C.R.S. §§ 32-1-401,et seq. If the inclusion petition is approved, the property
owner must include the entirety of their property into the MVMD, unless the district determines, in its discretion, otherwise. In addition, the
property owner may be required to agree to a number of requirements and fees imposed by the MVMD.

e The MVMD may require an applicant for inclusion to enter into a pre-inclusion agreement with the district (pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-402(1)(c))
as a condition of the district’s approval of the inclusion petition.

e The MVMD requires new customers to dedicate water rights prior to the extension of treated water service.

e Any developer applying for new water service from the MVMD and seeking approval of a proposed water system is required to include a
raw water system as part of their proposed water system. The district may, at its option, require oversizing of any raw water main in order to
provide for later connection to other development within or outside of the developer’s property.

e The MVMD requires a dedication or transfer of direct flow water rights to be used for raw water irrigation on the property to be served by the
district prior to the district extending potable water service to the property.

o The MVMD requires all customers to connect to both the district’s water and sewer services, unless exceptional circumstances exist and
written approval is provided by the district’s Board of Directors.

e The MVMD may, in its sole discretion, provide water and sewer service to properties located outside of the district’s boundaries. No service
will ever be provided to such properties, without the written consent of the MVMD Board of Directors. The MVMD is not required to extend
service outside of the district’s boundaries. Charges for water and sewer service and taps outside of the district are a minimum of one and a
half (1.5) times the current service charges for in-district service.

Data Source(s): Mid Valley Metropolitan District; and, 2013 Mid Valley Metropolitan District Rules and Regulations (https://www.mvmdco.org/)

8. Roaring Fork Water and Sanitation District (RFWSD)
Table 21: Summary of RFWSD’s Expansion Policies/Requirements

District Expansion Policies/Requirements

The RFWSD Rules and Regulations set forth requirements for the inclusion of land in the district, as well as requirements for the provision of water
and sewer service outside of the district’s boundaries. Those requirements include:

e Any property owner who desires water and/or sewer service from RFWSD must submit an inclusion petition. Inclusion of property into the
RFWSD is accomplished in accordance with the provisions of C.R.S. §§ 32-1-401,et seq. If the inclusion petition is approved, the property
owner must include the entirety of their property into the RFWSD, unless the district determines, in its discretion, otherwise. In addition, the
property owner may be required to agree to a number of requirements and fees imposed by the RFWSD.

e The RFWSD may require an applicant for inclusion to enter into a pre-inclusion agreement with the district (pursuant to C.R.S. § 32-1-402(1)
(c)) as a condition of the district’s approval of the inclusion petition.

e The RFWSD requires new customers to dedicate water rights prior to the extension of treated water service.
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Table 21: Summary of RFWSD’s Expansion Policies/Requirements (continued)

District Expansion Policies/Requirements

e Any developer applying for new water service from the RFWSD and seeking approval of a proposed water system must submit a report on the
feasibility of raw water irrigation on the land to be served by the district. In the event a developer does not own any irrigation water rights at
the report shall discuss the feasibility of raw water irrigation through a lease of raw water irrigation rights from the RFWSD, the use of wells, or
a combination thereof, and shall discuss the existing and/or potential infrastructure for delivering raw irrigation water to the land.

e The RFWSD Board of Directors may, in its discretion, require a developer to oversize any ditches, pipelines or appurtenant facilities at the
developer’s expense in order to allow the district to deliver raw irrigation water to other water users in the district.

e The RFWSD Board of Directors may, in its discretion, require the dedication of irrigation water rights and associated facilities necessary to
implement any raw water irrigation plan. The dedication of irrigation water rights is in addition to the dedication of water rights required for
connecting to the district’s potable water system.

e The RFWSD requires all customers to connect to both the district’s water and sewer services, unless exceptional circumstances exist and
written approval is provided by the district’s Board of Directors.

e The RFWSD may, in its sole discretion, provide water and sewer service to properties located outside of the district’s boundaries. No service
will ever be provided to such properties, without the written consent of the district’s Board of Directors. RFWSD is not required to extend
service outside of the district’s boundaries. Charges for water and sewer service and taps outside of the district are a minimum of one and a
half (1.5) times the current service charges for in-district service.

Data Source(s): 2019 Roaring Fork Water and Sanitation District Rules and Regulations (http://rfwsd.com/index.php?page=RulesAndRegs)

9. Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District (BMMD)

Table 22: Summary of BMIMD’s Expansion Policies/Requirements

District Expansion Policies/Requirements

Information obtained from the BMMD regarding the district’s expansion policies and requirements includes:

e The BMMD has adopted policies for annexation of properties into the district, primarily those properties within the Battlement Mesa Planned
Unit Development (PUD). There is a limited ability to annex properties outside the PUD.

Data Source(s): Battlement Mesa Metropolitan District

D. GARFIELD COUNTY FINANCES

|. TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES, EXPENDITURES & FUND BALANCE

The Garfield County Finance Department reports that between 2000 and 2018:

e Total annual revenues have increased from $30,191,940 to $82,719,088.

e Total expenditures have increased from $9,935,598.00 to $93,078,045.00.

The county’s fund balance has increased from $24,234,872 to $96,702,548 (a change of $72,467,676).
In 2010, total annual revenues peaked at $146,145,721.

In 2012, 2014, 2015, 2017 and 2018 total annual expenditures have exceeded total annual revenues. This coincides
with the decline in fund balance from $66,249,425 in 2012 to $44,336,435 in 2018.

R
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[I. TOTAL ANNUAL TAX REVENUES
Data from the Garfield County Finance Department shows that between 2000 and 2018 total annual tax revenues in

the county have increased from $12,844,500 to $44,336,435. Furthermore, between 2003 and 2018 the categories

2004

2005

2006

2007

2009
YEAR

2008

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

comprising the county’s total annual tax revenues changed as follows:

* Total annual property tax revenues increased from $12,084,634 to $29,762,147.

e Total annual sales tax revenues have from increased from $4,795,781 to S11,337,745.

e Total annual specific ownership tax revenues have increased from $1,585,061 to $2,254,587.
e Total annual other/severance tax revenues have increased from $58,354 to $981,956.

NOTE:

A breakdown of tax revenue data is not available for 2000-2002.
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Table 23: Percent of Total County Tax Revenues (2003-2018)
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Property Tax 65.2% 652% 67.6% 685% 77.2% 77.0% 69.7% 87.4% 793% 79.1% 83.5% 69.4% 749% 799% 703% 67.1%
Sales Tax 259%  26.7%  262%  24.6% 16.0% 15.7% 8.6% 5.0% 13.2% 13.7% 9.5% 19.3% 15.7% 14.8%  22.6%  25.6%
Specific Ownership Tax 8.6% 7.7% 6.2% 6.5% 6.5% 7.0% 4.1% 3.0% 4.1% 3.8% 4.0% 5.3% 4.3% 3.8% 5.4% 5.1%
Other/Severance Taxes 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 17.5% 4.6% 3.4% 3.5% 3.0% 6.0% 5.1% 1.5% 1.8% 2.2%

Data Source(s): Garfield County Finance Department



[1l. TOTAL ANNUAL ASSESSED VALUES
Data from the county Finance Department indicates that the total assessed value in Garfield County peaked in 2012 at

$3,931,091,200. In 2012, the assessment of oil and gas production accounted for 54.3% of the total assessed value. As of
2018, the total assessed value in Garfield County was $2,377,611,310, $1,553,479,890 less than the peak in 2012.

Between 2000 and 2004, the assessment of oil and gas production accounted for between 12.8% and 25.3% of total
assessed value in Garfield County. From 2005 to 2015, oil and gas accounted for between 40.2% and 61.4% of total

assessed value. More recently, from 2016 to 2018, the assessment of oil and gas production has accounted for between
24.7% and 31.6% of total assessed value in the county.
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Table 24: Percent of Total Assessed Value (2000-2018)

Real
Property

2000

72.3%

2001

72.0%

2002

64.6%

2003

61.3%

2004

64.3%

2005

48.8%

2006

40.0%

$2,566,350,620

2007

2007

28.8%

$2,859,637,150

2008

2008

31.3%

$3,270,585,030
$3,410,442,960

2009 2010
LEVY YEAR

2009 2010

28.5% 36.6%

$3,931,091,200

$3,763,899,520

2011

2011

24.3%

2012

2012

23.6%

$2,894,995,490

2013

2013

24.9%

$3,179,326,340

2014

2014

22.8%

$3,411,137,130

2015

2015

25.5%

$2,214,359,610

2016

2016

39.7%

$2,181,107,390

2017

2017

42.7%

$2,377,611,310

2018

2018

39.1%

Oil & Gas

14.1%

12.8%

22.6%

25.3%

21.9%

40.2%

49.4%

61.4%

56.8%

55.8% 42.2%

54.8%

54.3%

45.3%

51.7%

50.6%

26.9%

24.7%

31.6%

Personal
Property

6.0%

6.8%

6.3%

7.5%

8.0%

6.9%

7.7%

7.8%

9.9%

13.7% 18.9%

18.7%

19.9%

26.4%

22.5%

20.8%

28.5%

27.5%

24.6%

State

Assessed
& Other
Property

7.7%

8.4%

6.5%

5.9%

5.7%

4.0%

2.9%

2.0%

2.0%

1.9% 2.3%

2.2%

2.2%

3.3%

3.0%

3.1%

4.8%

5.1%

4.6%

Data Source(s): Garfield County Finance Department

[V. ANNUAL SALES TAX COLLECTIONS BY LOCATION
Between 2014 and 2018, the City of Glenwood Springs, the unincorporated areas of the county, the City of Rifle and the

Town of Carbondale were the top (4) four contributors to Garfield County’s sales tax collections. Over this period of time,
sales tax collections from the:

e City of Glenwood Springs increased from $3,994,899.81 to $4,622,420.28.

e Unincorporated areas of the county increased from $865,340.06 to $2,271,893.04.

e City of Rifle decreased from $2,118,269.02 to $1,892,020.28.

e Town of Carbondale increased from $850,249.97 to $1,146,871.89.
e Town of Parachute increased from - $56,775.93 to $433,927.37.

e Remainder of Garfield County* increased from $257,323.40 to $282,931.39.

NOTE:

!Telecommunication/utility companies with no physical location in the county.
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Town of New Castle increased from $209,976.91 to $260,615.98.
Town of Silt increased from $179,699.54 to $234,190.61.

Clerk & Recorder increased $93,892.55 to $96,122.97.
Battlement Mesa PUD decreased from $41,832.30 to $38,538.50.

V. BREAKDOWN OF TOTAL ANNUAL EXPENDITURES
The Garfield County Finance Department reports that between 2000 and 2018:

General government expenditures have increased from 17.1% of total annual expenditures to 27.3%.

Public safety expenditures have increased from 13.8% of total annual expenditures to 22.9%.

Public works expenditures have decreased from 19.6% of total annual expenditures to 15.2%.

Health and welfare expenditures have increased from 18.9% of total annual expenditures to 23.7%.

Cultural and recreation expenditures have decreased from 3.2% of total annual expenditures to 2.9%.
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Table 25: Percent of Total Expenditures (2000-2018)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
General 0 10 0y 0, 0, 0y 0y 0, 10/ 0y 0, 0, 0 0y 0, 0 0 0y 0,
Gov't 17.1% 16.0% 16.7% 21.7% 21.8% 27.3% 21.8% 22.4% 21.0% 16.1% 153% 27.8% 23.9% 27.6% 27.0% 303% 309% 329% 27.3%
::filtlf/ 13.8% 15.0% 17.2% 243% 222% 243% 232% 255% 31.7% 195% 20.1% 24.7% 19.6% 252% 22.4% 23.6% 22.5% 23.0% 22.9%
Public
Works 19.6% 10.2% 10.3% 148% 186% 164% 23.7% 258% 253% 43.7% 44.6% 192% 20.8% 20.3% 22.9% 203% 20.1% 156% 152%
Public
Health & 189% 21.8% 242% 295% 27.0% 23.1% 213% 18.6% 183% 173% 17.8% 253% 19.6% 24.4% 23.1% 235% 243% 239% 23.7%
Welfare
Culture &
Rec 3.2% 2.8% 3.3% 4.4% 6.6% 5.1% 6.5% 5.0% 1.6% 1.1% 1.2% 1.6% 1.5% 2.5% 4.5% 2.2% 2.2% 4.5% 2.9%
Capital
OUFt)|a\/ 25.1% 30.9% 24.5% - - - - - - - - - 8.1%
Debt Srv.:
P::Ciial - 1.7% 2.0% 2.3% 1.1% 1.4% 1.5% 1.2% 1.0% 1.6% 0.4% 0.6% 14.1% - - - - - -
:?Eg::srtv 2.2% 1.6% 1.9% 3.0% 2.6% 2.3% 1.6% 1.4% 1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.8% 0.4% - - - -
Debt Srv.:
Other i i i 0-39% i i i i i i i
Intergov’t - 0.01% - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Data Source(s): Garfield County Finance Department
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E. AIR QUALITY

[. AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT IN GARFIELD COUNTY

GCPH is committed to addressing citizen concerns about activities in the community, and the region, that affect air quality
related values. In recent years, there has been a great deal of local support for the development of air quality programs in
the county. GCPH'’s air quality projects fit within an overall air quality management program framework, a framework that
has been implemented over the last several years through a variety of efforts. These efforts have included:

On-going ambient air monitoring.

Updates to local emissions inventories.

The development of health risk assessments.

An assortment of education and outreach efforts.

A variety of special collaborative projects.

Since 2008, all pollutants measured in Garfield County have remained below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) limits, as defined by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The GCPH monitors the following air quality
issues:

Ozone (0O,). O, forms when pollutants emitted from vehicles and industrial sources react with sunlight. Ozone occurs
naturally at ground-level in low concentrations, but prolonged exposure to elevated concentrations can irritate the
lungs and cause lung tissue damage. Ozone can also affect the reproduction and growth of some plants.

Table 26: Ozone Air Quality Index (2014-2018)

Air Quality Index (AQl) Number of Days ~ Number of Days ~ Number of Days ~ Number of Days =~ Number of Days
in 2014 in 2015 in 2016 in 2017 in 2018

Good 357 305 323 284 262

Moderate

(People who are unusually sensitive to air pollution 8 60 43 %) 101

should consider limiting prolonged or heavy exertion
outdoors.)

Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups

(Active children and adults, and people with lung 0 0 0 1 1
disease, such as asthma, should reduce prolonged or

heavy exertion outdoors.)

Missing 0 0 0 0 0
Data Source(s): Garfield County Public Health

According to GCPH, in 2018, the number of days in the “moderate” category of the AQl increased from 66 days due to
heavy wildfire activity around the western US.

Particulate Matter (PM, ). PM_ _ (particulate matter smaller than 2.5 micrometers) originates from dust, dirt, soot,
smoke and liquid droplets directly emitted into the air by sources such as factories, power plants, cars, construction
activity, fires and natural windblown dust. PM, . also contributes to decreased visibility. Breathing high levels of
fine particulate matter can have serious health impacts including coughing and difficulty breathing, decreased lung
function, irregular heartbeat and aggravation of heart and lung disease.

-

2

Photo Credit:'Western Slope Consulting
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Table 27: Particulate Matter Air Quality Index (2014-2018)

Air Quality Index (AQl) Number of Days ~ Number of Days ~ Number of Days ~ Number of Days =~ Number of Days
in 2014 in 2015 in 2016 in 2017 in 2018

Good 354 357 365 357 339

Moderate

(People who are unusually sensitive to air pollution 11 8 1 8 26

should consider limiting prolonged or heavy exertion
outdoors.)

Unhealthy for Sensitive Groups

(Active children and adults, and people with lung 0 0 0 0 0
disease, such as asthma, should reduce prolonged or

heavy exertion outdoors.)

Unhealthy

(Active children and adults, and people with lung

disease, such as asthma, should reduce prolonged or 0 0 0 0 0
heavy exertion outdoors. Everyone else, especially

children, should reduce prolonged or heavy exertion

outdoors.)

Missing 0 0 0 0 0

Data Source(s): Garfield County Public Health

GCPH reports that in 2018, PM, . concentrations in the county were lower than the NAAQS. However, the number of
“moderate” AQI days for PM, . increased from eight (8) days in 2017 to twenty-six (26) days in 2018. This could also be
attributed to heavy wildfire activity in 2018.

e Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). VOCs are a class of carbon-based compounds that readily evaporate at room
temperatures. Exposure to some VOC'’s have shown toxicological effects including cancer, respiratory or neurological,
depending on the exposure dose. Motor vehicles and natural gas development operations are the primary sources of
outdoor VOCs in Garfield County. In addition to a variety of short- and long-term health effects, VOCs contribute to the
formation of ground-level ozone.

GCPH currently monitors 90 VOCs at five (5) diverse sites in the communities in the county. Since the county began
monitoring VOCs in 2008, concentrations of many these compounds have decreased significantly.

II. RADON

Radon is a naturally occurring gas most often derived from the breakdown of natural deposits of Uranium 238, which is
commonly found in many geologic formations in Colorado. Radon gas can be drawn into buildings due to vacuums caused
by natural thermal stack effects, building exhaust systems or episodic weather conditions. Long-term exposure to high
levels of radon is the leading cause of lung cancer in nonsmokers, and the second leading cause of lung cancer in smokers.

Data from the CDPHE, indicates that between 2005 and 2017 a total of 1,075 radon samples were taken in Garfield
County. Of those samples, 502 (46.70%) returned a radon reading of > 4 pCi/L (pico-curies/liter), which is the
Environmental Protection Agencies’ (EPA) “Action Limit.” While radon gas has no color, odor, or taste there are test kits
available that allow radon to be tested for. In the event high levels of radon are detected, there are a number of simple
and effective mitigation measures that can be installed to reduce the risk of radon gas build up in a building. Additional
information about radon gas and mitigation measures can be found at: https://www.garfield-county.com/environmental-health

radon.aspx

F. SENSITIVE HABITATS
CPW has identified wildlife areas in Garfield County that they consider to be high priority habitat (HPH). HPH has been
identified for the following fifteen (15) species:

1. Bald Eagles 5. Golden Eagles 9. Northern Goshawk 13. Pronghorn Antelope

2. Bighorn Sheep 6. Greater Sage Grouse 10. Osprey 14. Kit Fox

3. Cutthroat Trout 7. Moose 11. Peregrine Falcon 15. White-Tailed Prairie Dog

4. Elk 8. Mule Deer 12. Prairie Falcon

A-25



Habitat areas most likely to be impacted by growth pressures in the county include elk and deer migration routes (crossing
State Highway 82 between the Town of Carbondale and City of Glenwood Springs) and bald eagle nesting sites along the
Colorado and Roaring Fork rivers. In planning for future growth, the county and CPW could benefit from working together
on identifying options for mitigating potential impacts of growth on wildlife.

Refer to the online Comprehensive Plan maps (https://data-garfieldcolorado.opendata.arcgis.com/pages/compplan) for additional
information regarding the high priority wildlife habitat areas identified by CPW in Garfield County.

G. NATURAL HAZARDS

Garfield County’s 2017 Hazard Mitigation Plan (https://www.garfield-county.com/emergency-management/natural-hazards-mitigation-
plan.aspx) provides an assessment of potential risks in the county, as well as hazard mitigation, implementation and annual
monitoring strategies. Table 28 presents a summary of the regional risk assessment from the county’s 2017 Hazard
Mitigation Plan.

Table 28: Regional Risk Assessment Summary

Type of Hazard Previous Occurrence Approximate Average Annual Losses Likely Extent

(Events / Years)

Annual Probability

TIER | HAZARDS

(Property and Crop)

Wildfires 2,288 events over the 100% $124,848.48 < 100-acres
course of 36 years.
Hazardous Materials 283 events over the 100% $11,729.63 827 liquid gallons (LGA).
course of 27 years.
Flooding 50 events over the 100% $32,324.93 Some inundation of
course of 21 years. structures (< 1% of
structures) and roads near
streams.
Some evacuations of
people may be necessary
(< 1% of the population).
Landslides, Mud/Debris Flows and 33 events over the 100% $37,619.27 Limited property damage.
Rockfall course of 21 years.
Soils 65 events over the 100% $92,517.24 Limited damage to
(Expansive Soils and Subsidence) course of 29 years. property and roadways.
Severe Winter Weather 975 events over the 100% $228,202.41 10-20° below zero
course of 21 years. (wind chills)
6-12" snow
25-40 mph winds
TIER I HAZARDS
Avalanches 50 events over the 100% $46.65 0.5- 5.0 ton/ft?
course of 21 years.
Droughts 477 events over the 32.6% $17,152.66 D2
(Meteorological, Agricultural, Hydrological and course of
Socioeconomic) 1,465 months.
Earthquakes 88 events over the 100% S0 <4.0
course of 43 years.
Erosion and Deposition Unknown 100% Unknown Unknown
Lightning 10,700 events over 100% $2,202.33 Undefined
the course of 1 year.
Pest Infestation Unknown 100% Unknown Unknown
Severe Wind 92 events over the 100% $9,366.89 9 BWF
course of 21 years.
Terrorism 0 events over the <1% S0 Undefined

(Political, Bio-Terrorism, Cyber-Terrorism, Eco-
Terrorism, Nuclear-Terrorism, Narco-Terrorism
and Agro- Terrorism)

course of 47 years.

Data Source(s): 2017 Garfield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (https

www.garfield-county.com/emergency-management/natural-hazards-mitigation-plan.aspx)
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Table 29 presents a summary of the potential impact that current climate trends could have on the natural hazards

identified in Garfield County.

Table 29: Summary of Potential Climate Trend Impacts

Type of Hazard

1. Wildfires

Description of Potential Impact
TIER | HAZARDS

Current climate trends are expected to result in an increase in frequency and severity of wildfires
throughout the state of Colorado.

2.  Hazardous Materials

Climate trends are not expected to have an impact on hazardous material spills.

3. Flooding

Current climatic trends are expected to result in decreased streamflow in Colorado’s major rivers. As
a result, the risk of riverine flooding may reduce. However, it is probable that the state will experience
an increase in frequency and magnitude of winter precipitation, this in combination in warming air
and surface temperatures may produce earlier spring runoff. This may lead to an increase in riverine
flooding during the early months of the year, and a decrease in riverine flooding towards the end of
the year.

4. Landslides, Mud/Debris Flows and
Rockfall

While specific projections for landslide probability and extent are not available, certain deductions
can be made based on weather/climatic phenomenon that influence landslides. Climate reports
indicate there will likely be an increase in drought and wildfire events across the state, as previously
stated drought and wildfire events increase the probability and intensity of landslides. The connection
between drought, fire and flood are all likely to influence the occurrence of landslides.

The county’s Hazard Mitigation Plan anticipates that if current climate trends continue, it is probable
that landslide events in Garfield County will increase in frequency.

5. Soils

(Expansive Soils and Subsidence)

Specific projections related to the probability and extent of hazardous soil events are not available.
However, certain deductions can be made based on weather/climatic phenomenon that influence
hazardous soils. Climate reports indicate there will likely be an increase in the frequency and intensity
of drought events across the state. Drought can increase the frequency of subsidence.

The county’s Hazard Mitigation Plan anticipates that if current climate trends continue, it is probable
that hazardous soils events in Garfield County will increase in frequency.

6. Severe Winter Weather

1. Avalanches

Winter precipitation events are projected to increase in frequency and magnitude in the future
climate.

TIER I HAZARDS

Snowpack is projected to decline and spring runoff is projected to shift one (1) to three (3) weeks
earlier in the future Colorado climate. Wet avalanches are expected to occur earlier in the year than
historical averages.

2. Droughts
(Meteorological, Agricultural, Hydrological and
Socioeconomic)

Drought is expected to increase in frequency and severity in Colorado due to the projected overall
warming.

Earthquakes

There is no known association between climate and earthquake events. There is no expected impact.

4.  Erosion and Deposition

Climate trends may result in decreased snowpack, intensification of winter precipitation events,
and an increased frequency of drought and wildfires. Erosion/deposition will be a secondary hazard
following these other hazards.

5. Lightning

Nationwide, the frequency and magnitude of severe storms is expected to increase due to climate
trends. These storms likely will include lightning. However, studies have indicated that there is no
evidence of increasing trends of heavy precipitation events in Colorado.

6. Pest Infestation

Changing climatic conditions, including more frequent periods of drought, increased temperature, and
the suppression of natural wildfire regimes may result in an increase in insect and disease activity.

7.  Severe Wind

Studies have indicated that the frequency and magnitude of severe winter storms may increase in
Colorado due to climate trends. These storms may include severe wind; however, there is no known
direct relationship between climate trends and severe wind.

8.  Terrorism
(Political, Bio-Terrorism, Cyber-Terrorism, Eco-
Terrorism, Nuclear-Terrorism, Narco-Terrorism
and Agro- Terrorism)

There is no known direct relationship between climate trends and terrorism incidents.

Data Source(s): 2017 Garfield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (https://www.garfield-county.com/emergency-management/natural-hazards-mitigation-plan.aspx)
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Table 30 offers a summary of the vulnerability assessments provided in the 2017 Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Table 30: Summary of Vulnerability Assessments

Type of Hazard

1.

Wildfires

Vulnerability Assessment
TIER  HAZARDS

Vegetative conditions vary widely throughout Garfield County. Vegetation ranges from semi-desert
grass and shrubland to sub-alpine forests. The combination of steep terrain, highly flammable
vegetation, and hot/dry summers in the county can result in high fire danger.

Much of the development in Garfield County is located in the lower elevation zones of sagebrush,
Gambel oak, and pinyon-juniper woodlands. People living in or near wildland settings in the county are
vulnerable to the threat of wildfire. The development of homes and other structures that encroach
into the forest wildland and natural areas is of concern. This type of growth results in the expansion

of the Wildland-Urban Interface. The vulnerability of structures and homes in the interface area is
increased by:

e Combustible roofing and construction material.
¢ No orinsufficient defensible space.

e Poor access to structures.

e Heavy natural fuel types.

e Steep slopes.

e Limited water supplies.

e Winds over 30 miles per hour.

Urban areas can experience the effects of wildland fires such as smoke, ash, and fire particulates in the
air. Poor air quality is not only a health concern for residents, but can impact tourism activities.

The availability of fire protection services can be limited in rural areas. Therefore, fire protection
may rely more on a landowner’s initiative to implement measures that protect their property. Public
education and awareness can be helpful in rural or interface areas.

In the event of a wildfire, vegetation, structures, and other flammables can combine to create
unwieldy and unpredictable events. Factors relevant to the fighting of such fires include access,
firebreaks, proximity of water sources, distance from fire station and available fire fighting personnel
and equipment.

Much of the land in Garfield County is publicly owned and managed under federal regulations.

While this land may have higher fire risk, the risk incurred by people, economic factors or physical
infrastructure is minimal. The key to managing fire risk on these lands and the impacts on communities
in Garfield County will be coordination between county administration, fire districts and federal
agencies that have ultimate responsibility for these public lands.

2.

Hazardous Materials

Hazardous materials are shipped daily on Interstate 70 and along the railroads in Garfield County.
These shipping routes run near the county’s major population centers and rivers that serve as a
primary source of drinking water. Communities and households adjacent to sites that house hazardous
materials, pipelines, railroads, and Interstate 70 may be more susceptible to hazardous materials spills
in Garfield County.

If an incident were to occur that necessitated an evacuation, populations that may be especially
vulnerable include: households without access to a vehicle, the elderly and facilities with populations
with low mobility such as hospitals, nursing homes and housing units.

3.

Flooding

Careful attention should be paid to development in the 100-year flood zone and floodway to ensure
that structures do not exacerbate flooding and are prepared to withstand flooding events.

According to the Colorado Department of Natural Resources, there are a total of 68 dams located
within Garfield County. According to Garfield County Emergency Management, the following dams
could impact the county if they were to fail as a result of flooding:

e Alsbury e Lake Christine

e Dillon e Polaris

e Green Mountain o Ruedi Reservoir
e Homestake e  Spring Park
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Table 30: Summary of Vulnerability Assessments (continued)

Type of Hazard

Vulnerability Assessment

3.  Flooding e Wildcat
(continued) -
o Williams Fork
4.  Landslides, Mud/Debris Flows and Although landslides are a natural geologic process, the incidence of landslides and their impacts on
Rockfall people can be exacerbated by human activities. Examples of these activities include:

e Grading for road construction and development that increases slope steepness and decreases the
slope stability by adding weight to the top of a slope, removing support at the base of the slope
and increasing water content.

o Excavation.

e Drainage and groundwater alterations.

o Changes to native vegetation.

Development sites with the greatest risk from landslides are those at the base of very steep slopes, in

confined stream channels (small canyons) and on fans (rises) at the mouth of these confined channels.

Development-related activities that can put people and structures at risk include:

e  Creating Steeper Slopes. Excavation practices, sometimes aggravated by drainage, can reduce
the stability of otherwise stable slopes. These failures commonly affect only a small number of
homes. Without these excavation practices, there is little risk of landslides in areas not prone to
landslide movement.

e Development on or Adjacent to Existing Landslides. Existing landslides are generally at risk
of future movement regardless of excavation practices. Excavation and drainage practices can
further increase risk of landslides. In many cases, there are no development practices that can
completely assure stability. Homeowners and communities in these situations accept some risk of
future landslide movement.

e  Development on Gentle Slopes. Development on gentle slopes can be affected by landslides that
begin a long distance from the development.

Utilities, including potable water, wastewater, telecommunications, natural gas and electric power

can be impacted as a result of landslide activity. Roads and bridges can be subject to closure during

landslide events.

Lifelines and critical facilities should remain accessible, if possible, during a landslide event. The impact

of roadway closures may increase if a closed road or bridge is a critical access route to hospitals or

other emergency facilities.
5.  Soils Soil hazards can affect buildings, driveways, roadways, pipelines, and other infrastructure. When soil
(Expansive Soils and Subsidence) hazards are not identified, improper structure design, faulty construction, inappropriate landscaping,
and long-term maintenance practices unsuited to the specific soil conditions can lead structures to be
more vulnerable to the impacts of soil hazards.
6. Severe Winter Weather Winter storms that bring snow, ice and high winds can impact health and property in a number of

ways:

o Severe winter storm deaths occur as a result of traffic accidents on icy roads, heart attacks when
shoveling snow, and hypothermia from prolonged exposure to the cold. The temporary loss
of home heating can be particularly hard on the elderly, young children, and other vulnerable
individuals.

o Ice, wind and snow can affect the stability of trees, power and telephone lines, and TV and radio
antennas. Downed trees and limbs can become major hazards for houses, cars, utilities and other
property.

e Below freezing temperatures can lead to breaks in uninsulated water lines serving schools,
businesses and industry, and individual homes. Such damage in turn can become major obstacles
to providing critical emergency response, police, fire and other disaster recovery services.

e Severe winter weather can cause the temporary closure of key roads and highways, air and train
operations, businesses, schools, government offices, and other important community services.
These effects, if lasting more than several days, can create significant economic impacts for the
communities affected as well for the surrounding region.

e Property is at risk due to flooding and landslides that may result from heavy snowmelt.
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Table 30: Summary of Vulnerability Assessments (continued)

Type of Hazard

6.

1.

Severe Winter Weather
(continued)

Avalanches

Vulnerability Assessment

Rising population growth and new infrastructure in Garfield County creates a higher probability for
damage to occur from severe winter weather as more life and property are exposed to risk.

TIER Il HAZARDS

Areas of Garfield County where development has encroached into steep mountainous terrain have an
increased vulnerability to avalanches. Based on the historic record, avalanches are unlikely to result in
significant property damages within Garfield County.

Injuries and fatalities due to avalanches may occur as winter recreation activities are popular in the
county. Individuals that engage in winter recreation activities in mountainous areas of Garfield County
have an increased risk of exposure to this hazard.

Education and outreach will be the most effective strategy in mitigating the impacts of avalanches.

Droughts
(Meteorological, Agricultural, Hydrological and
Socioeconomic)

Drought often causes significant economic, environmental, and social impacts. Although agriculture

is the major sector affected, impacts on rural and municipal water supplies, fish and wildlife, tourism,
recreation, water quality, soil erosion, the incidence of wildfires, electricity demand, and other sectors
are also significant. Furthermore, indirect impacts of drought on personal and business incomes, tax
revenues, unemployment, and other areas are of concern.

In general, drought produces a complex web of impacts that ripple through many sectors of the
economy. This is largely due to the dependence of so many sectors on water to produce goods and
provide services.

Earthquakes

Earthquake damage can occur when structures are not built to withstand severe shaking. Buildings,
airports, schools, and lifelines (i.e. highways and phone, gas and water lines) can all suffer damage in
earthquakes. Earthquakes can also result in death or injury to humans.

The welfare of homes, major businesses, and public infrastructure is very important. Addressing the
reliability of buildings, critical facilities and infrastructure is a challenge faced by Garfield County.
Further, understanding the potential costs to government, businesses and individuals as a result of an
earthquake is an important consideration.

Garfield County has unique social and physical characteristics that affect its vulnerability to
earthquakes:

e  0Oil and Gas Infrastructure. The oil and gas industry represents a significant portion of Garfield
County’s economy. Pipelines (both above and below ground) carry high pressure liquid and gas
throughout the county. The proximity of these pipes to communities and to the Colorado River
increases the potential risk of air or water contamination if the infrastructure is damaged in an
earthquake.

e  Transportation Infrastructure. Transportation infrastructure in Garfield County is of critical
importance to the county and its residents, as well as to the state and national highway system.
An earthquake could result in significant damage to bridges and highway surfaces, hampering the
movement of people and goods.

4.

Erosion and Deposition

Erosion can cause impacts to property, critical facilities, and water quality. Structures located near
streams have an increased risk of damages to stream erosion and deposition. Erosion from wind can
adversely impact populations who have respiratory issues. These populations are more vulnerable
during erosion events that negatively impact air quality.

Efforts to control erosion may include drainage management, vegetation of disturbed lands, and the
rip-rapping of erosion-prone stream banks.

5.

Lightning

Building stock, infrastructure, and people outdoors during storms are at risk of lightning strikes.

In addition to direct damages from lightning strikes, the potential for lightning to start wildfires is of
great concern. Lightning from one (1) storm has the potential to start dozens of wildfires throughout
Garfield County.

6.

Pest Infestation

No structures are anticipated to be impacted by pest infestation. However, infestations may have
significant impacts for the economy. Pest infestations can cause damages to crops and rangeland,
negative impacts on tourism, and an increase in municipal spending in urban areas. Pest infestations
may lead to an increased risk to overhead utilities, as well as an increased fire hazard.

Forest management can maintain healthy forests that are more resilient to insect and disease activity,
and reduce the likelihood of forest pest epidemics.
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Table 30: Summary of Vulnerability Assessments (continued)

Type of Hazard
7. Severe Wind

Vulnerability Assessment

All building stock and above ground infrastructure, including critical facilities, are at risk of being
damaged or affected by severe winds. Severe winds can cause structure loss, downed power lines,
loss of electricity, obstruction to traffic flow, and significant damage to trees. A catastrophic event
could lead to major economic loss for the jurisdiction. High wind speeds and flying debris can pose
a significant threat to human life. Trees blown down by severe wind have the potential to lead to
increased fire hazard.

Severe winds can impact a wide range of people and properties. People living in mobile homes are
particularly susceptible to the effects of severe winds. Mobile homes that are not anchored or are
not anchored properly can be blown over by winds as fast as 60 to 70 mph. Other factors that may
increase vulnerability to the threat posed by severe winds include age, poverty levels, and home
rentals.

8.  Terrorism
(Political, Bio-Terrorism, Cyber-Terrorism, Eco-
Terrorism, Nuclear-Terrorism, Narco-Terrorism
and Agro- Terrorism)

The unpredictable nature of terrorism is such that impacts can range from isolated occurrences of
property damage with limited injuries to large scale events with catastrophic impacts to lives and
property. Infrastructure that may be vulnerable include: water supply, power plants, utilities, and
governmental buildings.

Data Source(s): 2017 Garfield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (https://www.garfield-county.com/emergency-management/natural-hazards-mitigation-plan.aspx)
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1. OVERVIEW

Appendix B: Agriculture provides the most current information available regarding agriculture in Garfield County. The
information in this appendix is intended to help inform county decision-making, policies and regulations. Appendix B is
organized as follows:

1. Overview

2. Summary of Findings

3. Agriculture Data & Information

Data for Appendix B were compiled from a number of sources. Those data sources include:

I. US Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Much of the data used in the analysis of agriculture in Garfield County was sourced from the USDA’s Census of Agriculture.

The USDA’s Census of Agriculture can be accessed online by visiting: www.nass.usda.gov/AgCensus/

Il. Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) and Colorado Division of Water Resources (DWR)
Data from the CWCB and DWR were used to identify historic and current irrigation trends in Garfield County.

lll. Colorado State Demography Office (SDO)
Data from the SDO were used to better understand the impact of agriculture on Garfield County’s economy. Additional
economic information can be found in Appendix C: Economy.

IV. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and US Forest Service (USFS)
Data from the BLM and USFS were used to identify grazing pastures on public lands in the county.

V. Garfield County
Data from Garfield County were used to better understand the location and size of conservations easements in the county
and to identify the amount of county funding contributed to local agricultural programs and activities.

In addition, a 2019 study prepared by Jenny Godwin, on behalf of the county, was used as a source of information for the
potential benefits that agricultural tourism (i.e. “Agri-tourism”) could have on Garfield County.

VI. Online Resources
Data from online resources were compiled to provide information about current agricultural trends. The online resources
used included: (1) AgAmerica.com and (2) AgWeek.com.
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2. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Appendix B analyzes and reports on the condition of agriculture in Garfield County. This appendix focuses on the historic
and current state of agriculture, as well as on trends that might influence the future of agriculture in the county. The

following are key findings from this work:

I. Agriculture accounts for a small percentage of jobs in Garfield County.
According to the SDO, in 2017, approximately 3.5% of total jobs in Garfield County were in “Agribusiness” (1,191 of 34,046
total jobs). Agribusiness comprises “Agricultural production,” “Agricultural inputs,” and “Agricultural processing.”

In 2017, 1.6% of total jobs in the county (552 jobs) were in Agricultural production, 0.5% of total jobs (156 jobs) were in
Agricultural inputs and 1.4% of total jobs (483 jobs) were in Agricultural processing.

Il. The amount of land in farms has increased, while the average farm size has declined.
Between 2002 and 2017, farms in Garfield County have consistently accounted for approximately 1.7% of all farms in
Colorado.

The amount of land in farms in Garfield County has increased by 66,294-acres over the past 20-years. This correlates to an
increase of 166 farms over the same period of time. This could be indicative of a growing agricultural sector in the county,
which supports the county’s goals of sustaining it’s agricultural heritage.

The average size of farms in Garfield County has declined by 107-acres between 1997 and 2017. This is likely a result of an
increase in the number of farms that are 49-acres or less in size and a decline in farms that are 50-acres or greater in size.

II. Irrigation practices are slowly shifting but, flood irrigation is still the most prevalent.

The increase in farmland in Garfield County has resulted in an increase in amount of irrigated land in the county. However,
the increase in irrigated land has been relatively nominal, an additional 578-acres. Agricultural uses are known for being
significant water consumers and growth in the agricultural sector could result in greater pressures on the county’s water
resources. It may be beneficial for Garfield County to consider, policies, strategies and actions to curtail agricultural water
use and/or increase water use efficiency. There are a number of resources available to assist with developing these types
of policies, strategies and actions, such as the 2016 Colorado Water Plan (https://www.colorado.gov/cowaterplan).

It appears that between 1993 and 2015 there has been a shift in irrigation practices in the county. Use of sprinkler
irrigation has increased by 5.8%, whereas use of flood irrigation has declined by 1.2% and use of furrow irrigation has
declined by 2.8%. This shift may indicative an effort by local farmers to use more efficient means to irrigate their lands.
With that said, flood irrigation still accounts for roughly 80% of all irrigation in the county.

IV. Three (3) types of farms have consistently accounted for the majority of farms in the county.

Between 2002 and 2017, three (3) types of farms have accounted for 83-88% (depending on the year) of all farms in
Garfield County. Those are: (1) Animal aquaculture and other animal production; (2) Beef cattle ranching and farming; and,
(3) Sugarcane farming, hay farming, and all other crop farming. The county may want to explore opportunities to increase
the number of other types in farms in order to strengthen and diversify its overall agricultural economy.

V. Some farms are experiencing healthy profits however, a growing number of farms are not.

As of 2017, the net farm income for Garfield County is $4,696,000. This is the highest it has been in the last 20-years.
Despite the increase in net farm income, the percent of total farms in the county with net losses has increased by 13.7%.
This, along with other farm profitability data, indicates that there are a growing number of farms struggling to become
profitable, however those farms that are profitable are experiencing healthy growth in their net gains.

Between 2002 and 2017, the number of farms that generate income from “Agri-tourism and Recreational Services”

has not changed. However, the farm income generated by agri-tourism and recreational services has increased by
$2,283,000. This could be indicative of strong growth in sector of the county’s overall agricultural economy. The
“Cultivating Appreciation: Growing Agri-tourism in Garfield County” report prepared by Jenny Godwin provides a number
of recommendations for bolstering agri-tourism in the county.

The number of farms that generate income from “Customwork and Other Agricultural Services” increased by 7 farms
between 2002 and 2017. The farm income generated from customwork and other agricultural services increased by
$1,042,000 over that same period.
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Interestingly, the number of farms that generate income from “Other Farm-Related Income Sources” declined by 8 farms
between 2002 and 2017. However, the farm income generated by other farm-related income sources increased by
$1,051,000.

VI. Farm production expenses in Garfield County are becoming increasingly expensive.

In 2017, total farm production expenses in Garfield County reached $30,190,000, or an average of $58,135 per farm. This
is an increase of $19,711,000 from the total farm production expenses in the county in 1997 (which were $18,717,000
or an average of $37,435). The increase in farm expenditures could be resulting in a positive impact on Garfield County’s
overall economy, assuming that those dollars are spent within the county.

Between 1997 and 2017, farms saw the greatest increase in expenses associated with: (1) Hired farm labor (increased

by $33,534 per farm); (2) Contract labor (increased by $14,991 per farm); and, (3) Interest paid on debts (increased by
$10,123 per farm). Other notable increases include: (1) Feed purchased (increased by $4,269 per farm); (2) Supplies,
repairs and maintenance (increased by $3,542 per farm); and, (3) Livestock and poultry purchased or leased (increased by
$3,066 per farm).

VII. The number of “full-time” farm owners is increasing, as is the average age of farm producers.

Over the last 20-years, roughly 70-75% of all farms in Garfield County have been operated by “full-owners.” Full-owners
are people who only operate on land they own. Interestingly, the percent of total farms operated by full-owners increased
by 5.1% between 1997 and 2017. In contrast, the percent of total farms operated by “part-time owners” and “tenants”
declined by 3.7% and 4.6%, respectively.

Between 1997 and 2017, the average age of producers in Garfield County has increased from 54 years old to 58 years old.
In addition, the percent of total producers under the age of 35 declined by 0.2% and the percent of total producers 65 or
older increased by 15.6%. This indicates that there are fewer young producers to replace the producers in the county that
are at retirement age. This could have implications for the long-term health of agriculture in Garfield County.

VIII. The number of farm workers and the payroll per worker is increasing.
Over the last 20-years, the total number of farms in Garfield County with hired labor has increased from 121 farms to 151
farms. Coincidentally, the total number of farm workers employed by farms in the county has increased from 419 to 695.

Between 1997 and 2017, the payroll per farm worker in Garfield County increased from $6,179.00 to $11,782.73. Over
this same timeframe the payroll per farm worker in Colorado increased from $5,721.54 to $14,886.