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AGENDA
FOR THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO
August 27, 2019
Regular Meeting at 7:00 PM
at the Buena Vista Community Center
Piñon Room – 715 East Main Street, Buena Vista, Colorado
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES MAY TAKE ACTION ON ANY OF THE FOLLOWING AGENDA
ITEMS AS PRESENTED OR MODIFIED PRIOR TO OR DURING THE MEETING, AND
ITEMS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THE AGENDA ITEMS
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ROLL CALL

III.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

IV. AGENDA ADOPTION
The Board approves the agenda at the start of the meeting including modifications.
V.

CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of matters that are routine in nature that require review and/or approval, i.e. minutes and
reports. (Professional Service Agreements (PSA) that exceed $25,000.00 require the Consent Agenda to
be approved by a Roll Call vote)
A. Minutes
1. Board of Trustee Regular Meeting – August 13, 2019
2. Recreation Advisory Board – June 12, 2019
3. Recreation Advisory Board – July 10, 2019
4. Airport Board – May 21, 2019
5. Airport Board - June 18, 2019
B. Town Clerk Report

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT
Citizen participation where the public can sign up prior to the start of the meeting in order to speak up to
3 minutes for matters not on the agenda or for agenda items not scheduled for Public Hearing. Neither
Town Board nor Town staff should be expected to respond to matters raised in the Public Comment
segment of Board meetings. Nevertheless, Board members will always retain the right to ask questions
of the speaker and to respond then or at a later time to remarks made by any citizen.
VII. BUSINESS ITEMS
A. PUBLIC HEARING – Should the Board of Trustees approve an application transferring the Hotel &
Restaurant Liquor License currently issued to Ridlon Group LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria to Elkhorn
Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria?
The Board will consider approving the transfer of a Hotel & Restaurant Liquor License.
B. Building a Better Colorado (BBOC) – TABOR, Gallagher and Amendment 23
The Board will hold a discussion related to state wide tax and revenue sources for
government and schools.

This Agenda may be Amended
Posted at Buena Vista Town Hall, www.buenavistaco.gov, Post Office, and Public Library on
Friday, August 23, 2019
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C. Should the Board of Trustees approve adoption of Ordinance No. 08, Series 2019 entitled,
“AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO, DISSOLVING THE
TOWN OF BUENA VISTA ALTERNATIVE ENERGY AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING
STATION ENTERPRISE.”?
The Board will consider approving an ordinance dissolving the Electric Vehicle Charging
Station Enterprise.
D. Updates to the 2019 Fee Schedule
The Board will consider approving updates to the Fee Schedule with include School Impact Fees,
Dog License fees, Massage Parlor fees, and the rental deposit for the Aspen Room at the
Community Center.
VIII. STAFF REPORTS
1. Town Administrator
2. Town Treasurer
3. Principal Planner
4. IT Director
IX. TRUSTEE/STAFF INTERACTION
The Board discusses items with staff and staff can bring up matters not on the agenda.
X. ADJOURNMENT
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TOWN OF BUENA VISTA
MINUTES OF THE BUENA VISTA BOARD OF TRUSTEES
Pinon Room, Community Center 715 E. Main Street
Tuesday, August 13, 2019

MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES ARE A TRANSCRIPT OF THE GOVERNING
BODY’S ACTIONS RATHER THAN A VERBATIM RECORD OF DELIBERATIONS.
CALL TO ORDER
A regular meeting of the Board of Trustees was called to order by Mayor Duff Lacy, Tuesday,
August 13, 2019 at the Buena Vista Community Center, Pinon Room, 715 E. Main Street, Buena Vista,
Colorado having previously been noticed in accordance with the Colorado Open Meetings Law.
ROLL CALL

Attendee Name
Duff Lacy
Lawanna Best
Libby Fay
Mark Jenkins
Norm Nyberg
Cindie Swisher
David Volpe

Town Staff Present:
Town Administrator Phillip Puckett
Police Chief Jimmy Tidwell
Principal Planner Mark Doering
Airport Manager Jack Wyles
Town Clerk Paula Barnett
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Mayor Lacy led the pledge of allegiance.

Title
Mayor
Trustee
Trustee
Trustee
Trustee
Trustee
Trustee

Status
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present
Present

Town Treasurer Michelle Stoke
Fire Chief Dixon Villers
Public Works Director Shawn Williams
Recreation Director Earl Richmond
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AGENDA ADOPTION
MOTION NO. 1:
MOVE TO APPROVE THE AGENDA.
RESULT:
MOVER:
SECONDER:
AYES:

CARRIED
Trustee Jenkins
Trustee Best
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe

CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of matters that are routine in nature that require review and/or approval, i.e. minutes and
reports. (Professional Service Agreements (PSA) that exceed $25,000.00 require the Consent Agenda to
be approved by a Roll Call vote)
A. Minutes
1. BoT Regular Meeting – July 23, 2019
2. Beautification Advisory Board – July 11, 2019
3. Tree Advisory Board – July 11, 2019
4. Trails Advisory Board – July 2, 2019
B. Police Chief Report
C. Fire Chief Report
D. Adoption of Resolution No. 33, Series 2019 entitled,
“A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES FOR THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA,
COLORADO, DISSOLVING THE FIREHAWK CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION.?”
A resolution officially dissolving the Firehawk Condominium Association.
MOTION NO. 2:
MOVE TO APPROVE THE CONSENT AGENDA.
RESULT:
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Fay
SECONDER:
Trustee Volpe
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
PUBLIC COMMENT
No Public Comment was given.
BUSINESS ITEMS
Colorado Department of Corrections (CDOC) - Update on the exploration of a Transitional Work
Opportunity program in Buena Vista
Warden Jason Lengerich, Public Information Officer Annie Skinner, Facility Programs Manager Jennifer
Hansen, Case Manager Supervisor III Simon Denwalt from the Buena Vista Correctional Complex (BVCC),
along with Deputy Director of Prisons Moses Andre Stancil, and Project Liaison Melinda Nedd-Colón met
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with the Board to provide information on the Take TWO (Transitional Work Opportunity) Program that
the Department is exploring implementing at the Buena Vista facility.
Warden Lengerich stated if Colorado Department of Corrections (CDOC) determines it is beneficial to
proceed with the program, they will begin with six offenders who have been screened and vetted to
participate in the program. The group will complete the work needed to update the existing boot camp
dormitory style building that is within a secure fenced area on the Buena Vista Correctional Complex
(BVCC) grounds which will house the 50 to 75 program participants. Lengerich reviewed the goals of the
program:
• Incarcerated individuals will have the opportunity to acquire some monetary savings prior to
their release from the prison system, to improve their job skills to make them more marketable
and employable, and to re-establish a social network within the community.
• Colorado has a very low unemployment rate, which makes it difficult for employers to
maintain staff and hire new staff for lower paying jobs. This program will mitigate the local
labor shortage.
• To reduce the recidivism rate in Colorado. The high recidivism rates in the correctional/justice
system are driven by a multitude of factors. Several of those factors include the lack of work,
poor (or no) housing options, and a lack of connection to the community for returning
citizens.
Lengerich explained public safety of the community is the CDOC’s top priority. The Department has
developed a multistep in-depth screening process to identify eligible offenders for the program, and
offenders that are selected must meet the following criteria:
• Must be a low public safety risk to the outside community. No sex offenders will be entered
into this program.
• Have less than 1 year to finish their prison sentence.
• Have acceptable work skills and work history.
• Shown progression and have a record of good behavior.
Lengerich stated CDOC will ensure that all potential employers within the community are properly
reviewed and approved to provide the appropriate employment opportunities. Electronic
monitoring will be utilized to keep track of offenders for security, accountability and safety
precautions, and staff from BVCC will provide accountability and assistance to the Transitional Work
Program’s participants. CDOC has a security action plan it can to activate if an offender does not
report to work or the correctional facility. Local Law Enforcement and CDOC will work in conjunction
to ensure appropriate supervision and response to these individuals while in the community.
Lengerich stated the Department is exploring transportation options from the facility to the jobsites
which will need to be conducive to work schedules. Options include employers picking up and returning
offenders to the facility, and the Department has met with Wendell Pryor, Director of Chaffee County
Economic Development Corporation, to discuss the possibility of utilizing Chaffee County Shuttle.
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Lengerich stated CDOC will hold multiple public meetings to provide information, receive comments and
concerns, and answer questions.
Wendell Pryor shared with the Board that the county has a work force shortage, this program will
provide employees, and the Chaffee County Economic Development Corporation is supportive of the
program
The Trustees had several questions and comments related to the program which Lengerich answered,
and invited the Board and staff to tour the correctional complex.
Five Year Budget Projections
Town Administrator Phillip Puckett, and Treasurer Michelle Stoke reviewed with the Board a
Five Year Budget Projection plan that is based on stated priorities and anticipated revenues and
expense. Puckett stated the focus points of the plan include a structurally balanced budget, public safety
priorities, airport and water projects, growth impacts, and realistic revenue projections.
Stoke presented an overview of the general governments funds which includes town sale tax, county
sales tax and property taxes, interest, fees, donations, operating grants, capital grants, special revenue
funds, and enterprise funds.
Puckett reviewed the five year forecast which included the following:
Staffing
• Two additional firemen (three if awarded the SAFER grant)
• One additional traffic officer (this officer will be dedicated to traffic enforcement, and backup to
other needs within the department)
• Additional staff for Parks and cemetery maintenance
• Engineer for Public Works
Water Capital Projects
• Infiltration Gallery and Surface Water Treatment Expansion Project, and Well #4
• Small capital projects and ongoing maintenance
Airport Capital Projects
• Pavement maintenance, apron rehab, runway rehab, mower and snow removal equipment
Special Events
• Expand Recreation Administrative Assistant role from part-time to full-time, and transfer the
permitting and support duties currently being done by the Code Enforcement Officer.
Projected revenue growth from sales tax will level out
• To ensure adequate fund balances in case of a downturn in the economy, projections in the yearto-year sales tax revenue will decrease from 4.5% in 2020 to 2.0% in 2024.
Puckett shared that in summary, the Town can address the stated operating and capital priorities while
maintaining a structurally balanced budget. Street, Stormwater, and Water Funds have self-sustaining
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annual revenue and fund balances. The airport operating budget requires transfers from the General
Fund unless testing and wildfire operations occur at the site, as well as transfers to cover the Town
match for FAA/CDOT grants for airport capital projects. Other capital and operating needs such as a new
fire station, police station, Town Hall, Recreation Center, Ice Rink, and gym space will require new
revenue and/or funding sources.
Puckett stated due to the lengthy hiring procedures for firefighters, he would like the Board to allow
Chief Villers to begin the process as soon as possible.
MOTION NO. 3:
MOVE TO DIRECT STAFF TO PROCEED IN THE HIRING PROCESS FOR TWO FULL TIME FIREFIGHTERS.
RESULT:
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Best
SECONDER:
Trustee Fay
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
Consider adopting the 2019 Chaffee County Re-Entry Plan coordinating all County and Town resources
in the event of a significant emergency
Chief Villers reviewed with the Trustees the purpose of the plan is to provide safe re-entry into the
affected area following an incident. The plan outlines provisions to quickly evaluate and assess the
immediate human and animal needs (food, water, health/medical, and housing), and the operational
status of vital community infrastructure (emergency services, transportation, communications and utility
systems), in order to assist impacted localities with the restoration of essential services, and receive
federal funds.
The supporting agencies in the Re-Entry Plan include Chaffee County Office of Emergency Management,
Chaffee County Public Health Department, Chaffee County EMS, County-wide Fire Agencies, Chaffee
County Road and Bridge, Municipal Public Works Departments, Colorado State Patrol, State Parks and
Wildlife, American Red Cross, Chaffee County Building Department, Municipal Building Departments and
Chaffee County Assessor.
MOTION NO. 4:
MOVE TO APPROVE RESOLUTION NO. 34 ADOPTING THE 2019 CHAFFEE COUNTY RE-ENTRY PLAN.
RESULT:
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Swisher
SECONDER:
Trustee Volpe
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
Consider approving the Vehicle Purchase Agreement for a Fire Truck
Chief Villers reviewed with the Board he has located a fire truck that would replace the 1979 Fire
Rescue Truck that is no longer functional. The truck is a 2009 F550 Simon Mini Pumper, is in excellent
condition, and has less than 10,000 miles from the Epworth Community Fire Department which is
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located in Epworth, Indiana, with a cost of $79,000.00.
MOTION NO. 5:
MOVE TO ADOPT RESOLUTION NO. 35 APPROVING A VEHICLE PURCHASE AGREEMENT WITH
EPWORTH COMMUNITY FIRE DEPARTMENT FOR A 2009 F550 SIMON MINI PUMPER TRUCK.
RESULT:
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Swisher
SECONDER:
Trustee Best
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
STAFF REPORTS
1. Town Administrator - Highlights of the report in the packet were reviewed and Puckett
responded to Trustee comments and questions.
Puckett reviewed with the Trustees that Staff attended meetings with the Union Pacific Railroad,
Public Utilities Commission, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT), and a representative for Paul Moltz to discuss the CPW Land Swap. To
move forward with the project, it is necessary for the Town to order a traffic study for the Baylor
Drive intersection and Steele Drive. Puckett requested the Board to approve a $15,000.00
expenditure to complete the study.
MOTION NO. 6:
MOVE TO APPROVE A BUDGET EXPENDITURE NOT TO EXCEED $15,000.00 FOR A TRAFFIC STUDY.
RESULT:
ROLL CALL
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Fay
SECONDER:
Trustee Best
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
Staff also discussed concerns about pedestrian crosswalks and bike lane extension with CDOT.
CDOT recognized these issues and identified a few short-term fixes which include adding a
concrete median for the southernmost crossing, adjusting sign location so that lights/signs are
more visible, ensuring activation buttons and lights are working correctly, and adding signage to
inform pedestrians on how to safely enter the crosswalk.
Puckett reported Town has received multiple emails/calls/letters related to the condition of the
Mount Olivet Cemetery. Staff is aware of the issues and is currently working to mitigate the
problems.
2. Town Treasurer - Highlights of the report in the packet were reviewed and Stoke
responded to Trustee comments and questions.
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3. Airport Manager- Highlights of the report in the packet were reviewed and Wyles
responded to Trustee comments and questions.
4. Public Works Director - Highlights of the report in the packet were reviewed and Williams
responded to Trustee comments and questions.
5. Recreation Director- Highlights of the report in the packet were reviewed and Richmond
responded to Trustee comments and questions.
TRUSTEE/STAFF INTERACTION
Trustees and Staff reported on or commented about recent and upcoming events, activities and topics.
MOTION NO. 7:
THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS TO COME BEFORE THE BOARD, THAT THE MEETING
BE ADJOURNED AT 9:21 PM.
RESULT:
CARRIED
MOVER:
Trustee Best
SECONDER:
Trustee Fay
AYES:
Best, Fay, Jenkins, Nyberg, Swisher, Volpe
Respectfully submitted:
________________________________
Duff Lacy, Mayor
_________________________________
Paula Barnett, Town Clerk
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town of buena vista
P.O. Box 2002
Buena Vista, CO 81211
Phone: (719) 395-8643
Fax: (719) 395-8644
DATE:

August 27, 2019

TO:

Mayor and Board of Trustees

FROM:

Paula Barnett, Town Clerk
Melanie Jacobs, Deputy Town Clerk

RE:

July Clerk’s Office Activities

LIQUOR LICENSES
SPECIAL EVENTS PERMIT
• Boys & Girls Clubs of Chaffee County – Boots and Bolos Fundraiser – September 6th at
the Buena Vista Community Center
• Buena Vista Chamber of Commerce –
Gold Rush Days (location change) – August 10th and August 11th at the Buena Vista
Soccer Field
Business After Hours – July 18, 2019 – Legacy Bank
• Mile-Hi Jeep Club – All 4 Fun - July 27th, 28th, 30th, 31st, August 1st and 2nd at the Buena
Vista Rodeo Grounds
LICENSES RENEWED
• X & J LLC dba Jade Garden – Beer & Wine – 505 Hwy 24 N, Buena Vista
• The Rope, LLC dba The Lariat – Hotel & Restaurant – 206 East Main St, Buena Vista
BUSINESS LICENSES
NEW LICENSES ISSUED
• John Markalunas – 122 North Pleasant Ave / John Markalunas (STR)
• Art by David – Special Events / David Billesbach (artwork)
• Smoothie Revolution – Special Events / Clark Roberts (smoothies)
• Jade Electrical, LLC – Montrose, CO / Jesse Haywood (electrical work)
• Badger Mountain Woodworking ARC – Red Valley, AZ / Zelma King (construction labor)
• The Corner Condo in BV – 623 Cedar St #B104 / Bearland, LLC (STR)
• River Valley Construction, LLC – 16280 CR 350 / Stephen True (construction)
• Tyler Allen – Salida, CO / Tyler Allen (handyman)
• 311 Chestnut St BV, LLC – 311 Chestnut St / Scott & Dan Berdelle (STR)
• 315 Chestnut St BV, LLC – 315 Chestnut St / Dan & Meghan Berdelle (STR)
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•
•
•

Junker Properties – 821 McDonald Ave / Carrie & Alexander Junker (STR)
Collegiate Peaks Barber Shop – 301 East Main St #130 / Jackie Ezell (barbering)
201 Colorado – 201 North Colorado Ave / Trent & Shira Carlyle (STR)

LICENSES RENEWED - 4
CEMETERY
•

3 Site Sales

• 1 Interment
NOTARY SERVICES

•

44 Notarizations Performed

town of buena vista
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P.O. Box 2002
Buena Vista, CO 81211
Phone: (719) 395-8643
Fax: (719) 395-8644
DATE:

August 27, 2019

TO:

Mayor and Board of Trustees

FROM:

Paula Barnett, Town Clerk

AGENDA ITEM: Approve an application transferring the Hotel and Restaurant Liquor license from
Ridlon Group LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria to Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria
Liquor License Number 28-73917-0000
Expiration date March 28, 2020

Request
Transfer the Hotel and Restaurant Liquor license issued to Ridlon Group LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria to
Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria.
Overview – Background
Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC, manager Viet (Simon) Pham, submitted an application on July 18, 2019 for the
Transfer of Ownership of the current Hotel & Restaurant Liquor license issued to Ridlon Group LLC dba
Elkhorn Pizzeria to Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria. Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC is leasing the building
located at 601 Highway 24 North from Bobo’s Kingdom, LLC, manager Viet Pham, new owner of the
property.
The application was deemed complete, the appropriate fees were paid, and the application set for
public hearing before the Board of Trustees on August 27, 2019. Notice of the Public Hearing was
published in the Chaffee County Times on August 15, 2019, and posted on the property on August 12,
2019.
The results of the review of the application packet are as follows:
•

A background check and fingerprints were submitted for Viet Pham, and satisfactory results
were received from the Colorado Bureau of Investigation.

•

The building plans and specifications are a true representation of the facilities and the premises
comply with applicable zoning, building, health, and fire regulations. The Fire Chief, Police Chief,
Principal Planner, Code Enforcement Officer, and the Chaffee County Health Department have
approved the request.

•

Per CRS 44-3-303(2) a local licensing authority may issue a temporary permit to a transferee of
any retail class of alcohol beverage license issued by the local licensing authority. A temporary
permit authorizes a transferee to continue selling alcohol beverages as permitted under the
permanent license during the period in which an application to transfer the ownership of the
license is pending.
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Mr. Pham has completed the Town of Buena Vista Temporary Liquor License Application for
Transfer of Ownership Application and the Temporary Permit Application. Dependent upon the
Board’s decision to approve the transfer of the Hotel and Restaurant Liquor license from Ridlon
Group LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria to Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria, a Temporary Retail
Liquor Permit will be issued on August 28, 2019, with an expiration date of December 26, 2019.
•

Staff finds the State and Town applications are complete and meet the requirements set forth in
the Colorado Liquor Code, and therefore recommends the approval of the application of
Transfer of Ownership of the Hotel & Restaurant license issued to Ridlon Group LLC dba Elkhorn
Pizzeria to Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria.

•

Upon local approval by the Board, the application packet will be sent to the Colorado
Department of Revenue Liquor Enforcement Division for review and approval.

Budget Impact
There is no budget impact.
BOT Action
A motion to approve the Transfer of Ownership of the Hotel and Restaurant Liquor License from Ridlon
Group LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria to Elkhorn Pizzeria LLC dba Elkhorn Pizzeria.
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town of buena vista
P.O. Box 2002
Buena Vista, CO 81211
Phone: (719) 395-8643
Fax: (719) 395-8644
DATE:

August 20, 2019

TO:

Board of Trustees

FROM:

Joel Benson

RE:

Recent Conversations with Building a Better Colorado and Potential Fiscal Policy
Changes on the Horizon

At the end of July, Mt. Princeton Hot Springs hosted a community meeting with Reeves Brown, Mark
Zamora and some others from the group, Building a Better Colorado (BBCO). This group was formed a
few years ago with the intent of visiting with communities around the state to advance policy changes
that the communities as a whole want to see on a ballot. BBCO seeks to present ideas without prejudice.
Last election, 4 of 5 recommendations were approved by voters. This is the group’s second round of
gathering input to see what, if anything, could be improved relating to fiscal policy.
The group met with 37 communities, including Chaffee and Lake Counties, during the aforementioned
meeting. The executive committee for BBCO focused the discussions on three key fiscal policies that
have caused some headache to the state over time, especially when they are combined together: The
Taxpayer Bill Of Rights (TABOR); the Gallagher Amendment; and Amendment 23.
BBCO gathered information on these three and sought input as to whether people felt each of these was
fine as is, or needed to be changed and how that might look.
I went to a follow up meeting with about 100 total people from around the state to narrow down
comments from the 37 communities and provide additional input, especially related to the Gallagher
Amendment. Three people from each community meeting were invited to attend the follow up, in
Littleton.
This serves as an introduction to the process and to begin conversation on what these three fiscal
policies are, what they are intended to do, how they interact, and what potential ballot measures might
be advanced.
The three policies are complicated. I will attach three handouts for discussion purposes. The potential
policy options described on these handouts are by no means all-inclusive; there are probably many
other variations of these approaches, and there was not time to consider them all as part of the 2019
statewide conversation. A summary report of the statewide conversation will come out later this week,
but probably not in time for the packet. I will supply a copy separately as soon as practicable.
Additionally, This article from the Colorado Sun is a great overview of the three fiscal policies. There is a
scanned copy in your packet as well.
For additional information…
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This link on Wikipedia has a lot of information on TABOR.
This link on Wikipedia has some basic information on the Gallagher Amendment.
This link from the Colorado General Assembly has information on Amendment 23
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Colorado’s TABOR Amendment: What it IS, What is DOES, and Why it MATTERS
TABOR Amendment: What is it?
TABOR (an acronym for the Taxpayer Bill of Rights) is an amendment to Colorado’s constitution adopted
by Colorado voters in 1992 which requires voter approval to raise state or local taxes, and places a limit
on how much tax revenue may be collected by state and local governments. TABOR dictates that any
revenue in excess of the allotted limits must be refunded to the taxpayers.
While most states operate with some tax or spending limits, TABOR is the most restrictive Tax
Expenditure Limitation (TEL) in the country, with controls on the amount of revenue that can be
collected and spent, as well as on how and which taxes can be raised.
TABOR Amendment: How does it affect our Colorado way of life?
While TABOR has limited government growth, it has also contributed to shrinking our state budget
relative to the size of Colorado’s economy and thus forced the state to reduce discretionary funding for
some programs, such as higher education and transportation infrastructure, in order to meet mandated
funding requirements for other programs.
What does TABOR do?
1) TABOR prohibits tax increases without voter approval.
TABOR prohibits the state or a local government taxing district from increasing taxes without an
affirmative vote of the people within that district. This requirement has sometimes been
mistakenly described as “giving taxpayers the right to vote on taxes”, however, in reality,
taxpayers have ALWAYS had the right to vote on taxes – Rather, what TABOR did in this regard
was prohibit the taxpayers’ elected representatives in government from being able to raise
taxes WITHOUT such a vote of the people.
2) TABOR limits the growth of state and local tax revenues.
TABOR limits the ability of a state or local government taxing district’s revenue to grow over
time, and all “surplus” tax revenue which the taxing district might collect beyond the established
revenue limit must be refunded to the taxpayers of the district. TABOR defines different
parameters for establishing the limit on the growth of revenue for “state government”, “local
governments”, and local “school districts”. Although TABOR’s revenue growth limit is referred
to as a “spending limit” in the constitution, it is, in actuality, a limit on the amount of REVENUE
that state and local governments can collect because that revenue is subject to the limit
regardless of whether it is spent or saved.

How is the TABOR surplus returned to taxpayers?
TABOR requires that the state rebate to taxpayers within one year any excess revenue collected over the
revenue limit unless voters approve a revenue change that allows the state to keep all or part of the TABOR
surplus. TABOR does not specify how money is to be rebated to taxpayers, so lawmakers have utilized over
20 different mechanisms to rebate surplus funds to taxpayers since the adoption of TABOR in 1992. Under
current law, depending on the size of the TABOR surplus, surplus funds are required to be rebated to
taxpayers using a property tax break for seniors and disabled veterans as a first priority, and using a sales tax
break and a temporary reduction in the state income tax rate as additional mechanisms.
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TABOR’s Revenue/Spending Limit and State Revenue

(Bars show when economic growth forced the state’s historic annual state revenue
to exceed TABOR’s revenue limit, thus necessitating a refund to taxpayers.)

3) TABOR limits taxation options.
TABOR places limitations on the kinds of taxes that can be proposed and implemented. The
amendment specifically prohibits real estate transfer taxes, local income taxes and state
property taxes. It requires that any state income tax change have a single rate with no
surcharges.
4) TABOR defines requirements and restrictions concerning tax elections.
TABOR allows statewide tax-related measures to appear on the ballot in any year, whereas nontax measures can only appear on the ballot in EVEN-numbered years. TABOR requires that all
ballot measures which propose to increase taxes must begin with the words "SHALL TAXES BE
INCREASED ...?" in capital letters.
5) TABOR limits the ability of governments to save money in reserve.
Because TABOR’s revenue growth limit applies to revenues regardless of whether those
revenues are SPENT or SAVED, it limits the ability of government to grow their emergency
reserves unless they reduce spending accordingly.
How has TABOR impacted Colorado?
TABOR has had a number of significant impacts on local and state government budgets, and while much
of this impact is a result of the intended effect of TABOR, some of those impacts have been unintended
consequences resulting from the interaction of TABOR with other fiscal restrictions which Colorado
voters have also placed into our constitution over the years.
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1) TABOR has helped keep taxes low.
Colorado’s overall tax burden is lower
than most other states.
Compared to other states, Colorado’s
STATE government expenditures (as a
percent of the state’s Gross Domestic
Product) are lower while our LOCAL
government expenditures are about
average.

COMBINED State and Local Expenditures
as a Proportion of State GDP

TABOR has contributed to a reduction in
state tax rates.
While it’s unknown if the State would have
RAISED taxes in the absence of TABOR, it’s
likely that the State WOULDN’T have
LOWERED taxes as it has done three times since the adoption of TABOR. During the late 1990’s,
when the internet economy was developing and state revenues were growing beyond TABOR’s
revenue limit, Colorado’s state legislature approved reductions in both the State Income Tax and
State Sales Tax.
The legislature approved two reductions in the State Income Tax: from 5.0% to 4.75% in 1999,
and to 4.63% in 2000. The State Income Tax represents 2/3rds of the revenue to the “General
Fund” (the state’s discretionary “checkbook”) and these two reductions in the State Income Tax
rate contributed to reduced state collections/revenues thereafter, including an anticipated
reduction of over $600 million in FY2017-18. Additionally, in 2000, the legislature reduced the
State Sales Tax (which represents about 1/4th of the revenue to the General Fund) from 3.0% to
2.9%. Because TABOR requires an affirmative vote of the people to raise taxes, the State’s
Income Tax and Sales Tax have stayed at their reduced rates of 4.63% and 2.9%, respectively.
2) TABOR has shrunk the state’s General Fund operating budget as a percent of our economy.
Rather than simply LIMITING THE GROWTH of state government as most voters understood to
be the intention of TABOR, TABOR has actually SHRUNK the state’s General Fund operating
budget relative to the size of the economy (measured by “Personal Income”).

The State GENERAL FUND Operating Budget has
Shrunk as a Percent of Personal Income
4.4%
4.2%
4.0%
3.8%
3.6%
3.4%
3.2%
3.0%

The state’s discretionary General Fund primarily represents the sales and income taxes which
the state collects and uses to pay for essential programs like health care and K-12 education.

35
The reason that the General Fund has shrunk as a percent of personal income is because
Personal Income (a measurement of the size of our economy) grows faster than TABOR’s
inflation-based revenue limit.

Colorado’s Economy
(
Grows Faster than Inflation (

)
)

Source: Office of the State Controller and Legislative Council Staff

While the ACTUAL size of the state budget has certainly grown over time as an obvious result of
inflation and population growth, the RELATIVE size of the budget as a percent of the state’s
economy has shrunk, and this has prevented the state from being able to sustain service levels
for Colorado’s growing population.
3) TABOR doesn’t allow state spending on programs to keep up with the growth in the cost of
those programs.
A. TABOR’s “Population” constraint on revenue doesn’t keep up with the costs associated
with our population.
The segments of the population requiring the most state services, such as senior citizens
and children, often expand more rapidly than the population overall; therefore, as
population grows, the state’s cost per person also grows, but TABOR doesn’t allow
revenue to grow accordingly. For example, the fastest growing segment of Colorado’s
population (as a percent of total population) is our “over 65” citizens.
In prior years, Colorado has enjoyed a relatively young population compared with other
states. In 2010, Colorado had the 4th lowest share of seniors (age 65+) as a percent of our
total population (only 11%). Our relatively youthful population has meant that we’ve
previously had a larger share of our population in the workforce, which means our state
has enjoyed a relatively larger tax revenue and a relatively lower cost for senior health
care. This is changing as our previously large share of youthful “Baby Boomers” who
flocked to Colorado in the 1970’s to ski (and never left) are now aging into seniors.
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The fastest growing demographic of Colorado’s
population is our senior population.
(The percent of Colorado’s population Age 65+ is
expected to DOUBLE by 2047.)
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•
•

Between 2010-16, Colorado's population of seniors (age 65+) grew by 34%, which
was the 3rd fastest rate of growth in the US.
Over the next 30 years, the percent of Colorado’s population which is age 65+ is
expected to double from 10% to 20% -- at which point 1 in 5 Coloradans will be
seniors who will contribute relatively little tax revenue and consume relatively large
health care costs for our state.

Seniors are the MOST EXPENSIVE health care demographic.

Although Seniors make up only 6% of the Colorado Medicaid
population, they represent almost 20% of the total program cost.

Source: Colo Dept of Health Care Policy & Finance

Colorado’s senior population is not only the FASTEST GROWING segment of our
population, it’s also the MOST EXPENSIVE in terms of government services because of the
cost of long-term health care. Although seniors only make up 6% of the state’s Medicaid
population, they consume 20% of the total cost of the Medicaid program.
Medicaid (which is a health insurance program for low-income and needy people) is often
confused with Medicare (which is a separate federal program that provides health
coverage if you are 65 or older or have a severe disability, no matter your income).
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Because Medicare does NOT cover long-term care costs, and because Medicaid is paid for
(in part) by the State, the cost of long-term care for Colorado’s increasingly aging
population has a growing impact on the state budget.
B. TABOR’s “Inflation” constraint doesn’t keep up the with cost of government services.
The inflation measure that TABOR uses — the Denver-Aurora-Lakewood Consumer Price
Index (CPI) — measures changes in the cost of goods and services that INDIVIDUAL
consumers buy, like housing, clothing, and food, rather than the cost of public services
that state GOVERNMENT pays for, like construction costs, education and health care for
our aging population. The cost of providing public services grows much faster than the
general rate of inflation for consumer goods, in part because labor-intensive public
services are less likely to reap the efficiency and productivity gains achieved by other
sectors of the economy. For example, teachers can only teach so many students, and
nurses can only care for so many patients.

The cost of state services grows at a faster rate than the
cost of average consumer goods.
TABOR allows
the state
budget to grow
at the average
inflation rate for
ALL consumer
goods.

The cost of many state
services grows at a faster
rate than inflation.

Source: US Bureau of Labor Statistics

In short, because TABOR’s “Population + Inflation” revenue limit doesn’t allow
Colorado’s state budget (the General Fund) to keep pace with the normal growth in
the cost of maintaining the public services that Coloradans demand of their state
government, and because our state’s economy grows faster than inflation (because
our economy grows at the speed of inflation PLUS other factors like increases in
productivity), TABOR forces our state budget to therefore shrink relative to the size
of our economy.
4) TABOR has forced cuts in primary service areas of our state budget.
Because TABOR doesn’t allow the overall state budget to grow any faster than “Population +
Inflation”, and cost of the state’s largest four departments (K-12 Education, Health, Human
Services and Corrections) grows faster than inflation, the amount which the state has had to
dedicate to fund these four programs since the passage of TABOR in 1992 has grown from about
70% of the total state General Fund budget to over 80%. In turn, the remainder of the state’s
budget available to pay for all other programs has shrunk from about 30% to less than 20%.
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The percent of the state’s General Fund budget dedicated to
funding the four largest departments has grown from 70% to
Shrinking discretionary state budget to fund all other programs
80% since the passage of TABOR.
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As a result, over the last 25 years, the legislature has been forced to significantly reduce state
support for other funding priorities like Higher Education.
It's important to note that funding is only ONE component of achieving successful outcomes in
any program area; other factors such as establishing measurable program performance metrics
and linking additional investments to demonstrated improvements in performance, and
ensuring an efficient division of resources between program investments and accompanying
administrative costs, are also essential components of achieving successful outcomes in any
program area. In short, more funding alone in any program area does not guarantee better
program outcomes; funding is only effective to the extent that it is strategically invested and
efficiently utilized.
What’s does the impact of TABOR on our state budget mean for YOU?
The fiscal constraints which we’ve embedded into our constitution since the 1980’s, including
TABOR, have forced reductions in funding for several important state service areas that affect
our everyday lives.
Budget Challenges for HIGHER EDUCATION
The state’s reduction in support for Higher Education – from 15% of the state’s General
Fund budget in 1992 when TABOR was adopted to only 8% today -- has resulted in shifting
the funding burden for Higher Education from the State to students.

39

Students’ Share of College Tuition has Increased
as State Support has been Reduced
Average Resident Student's Share of College
(adjusted for inflation in 2016 dollars)
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•
•

Average state funding for Colorado resident students has been cut by almost HALF since
FY 2000-01. (adjusted for inflation)
In FY 2000-01, the state covered 68 percent of the cost of college, while students and
families picked up 32 percent. Today, those numbers have reversed with students and
families covering two-thirds of the costs and the state paying for one third.

Budget Challenges for K-12 Education
In 2009, in the wake of “The Great Recession” and faced with significant budget shortfalls,
the Colorado legislature made the difficult decision to cut about $1 billion/year from the
state’s annual budget for K-12 education by reinterpreting the “Amendment 23”
constitutional K-12 funding mandate (adopted in 2000) to ONLY apply the mandated
funding increase to the “base” per-pupil funding requirement and NOT the additional
“disparity factors” which allocate additional funding to address inequities between student
populations . This reinterpretation has withstood a Supreme Court challenge and has
contributed to Colorado’s declining performance in the following national K-12 rankings.
•
•

•
•

Colorado continues to invest less per pupil than the national average and now ranks
42nd in per pupil spending. (Source: Education Week) Colorado spends $2,800 below
the national average per pupil (adjusted for regional cost differences)
Colorado ranks 50th in teacher wage competitiveness—compares teachers to nonteachers with similar education, experience and hours worked. (Source: Rutgers
Education Law Center) Colorado ranks 2nd in number of novice teachers (1st or 2nd
year) in the classroom (Source: Education Week, October 2016)
58% of Colorado districts (104 out of 178 school districts) are on or have some schools
on 4-day school weeks, primarily forced due to budget reductions. This has more than
doubled since 2000.
Colorado’s graduation rate lags the national average in EVERY student subgroup.

While the portion of the state budget to fund K-12 education would be much larger today if
the legislature had NOT reinterpreted “Amendment 23” in 2009, other state priorities – like
funding for higher education – would be significantly reduced or perhaps defunded entirely.
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4 Largest State Departments as a % of Total General Fund Budget
Available state funding for smaller programs like Higher
Ed would be much less today if the legislature hadn’t cut
K-12 by $1 billion/year beginning in 2009
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Budget Challenges for Transportation Infrastructure
Because of the constraints on our state budget, the state has not been able to keep up with
much-needed investments in our statewide transportation infrastructure.

Since 1991,
Colorado’s
population has Colorado Tran
• Colorado’s
grown by 64%, and
• Vehicle Mi
Vehicle Miles
• Total Lane
Traveled has
• State spen
increased 82%,
while the amount
that CDOT spends
per person has
declined from $125
to $69 (adjusted for
inflation) and the
total lane miles on
our highways to
transport that
growing population
has only gone up by
2%.
•

The largest source of funding for Colorado’s transportation system is the “gas tax” which
has not been adjusted for inflation since 1991. Every $1 generated from the gas tax in
1991 is only worth 56-cents today. As a result, CDOT estimates that Colorado’s roads
and highways face a $9 billion revenue shortfall over the next decade.
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•
•

41% of Colorado’s major urban roads are in poor condition. 43% are in mediocre or fair
condition and the remaining 15% are in good condition.
6% of Colorado’s locally and state-maintained bridges are structurally deficient.

5) TABOR has a “ratchet-down” effect on local property tax revenues by interacting with the
“Gallagher Amendment” which we’ve also placed in our constitution.
TABOR’s constraints on our state’s ability to invest in public services is compounded by the way
that it interacts with the “Gallagher Amendment” which Colorado voters adopted into our state
constitution ten years prior to TABOR in 1982.
The Gallagher Amendment froze the ratio of the total valuation of “Residential” and “NonResidential” property in the state so that Residential property would never constitute more than
about 45% of all property value in Colorado. However, since its adoption in 1982, the valuation
of Residential property has consistently outpaced the value of Non-Residential property such
that Residential property now makes up about 80% of the valuation of all property in the state.
Gallagher requires the legislature to reduce the rate at which Residential property is taxed in
order to meet its requirement that the valuation of Residential property doesn’t constitute
more than 45% of the total valuation of all property in the state.
TABOR complicates Gallagher in two ways:
1. Although not yet tested in court, while the Gallagher Amendment requires that the
Residential Assessment Rate be LOWERED during times when the growth in Residential
valuation outpaces the growth in Non-Residential valuation, TABOR has been
interpreted to prohibit the legislature from conversely abiding by Gallagher’s
requirement that the Residential Assessment Rate be RAISED during times when the
formula would support such an increase. This results in an irreversible ratcheting down
of the Residential Assessment Rate.
2. Because TABOR limits the amount of tax revenue which a taxing jurisdiction can collect
without voter approval, it can force the mill levy to automatically be reduced, either
permanently or with a temporary credit, when the growth in property values and the
corresponding property tax revenues exceed TABOR’s revenue limit. Conversely, while
mill levies were traditionally allowed to float upward when property values decreased in
order to counteract economic cycles and help protect local governments’ primary
revenue source, TABOR prevents the mill levies from increasing without a vote of the
people. (NOTE: While most counties have “de-Bruced”, this still doesn’t allow them to
increase mill levies without a vote of the people.) As a result of TABOR’s forced
reduction in mill levies when property values grow and the inability of those mill levies
to conversely float upward when property values decline, the collision between TABOR
and Gallagher has in some cases led to a structural ratcheting down effect on the mill
levy and the resulting funding for local governments.
Local property taxes used to be the primary funding source for K-12 education in Colorado. In
1982, local property taxes funded 60% of K-12 education, and the state General Fund provided
the other 40% of funding. A combination of interacting policies has shifted this burden to the
state over time:
1. First, the Gallagher Amendment has reduced local property tax revenue by consistently
forcing the Residential Assessment Rate down over time as the overall value of
Residential property in the state has outpaced the overall value of Non-Residential
property.
2. Second, because the TABOR Amendment forces the local mill levy down during times of
net growth in property tax revenues, but conversely no longer allows that levy to float
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back up during times of decreasing property tax revenues, this has resulted in a gradual
ratcheting-down of the local mill levy.
Since 1992, the combination of both the declining Residential Assessment Rate and the
declining mill levy has dramatically reduced the amount of local property tax revenue
which School Districts receive.
3. Third, the School Finance Act, which is designed to ensure that every student in
Colorado has the same opportunity for a quality education regardless of where the
student lives and regardless of the student’s unique personal and family circumstances,
requires that the State automatically backfill these reduced K-12 revenues. (For
example, small rural school districts receive extra funding under the formula to make up
for their lack of any economies of scale due to their small size and geographic isolation,
and districts which have a high percentage of at-risk students receive extra money
under the formula to help pay for their more expensive education.)
As the amount of funding which School Districts receive from local property tax revenues has
declined, and as the State has subsequently had to backfill this declining local funding source,
the burden of funding K-12 has gradually and consistently shifted from local governments to the
State. The state now provides almost 70% of funding for K-12 schools, with local property taxes
providing only 30% of funding. This increasing shift in the burden for funding local K-12 School
Districts now consumes 40% of the state’s General Fund, which leaves a shrinking amount of
state funding to pay for other priorities like prisons and higher education.

Shift in Responsibility for Funding Local School Districts: Local to State
1989
2015
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The Bottom Line
TABOR is a story of two very valid and competing values.
• On the one hand, TABOR has helped to reduce Coloradans’ tax burden.
• On the other hand, in life, we generally get what we pay for, and reduced tax revenues
has meant reduced investment in our public infrastructure, and therefore reduced
performance in public services such as the quality of K-12 education, access to higher
education, and the capacity of our transportation system.

BBCO 2019 Community Conversation
TABOR Amendment Policy Options
OPTIONS
A. Do nothing.

B. Allow taxing authorities to
automatically “float”
(increase/decrease) their mill levies to
sustain a constant revenue stream in
response to decreases/increases in the
assessment rate.
C. Modify revenue cap to correlate with
growth in Economy rather than
Inflation.
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PROS
1. Easiest option.

CONS
1. Will continue to reduce funding for local services
disproportionately adversely impact poorer
communities, continue shift in tax burden to business
2. Residential property taxes will most likely continue to
sector, and continue to grow state’s share of K-12
decrease.
funding.
3. Forces a smaller state government relative to the size 2. Forces a smaller state government relative to the size of
of our economy.
our economy.
1. Stops erosion of funding for local services and growth 1. Potentially accelerates the shift of property tax burden
of state’s share of K-12 funding.
from Residential to Non-residential which
disproportionately adversely impacts rural communities
with less commercial value.
2. Continues to shrink state government relative to the size
of our economy and force cuts in some state programs
to support others.
1. Allows the state to retain and invest MOST funds that
would otherwise have to be refunded to taxpayers,
thus allowing the state budget to better keep up with
growth of service demands.

1. Reduces (and potentially eliminates) TABOR rebates for
the foreseeable future.

D. Eliminate revenue cap as most LOCAL
1. Allows the state to retain and invest ALL funds that
governments have done, and allow the
would otherwise have to be refunded to taxpayers,
state to retain revenues during times of
thus allowing the state budget to better keep up with
economic growth and invest in state
growth of service demands.
services. (How should the state
reinvest any additional revenues that
2. Simple repeal in constitution requires only simpleare retained.)
majority approval of voters.

1. Eliminates TABOR rebates.

E. Restore ability of legislature to increase
taxes without voter approval under
certain circumstances.
• Super-majority vote of both
legislative chambers?
• Other parameters?

1. Eliminates current authority of taxpayers to approve all
state tax increases.

1. Restores to some degree the original authority of
legislature to raise revenues to meet the state’s
public service demands.
2. May be easier to get voter support than entirely
restoring legislature’s original taxing authority.

2. May be difficult to pass because it removes one of
TABOR’s two primary restrictions.

2. May be difficult to pass because it removes one of
TABOR’s two primary restrictions and requires 55% vote.
(Would have to ENTIRELY restore legislature’s taxing
authority to only require simple-majority vote.)
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Colorado’s Gallagher Amendment: What it IS, What is DOES, and Why it MATTERS
GALLAGHER Amendment: What is it?
The Gallagher Amendment to Colorado’s constitution was adopted by voters in 1982 and requires that residential
property in the state never constitutes more than approximately 45% of total assessed property valuation in order
to limit the potential contribution of residential property to the state’s total property tax pool.
GALLAGHER Amendment: How does it affect our Colorado way of life?
The frozen 45% residential property valuation ratio is forcing down the taxable value of houses (from 30% in 1982
to 7.2% today). While this provides for lower property taxes for homeowners, it is eroding the residential
property tax base on which local community services (such as fire protection and local support for schools) rely for
funding, shifting the property tax burden from residential homeowners to business owners, and shifting the
burden (and control) for funding K-12 education from local communities to the state.

The taxable value of houses in Colorado has declined by 75% since
the Gallagher Amendment was adopted in 1982.
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What is property tax?
Property taxes are used to pay for local government services. In 2017, just over 50% of property tax revenues
were used to fund local K-12 school districts; the remainder supports local services provided by counties, special
districts, and, to a lesser degree, cities and towns (which are primarily funded by sales taxes), including fire
protection, recreation, water and sewer infrastructure, libraries and county road maintenance. Property taxes in
Colorado are assessed, collected and spent locally.

Special
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Colorado has not imposed a state level
Uses of Property Taxes
property tax since 1964, and therefore
property tax revenues do not pay for any state
services like highways, prisons, or higher
education. Rather, state services are paid for
through a combination of the state income
tax, the state sales tax, motor fuel taxes fees
and other tax revenues.
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How is Colorado’s property tax calculated?
Colorado’s property tax revenue is calculated by the following simple formula which includes three parts:
1. “Base Property Value” = The market value of your property.
2. “Assessed Property Value” and “Assessment Rate”
The base property value is multiplied by an “Assessment Rate” to determine how much of the market
value of your property is subject to taxation. The Assessment Rates are set by law and in the state
constitution for each class of property (Residential, Commercial, Agricultural, etc) in order to allow
different classes of property to contribute to the total tax burden at different levels.
The “Assessed Value” is the taxable value of your property and is determined by multiplying your
property’s base market value by an “Assessment Rate” which has been established for your class of
property.
Property Class
Agricultural
Commercial
Industrial
Residential
State Assessed
Vacant Land
3.

Assessment Rate
BEFORE “Amendment 1”
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%
30%

Assessment Rate
AFTER “Amendment 1”
29.0
29.0
29.0
Fluctuates, currently 7.2%
29.0
29.0

“Mill Levy”
The mill levy is the rate of tax that is applied to the assessed value of a property to determine property tax
revenue. One mill is one dollar per $1,000 dollars of assessed value. For example, if your property has a
taxable value of $100,000, and the mill levy in your community is 1 mill (or an effective “tax rate” of .001),
you'll pay $100 in taxes. Tax mills are approved by voters, and the mill levy on your property will include all
of the various tax mills which voters in your jurisdiction (city, county, state and any special districts) have
approved over the years.
Property
Tax
Revenue

=

Assessed Property Value
(The taxable value of property.)
Base Property Value
(based on the market)

X

X

Mill Levy
(The rate of
taxation.)

Assessment Rate
(set by law and in
the constitution)

Why did Coloradans adopt the Gallagher Amendment in 1982?
“Amendment 1” – which included the Gallagher Amendment – was the culmination of a property tax revolt that
began in Colorado in the late 1970’s as a result of growing frustration among Colorado voters about the increasing
property tax which they were paying as their property values grew. The late 1970s in Colorado were a time of
extremely high inflation and high growth, especially along the Front Range, and these two factors contributed to
causing property values to grow at a rate of about 1% per month from 1969 through much of the 1970s and
beyond. Taxing authorities were either unwilling or unable to alleviate this frustration by lowering their mill levies
enough to offset the growing property values and maintain a consistent tax revenue. Additionally, prior to the
adoption of the comprehensive property tax reforms in “Amendment 1”, there was no statewide oversite to
ensure that each county assessed property values in a consistent manner.
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How did the Gallagher Amendment affect Colorado property taxes?
The Gallagher Amendment froze the ratio of the total value of Non-Residential and Residential property. When
the Gallagher Amendment was proposed in 1982, Non-residential property made up 55% of the state’s total
aggregate property valuation, and Residential property made up the other 45% of that total valuation. The
Gallagher Amendment froze these relative ratios at the 1982 levels so that Residential property in Colorado would
always constitute approximately 45% of the total property valuation.
The Gallagher Amendment further required that the legislature adjust the Assessment Rate for Residential
property every two years (up or down as might be necessary) to ensure that the aggregate statewide valuation for
Residential property continue to represent only 45% of the state’s total property valuation. However, while the
legislature HAS lowered the Residential Assessment Rate as the Gallagher formula required during times when the
total value of Residential property was outpacing the value of Non-Residential property, the subsequent passage
of the TABOR Amendment in 1992 has been interpreted to prohibit the legislature from conversely raising the
Residential Assessment Rate when the Gallagher formula would accommodate an increase; in short, Gallagher has
created an unsustainable and unstoppable downward spiral of the Residential Assessment Rate.
What have been the impacts of the Gallagher Amendment?
While the Gallagher Amendment was intended to address specific challenges at a specific time when it was
proposed and passed in 1982, changes in real estate market conditions over time and the passage of subsequent
constitutional amendments which retroactively affect the Gallagher Amendment have created unforeseen and
unintended consequences that are causing significant challenges for Colorado today.
1) The frozen Residential/ Non-Residential ratio is forcing down the Assessed Value of houses (from 30%
in 1982 to 7.2% today) and jeopardizing community services which rely on that Residential property tax
base.
Colorado’s robust population growth over the last three decades has resulted in the state’s total
Residential property value significantly outpacing the growth of the state’s total Non-residential property
value.

Colorado Population Growth
(in millions)
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Today, Residential property makes up about 80% of the actual market value of all property in the state.
However, because the Gallagher Amendment froze the ratio of Non-residential and Residential property
values at their 1982 levels and limits the taxable value of all Residential property to never constitute more
than approximately 45% of the state’s total property valuation, the state has been forced to continually
reduce the Assessment Rate for Residential property to maintain this frozen ratio.
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Millions

The ACTUAL Value of "Residential" Property in Colorado Now
Constitutes 80% of Total Property Values
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As long as the growth in value of Residential property in the state outpaces the growth in the value of
Non-Residential property, the Gallagher Amendment forces the Residential Assessment Rate down.
When we adopted the Gallagher Amendment in 1982, this Assessment Rate for Residential property was
30%; today, it’s been forced down to only 7.2% and is expected to continue to decline.

As Residential property values rise, the Gallagher Amendment has
continually forced down the Residential Property Tax Assessment Rate
in order to comply with the Constitutional Mandate that Residential
Property only makes Up 45% of Total Property Values in Colorado
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For example, the property tax collected on a $300,000 house in a local taxing district that collects 60 mills
(mill rate of 60 mills per $1,000 = .06) would be:
Market Value of house
X Assessment Rate
X Mill Levy rate (60 mills)
= Annual Property Tax collected

1981

$300,000
30%
.06
$5,400

2017

$300,000
7.20%
.06
$1,296 (a reduction of 76%)

2) The forced decline in the Residential Assessment Rate disproportionately and adversely impacts the
poorest communities with the lowest rates of growth in Residential property values.
Because the Gallagher Amendment sets the Residential Assessment Rate statewide, it requires that it be
the SAME for all counties. And since the actual market value of Residential property grows at DIFFERENT
rates in different counties, the impact of the declining Residential Assessment Rate affects each county
tax base differently; specifically, for those counties whose Residential values are growing more slowly, the
declining Residential Rate causes a larger decline in the Residential property tax base.
For example, let’s assume the Gallagher Amendment requires that the Residential Assessment Rate be
reduced from 7% to 6% during a particular 2-year property assessment cycle; that 1% change amounts to
a 14% decrease in the Assessment Rate (1% change divided by 7% rate), and…
1. If the market value of the average house within one jurisdiction grows at a rate which is EQUAL to
the required 14% decrease in the Assessment Rate, then the 14% reduction in the Assessment
Rate will cancel the 14% growth in market value, and therefore the Assessed Value of the average
house and that jurisdiction’s residential tax base doesn’t change.
2. However, if the market value of the average house in another jurisdiction grows at a rate which is
LESS than the 14% decrease in the Assessment Rate, then the 14% reduction in the Assessment
Rate results in a lower Assessed Value of the average house and a reduction in that jurisdiction’s
residential tax base. For example, if the market value of the average house in this jurisdiction
only grew by 8%, then a 14% required reduction in the Residential Assessment Rate would result
in a net 6% reduction in the Assessed Value of the average house and a corresponding reduction
in that jurisdiction’s overall tax base.
Typically, the state’s poorest communities are located in rural areas which have the slowest
growth in Residential market values, and therefore the Gallagher Amendment forces a reduction
in their residential property tax base when the market value in other more prosperous
communities is growing. As an example using school districts, the map below demonstrates the
change in Residential Assessed Values by district from 2016 to 2017.
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Change in Residential Assessed Values by School District, 2016 to 2017

Colorado Legislative Council, 2017

3) The forced decline in the Residential tax base, and subsequent efforts by local taxing authorities to
increase their mill levy to offset this decline, unfairly shifts the property tax burden to
Commercial/Business property owners which creates an unfriendly tax environment for growing and
attracting businesses.
As the Gallagher Amendment forces down the Residential Assessment Rate, the corresponding
Assessment Rate for Commercial property is frozen at 29%. Therefore, when taxpayers vote to increase
their mill levy to offset the effect of the declining Residential property tax base, the property tax burden is
shifted to business property owners who are forced to pay for a higher mill levy at the higher fixed
Commercial Assessment Rate. Currently, owners of Commercial and Industrial properties bear over 4X
the property tax burden of Residential property owners on property with the same market value.
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4) The Taxpayers Bill of Rights (TABOR), which voters adopted in 1992, further complicates the property
tax challenge created by the Gallagher Amendment.
1. While the Gallagher Amendment requires that the Residential Assessment Rate be LOWERED
during times when the growth in Residential values outpaces the growth in Non-Residential
values, TABOR prohibits the legislature from conversely abiding by Gallagher’s requirement that
the Residential Assessment Rate be RAISED during times when the formula would support such an
increase. This results in an irreversible ratcheting down of the Residential Assessment Rate.
2. Because TABOR limits the amount of tax revenue which a taxing jurisdiction can collect without
voter approval, it forces the mill levy to automatically be reduced when the growth in property
values exceeds TABOR’s revenue limit. Conversely, while mill levies were traditionally allowed to
float upward when property values decreased in order to counteract economic cycles and help
protect local governments’ primary revenue source, TABOR prevents the mill levies from
increasing without a vote of the people. As a result, the collision between TABOR and Gallagher
has in some cases led to a structural ratcheting down effect on the mill levy and the resulting
funding for local governments.
5) The declining ability of local school districts to adequately fund K-12 education has shifted the K-12
funding burden from local school districts to the State.
Local property taxes used to be the primary funding source for K-12 education in Colorado, however, a
combination of interacting policies has shifted this burden to the state over time:
1. First, the Gallagher Amendment has reduced local property tax revenue by consistently forcing
the Residential Assessment Rate down over time as the overall value of Residential property in
the state has outpaced the overall value of Non-Residential property.
2. Second, because the TABOR Amendment forces the local mill levy down during times of net
growth in property tax revenues, but conversely no longer allows that levy to float back up during
times of decreasing property tax revenues, this has resulted in a gradual ratcheting-down of the
local mill levy.
3. Third, the School Finance Act requires that the State automatically backfill these reduced K-12
revenues. As the amount of funding which School Districts receive from local property tax
revenues has declined, and as the State has subsequently had to backfill this declining local
funding source, the burden of funding K-12 has gradually and consistently shifted from local
governments to the State. The state now provides almost 70% of funding for K-12 schools, with
local property taxes providing only 30% of funding. This increasing shift in the burden for funding
local K-12 School Districts now consumes 40% of the state’s General Fund, which leaves a
shrinking amount of state funding to pay for other priorities like prisons and higher education.

Shift in Responsibility for Funding Local School Districts: Local to State
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BBCO 2019 Community Conversation
Gallagher Amendment Policy Options
OPTIONS
A. Do nothing.

B. Repeal Gallagher’s frozen ratio between
Residential and Non-Residential
property to stop the decline in the
Residential Assessment Rate.
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PROS
1. Easiest option.

CONS
1. Will continue to reduce funding for local services
disproportionately adversely impact poorer
communities, continue shift in tax burden to business
2. Residential property taxes will most likely continue to
sector, and continue to grow state’s share of K-12
decrease.
funding.
1. Stops erosion of funding for local services,
1. Stops the continued decrease in the Residential property
disproportionate adverse impact on poorer
tax rate.
communities, shift in tax burden to business sector,
and growth of state’s share of K-12 funding.
2. Possibly difficult to sell to voters.
2. By simply REPEALING language in the constitution, it
only requires simple majority to pass.

C. Reclassify “non-primary residences”
and/or “vacation rentals” at a higher
assessment rate to slow the growth in
value of Residential Property and slow
the decline in Residential Assessment
Rate.

D. Replace the STATEWIDE Residential
assessment rate with a REGIONAL rate
to prevent HI-growth areas from driving
down the Residential assessment rate in
LO-growth areas.
E. Amend TABOR to allow taxing
authorities to automatically “float”
(increase/decrease) their mill levies to
sustain a constant revenue stream in
response to decreases/increases in the
assessment rate.

1. SLOWS erosion of funding for local services, shift in
tax burden to business sector, and growth of state’s
share of K-12 funding.
2. Would likely still allow Residential Assessment Rate
to decrease.

1. Likely doesn’t stop erosion of funding for local services,
disproportionate adverse impact on poorer
communities, shift in tax burden to business sector, and
growth in state’s share of K-12 funding.

3. Possibly easier to sell to voters. (Wouldn’t even need
voter approval if legislature reclassified these
properties at 29% “non-residential” rate.)
1. Prevents growth in residential values on ONE area of 1. Creates inequities in Residential Assessment Rates for
the state (metro) from forcing down the Residential
properties which are adjacent/near established regional
Assessment Rate in OTHER areas where values
boundaries.
aren’t growing as fast, thus slowing or stopping
erosion of residential property tax base to fund local
services.
1. Stops erosion of funding for local services and
1. Potentially accelerates the shift of property tax burden
growth of state’s share of K-12 funding.
from Residential to Non-residential which
disproportionately adversely impacts rural communities
with less commercial value.
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Colorado’s “Amendment 23”: What it IS, What is DOES, and Why it MATTERS

Overview of K-12 Education Funding

Funding Colorado’s K-12 education system is one of the primary responsibilities of our state government
and is embedded into our original state constitution. As a requirement of statehood to be admitted
into the Union, Colorado had to demonstrate that it provided for a system of free and public education.
Since Colorado’s statehood, funding K-12 education has been a partnership effort between both state
and local governments through an increasingly complex series of fiscal formulas, state laws and a
constitutional spending mandate. At 40% of the state’s budget, K-12 education is the largest
expenditure out of Colorado’s General Fund and consumes 50% of local property tax revenues.

Funding K-12 Education represents about 40% of
the State’s General Fund Budget
K-12
Education
39%
Judicial
5%
Corrections
7%
Health Care
27%

Higher
Education
8%General
Govt
1%
Other
5%
Human
Services
8%

Colorado General Fund budget, FY2017-18
Source: Colorado Legislative Council

Though funding K-12 education is a priority of the State, that funding has been challenged over the last
30 years as a result of three primary factors:
1) An erosion of the local property tax base caused by the interaction of the Gallagher Amendment
to our constitution (adopted in 1982) and the TABOR amendment (which was adopted in 1992).
2) An erosion of state revenues relative to the size of the economy as a result of the Taxpayers’ Bill
of Rights (TABOR) Amendment (1992).
3) Increasing costs for funding K-12 education as a result of the addition of program requirements
related to students’ special needs, accountability, accreditation, assessments, school safety, and
changes to and school curriculum.

How Gallagher, TABOR and Amendment 23 have affected K-12 Funding

As their largest budget expenditure (40% of the state’s General Fund budget), funding K-12 education is
a partnership effort between local and state governments. While local governments have historically
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had primary responsibility for funding (and managing) K-12 education, the erosion of the local
residential property tax base (caused by the Gallagher Amendment and its unintended interaction with
the TABOR Amendment) has inhibited the ability of local governments to fund K-12 and has thus forced
the State to assume the majority share of that funding responsibility. And, to the extent that the State
has been forced to assume an increasing share of the responsibility for funding K-12 education, the State
has correspondingly assumed a larger role in the oversight and management of what has traditionally
been an area of primarily LOCAL control.

1982: Gallagher Amendment

Colorado voters adopt the “Gallagher” amendment to the state constitution which begins a
long-term erosion of the local residential property tax base on which schools depend for local
funding. Local governments try to counter this erosion of their property tax base by “floating”
their local tax rate (mill levy) upward to sustain a consistent funding stream to support K-12
education. (This ability to “float” local mill levies is later prohibited by the voters’ subsequent
adoption of the TABOR Amendment in 1992 which challenges K-12 funding.)

Growth in residential property values, coupled with Gallagher’s
interaction with the TABOR Amendment, has forced down the
Residential Tax Assessment Rate and thus eroded the residential
property tax base which provides local funding for K-12.
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Residential Assessment Rate

Because of the interaction between the “Gallagher Amendment” (1982) and the TABOR
Amendment (1992), the local residential property tax base has been eroded over time. This
erosion of the tax base has challenged the ability of local school districts to equitably fund K-12
education locally, thus forcing the burden for funding K-12 education – and the accompanying
primary decision authority for administering K-12 education – to gradually shift from LOCAL
governments to the STATE government. In 1989, the state was responsible for contributing
43% of total K-12 funding; the state’s share had grown to 69% by 2015.
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Shift in Responsibility for Funding Local School Districts: Local to State
1989
2015
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1992: TABOR Amendment

Colorado voters adopt the “Taxpayers Bill of Rights” (TABOR) amendment to the state
constitution which limits funding for state and local governments (of which K-12 is the largest
component at 40% of the state budget) and prohibits state and local government from
sustaining consistent funding streams to support K-12 without ongoing voter approval. The
interaction between TABOR and Gallagher created new disparity in local mill levy rates –
perversely keeping mill levies high in poorer districts and forcing them lower in wealthier
districts – and also began a continual shift in the K-12 funding responsibility from local
governments to the state government. Additionally, TABOR was interpreted to say that districts
could no longer increase their mills for program funding.

2000: Amendment 23

In response to TABOR’s erosion of the state’s revenue base and increasing K-12 costs, Colorado
voters adopt “Amendment 23” to Article IX, Section 17 of the state constitution which required
the state to fund K-12 at a minimum amount every year, regardless of economic conditions.
1. Mandated INCREASED funding for K-12 for 10 years
By increasing funding by 1% per year for ten years, Amendment 23 proposed to return
funding for K-12 to the level it was in 1988 when Colorado’s per-pupil investment was
roughly equal to the national average.
2. Mandated MINIMUM FUNDING for K-12 based on Student Enrollment and Inflation
Amendment 23, as originally interpreted, required that the state annually increase both
“BASE funding” and “FACTOR funding” by the rate of inflation PLUS student population, and
increase “Categorical funding” by the rate of inflation, alone.
a. “BASE funding” represents the minimum amount of funding required to educate a
student with no special needs. The “base” represents costs for such things as salaries
for teachers and administrators, staff development, technology, software, and class
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materials. Prior to the State’s reinterpretation of Amendment 23 in 2010, “base
funding” also included additional “factor funding” to compensate for disparity between
schools caused by their unique percentage of “At Risk” students, their Cost-of-Living,
and their District Size.
b. “FACTOR funding” provides additional funding to address disparities between school
districts based on:
i. the Cost-of-Living for their community
Schools whose employees live in areas with a higher cost of living are eligible for
additional funding.
ii. size of the School District
Smaller school districts which cannot realize the same economies of scale as
larger school districts are eligible for additional funding.
iii. number of “At-Risk” students
Schools with a higher number of students who qualify for free lunch based on
federal guidelines are eligible to receive additional funding to deal with these
higher per-pupil costs.
c. “Categorical funding” is calculated outside of the state’s School Finance Act and is
intended to provide additional support for unique student needs in the areas of Special
Education, English Language Learners, Gifted & Talented, Career and Technical
education, Transportation needs, and Small Attendance Centers. Because Amendment
23 requires that Categorical funding grow at only the annual rate of inflation and NOT
student enrollment, and since this formula was put in place in 1994 and has never been
updated, it doesn’t account for the cost of the additional 300,000 students which have
been added to the K-12 population since then.
3. Created the State Education Fund (SEF)
In creating the SEF, Amendment 23 diverts an amount equal to one-third of one percent of
taxable income to the fund, or about 7.2% of the total revenue which the state collects
through its income tax. Money in the SEF may be used to meet the minimum K-12 funding
requirements which Amendment 23 also established. In addition, the General Assembly may
appropriate money from the SEF for a variety of other education-related purposes as
specified in the state constitution.
While Amendment 23 provided for more state funding for K-12 education, it did nothing to
address the adverse effects of TABOR and Gallagher on local tax bases, nor did it attempt to
address the increasing disparity in local mill levies.
Because the Amendment 23 funding requirement for K-12 applies regardless of the state’s
economic condition, K-12’s share of the state’s budget has increased during times of economic
recessions in 2002 and 2008 as the state has had to reduce discretionary funding for other
program areas. As a result of reduced state revenues caused by the Great Recession of 2008-10,
the state reinterpreted Amendment 23 starting in 2010 so that “Factor” funding was no longer
considered to be part of the Amendment 23 constitutional funding requirement.
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Amendment 23’s recession-proof funding mandate has forced K-12 to consume a
larger proportion of the state’s General Fund budget during recessions.

(K-12 Education)
(Human Services)
(Health)
(Corrections)

The state relies heavily on its General Fund (the state’s checking account) to pay for Amendment
23’s funding mandate, to the point today that K-12 education constitutes the largest
expenditure out of the General Fund at about 40%. In addition to General Funds, the state
utilizes funds from the State Education Fund (which receives about 7% of the state’s income tax
revenue as required by Amendment 23) and other revenue from federal mineral leases, state
school trust lands, and 12.59% of the sales tax revenues from the sale of recreational marijuana.

2010: Negative Factor (a.k.a. Budget Stabilization Factor)

With the drop in state revenue as a result of the “Great Recession” of 2008-2010, and
Amendment 23’s requirement that state funding for K-12 continue to grow at the rate of
student enrollment plus inflation, the legislature chose to reinterpret Amendment 23’s funding
mandate to EXCLUDE the additional “factor” funding which addressed school disparity (district’s
size, cost of living, personnel costs and at-risk students). This has since resulted in a reduction
in annual K-12 funding by about $700-900 million annually which has allowed the state to
continue to support other priorities such as Higher Education.
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During the Great Recession of 2008-10, the State was faced with the prospect of
drastically cutting other programs in order to comply with Amendment 23’s
funding mandate for K-12.
(Shrinking discretionary state budget to
fund all other programs.)
(% of General Fund constituted by four largest State Departments:
K-12, Health, Human Services, and Corrections.)

In order to free-up funding to sustain other programs, the State reinterpreted
Amendment 23 in 2010 which has reduced State support for K-12 education
by $700 million to $1 Billion annually.
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(K-12 Education represents 40% of the General Fund budget)
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By reinterpreting Amendment 23 and eliminating “Factor” funding from the K-12 constitutional
funding mandate, the state essentially converted approximately $1.5 billion in previously
MANDATED K-12 funding to now be DISCRETIONARY. Since 2010, the state has opted to
contribute about $600-800 million annually in discretionary funding to K-12 to partially offset
the $1.5 billion cut in previously mandated support.
Because the state applies the Negative Factor as an across-the-board percentage cut applied
equally to all school districts, the smaller rural school districts are most adversely impacted
because they don’t have the economies of scale to mitigate that impact.
While the Negative Factor has effectively nullified Amendment 23’s funding mandate for the
time being, and subsequently stemmed the growth of K-12’s share of the state General Fund
budget, it is likely that Amendment 23’s funding mandate may be realized again at some point in
the future if the state endures an economic downturn similar to 2008 and is forced to exhaust
all of its remaining discretionary funding for K-12.

2012: Marijuana Tax Revenues
•

With the voters’ adoption of the use of RECREATIONAL marijuana, K-12 education receives a
portion of recreational (a.k.a. retail) marijuana tax revenues in three forms:
o The first $40 million of the 15% Excise Tax on recreational marijuana is dedicated to the
state’s “Better Schools Today” (BEST) program to help pay for school construction costs.
Although recreational marijuana sales haven’t yet generated enough revenue to fully
satisfy this funding requirement, the $40 million benefit would represent approximately
3% of the total estimated $13.5 billion in K-12 construction needs as currently estimated
by the Colorado Department of Education 1.
o Any remaining amount of the 15% Excise Tax on recreational marijuana BEYOND the
first $40 million (which is dedicated to help pay for school construction) is dedicated to
the K-12 “Public School Fund” which can support either school construction or the
state’s K-12 funding obligation as defined in the School Finance Act. (As of 2019, there
have not yet been enough recreational marijuana sales to trigger this threshold
payment.)
o 12.59% of the State’s 90% share of the 15% Sales Tax on recreational marijuana is
dedicated to the K-12 “Public School Fund”. This amounted to about $30 million in
2017-18.

How K-12 Education Funding has Changed Over Time

Since 1973, as the State has sought to equalize the K-12 education experience to appropriately provide
an equal opportunity for all students, and as Coloradans have voted to limit the flexibility of state fiscal
policy to support such efforts through the adoption of the Gallagher Amendment (1982) and TABOR
Amendment (1992), while mandating funding for K-12 via Amendment 23, two concerning trends in
education funding have developed:

1

Colorado Department of Education website, https://www.cde.state.co.us/cdefinance/capconstbest
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1) The State has had to assume a larger share of the responsibility for funding K-12 education,
from 43% in 1989 to 69% in 2015.

Shift in Responsibility for Funding Local School Districts: Local to State
1989
2015
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This increased responsibility on the state has contributed to forcing the state to reduce funding
for other programs such as Higher Education, in which the state has reduced its support by 50%
since 2000.

Students’ Share of College Tuition has Increased
as State Support has been Reduced
Average Resident Student's Share of College
(adjusted for inflation in 2016 dollars)
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2) Funding per pupil in Colorado has continued to drop relative to the national average, from
$232 ABOVE the national average in 1985 to almost $2,800 BELOW the national average in
2018.

Per-Pupil funding has declined from $232 ABOVE the national
average in 1985 to $2,793 BELOW the average today.

1982
Colorado spent $232 MORE per
student than the National Average.

2018
Colorado spent $2,793 LESS per
student than the National Average.

It’s worth noting that, even though the adoption of Amendment 23 in 2000 helped to ensure
increased funding for K-12 at the rate of student enrollment plus inflation, Colorado has still
continued to fall behind the national average in per-pupil funding for two reasons:
A. The costs associated with K-12 education have grown at a rate faster than inflation
because of additional costs related to such things as school security, mandated testing,
and mandated programs for students with special needs, and because many of the typical
costs related to K-12 education – such as health insurance for teachers, pensions and
energy costs – grow at a rate faster than inflation.
B. Most other states have continued to invest more in their K-12 programs to pay for the
additional costs of K-12 education, thus leaving Colorado further behind.

Inadequate funding of K-12 education has adversely impacted
performance

While funding is only one factor that contributes to the performance of K-12 education, it is an
important factor, and there is growing evidence that inadequate funding is adversely impacting K-12
performance in several ways.
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1. The growth in the number of school districts which have opted to move from a 5-day school
week to a 4-day school week has almost tripled since 2000.
In 2000, 39 of Colorado’s 178 school districts had some or all of their schools on a 4-day school
week; many of these were intentionally designed to utilize a 4-day week as part of their
modified curriculum. By 2018, the number of school districts utilizing a 4-day school week had
grown to 104, primarily as a result of their inability to fund a full 5-day week.

SOURCE: Colorado School Finance Project

While it’s been primarily rural school districts which have been forced to use 4-day school weeks
because of funding deficiencies, the Brighton school district in the Denver metro area was also
forced to make this transition in 2018.
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2. Colorado ranks 50th in teacher wage competitiveness.
This statistic from Rutgers Education Law Center compares teachers to non-teachers with similar
education, experience and hours worked. Colorado is 2nd in number of novice teachers (1st or
2nd year) in the classroom (Source: Education Week, October 2016).

Average K-12 Teacher Salary
(adjusted for inflation)
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SOURCE: Colo School Finance Project

3. Colorado’s teacher-to-student ratio lags the national average.

# Teachers per 1,000 Students
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SOURCE: Colo School Finance Project

4. Colorado’s graduation rate lags the national average in EVERY student subgroup.
5. Rural school districts are most adversely impacted.
Tragically, the poorest school districts in Colorado’s rural areas are most adversely impacted by
the state’s K-12 funding challenge because:
a. Rural areas don’t have the economies of scale to mitigate the impact of the funding
reduction posed by the state’s Negative Factor which is applied equally to all school
districts as an across-the-board percentage cut.
b. The Gallagher Amendment’s erosion of the local residential property tax base most
adversely impacts those areas of the state with the slowest growth in residential
property values, which is primarily in the rural areas.
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BBCO 2019 Community Conversation
Amendment 23 Policy Options

OPTIONS
A. Do nothing.

PROS
1. Easiest option.
2. Preserves current funding requirement that K-12
BASE funding must grow at the rate of “Inflation +
Student Enrollment”.

B. Restore full-funding for K-12 as
Amendment 23 was originally
interpreted. (Eliminate “Negative
Factor”.)

1. Restores $700M - $1B in annual funding for K-12
Education.

C. Restore full-funding for K-12 as
Amendment 23 was originally
interpreted, but RECESS K-12 funding
mandate during times of economic
recession.

1. Largely restores $700M - $1B in annual funding for K12 Education.

D. Repeal Amendment 23 funding
requirement for K-12.

CONS
1. Does not address challenges of reduced K-12
performance which have arisen as a result of $700M $1B reductions in funding via the “Negative Factor”

1. Would require the state to cut OTHER programs by an
equivalent $700M - $1B amount which could eliminate
funding for Higher Ed.
2. May be difficult to pass.

2. Prevents K-12 portion of state budget from growing
relative to other spending priorities and forcing cuts
in those other areas.

1. Would require the state to cut OTHER programs by an
equivalent $700M - $1B amount when the K-12 mandate
was in effect which could jeopardize funding for Higher
Ed.

3. May be easier to garner voter support than full
restoration of Amendment 23’s original mandate.
1. Restores ability of elected legislature to make funding 1. Eliminates minimum funding requirement for K-12 and
decisions for K-12 as they think most appropriate.
places that funding at the risk of further reductions by
the legislature.
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TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO. 08
(SERIES OF 2019)
AN ORDINANCE OF THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO,
DISSOLVING THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA ALTERNATIVE ENERGY
AND ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING STATION ENTERPRISE
WHEREAS, on January 24, 2017, the Board of Trustees approved Ordinance No 2,
Series 2017, which established an Electric Vehicle Charging Station Enterprise Fund;
WHEREAS, the charging stations generated minimal revenue for the fund, and therefore
the Town transferred ownership of such stations to the Sangre De Cristo Electric Association,
Inc.; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Trustees desires to dissolve the Electric Vehicle Charging
Station Enterprise.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF
THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO:
Section 1. Section 4-38 of the Buena Vista Municipal Code (establishing the Electric
Vehicle Charging Station Enterprise Fund) is hereby repealed and Section 4-39 is hereby
renumbered to Section 4-38.
Section 2. Article IX of Chapter 11 of the Buena Vista Municipal Code is hereby
repealed.
INTRODUCED, READ, ADOPTED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED this 27th day of
August, 2019.
THIS ORDINANCE SHALL BECOME EFFECTIVE THIRTY DAYS FROM
PUBLICATION.
TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO
By: ________________________________
Duff Lacy, Mayor
ATTEST:
_________________________________
Paula Barnett, Town Clerk
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Request
Staff is requesting the Board review and approve the following changes to the 2019 Fee Schedule.
 Page 6 – Building, Planning & Zoning – School Impact Fee – increase fee from
$354.00/dwelling unit to $444.00/dwelling unit
 Page 7 – Clerk – Animal License - Dog – delete not applicable
 Page 8 – Clerk – Massage Parlor – delete not applicable
 Page 10 – Community Center - Aspen Room -Rental Deposit – increase from $50.00 to $100.00
Background
 According to the 2008 IGA between the Public Schools and Municipalities of Chaffee County, the
fee in lieu for school land dedication (School Impact Fee) should be increased annually based on
the Consumer Price Index (CPI). The entities have not increased the fee from the original IGA
and have agreed that we need to catch up with inflation from the past 10 years. Effective
August 1, 2019 the fee has increased from $354.00 per dwelling unit to $444.00 per dwelling
unit. Town is adjusting the 2019 Fee Schedule to reflect this change.
 Currently the Town of Buena Vista is not enforcing the ordinances related to dog licensing and
massage parlors. In an effort to ensure documents and forms referenced by the public and staff
are accurate and user friendly, Staff is recommending the information that is not applicable be
removed. An update to our code will follow.
 Currently the Rental (damage) Deposit being collected at the Community Center for the Pinon
Room is $100.00, and the Aspen Room is $50.00. In an effort to maintain consistency, Staff is
requesting the amount for the Aspen Room be changed from $50.00 to $100.00.
Staff Recommendation
Staff has reviewed and discussed the proposed changes and recommends the Board approve the
changes to the 2019 Fee Schedule.
Budget Impact
There is no budget impact.
BOT Action
A motion to approve or deny changes to the Town of Buena Vista 2019 Fee Schedule.

66

DEPARTMENT / ITEM
ADMINISTRATION

AUTHORITY

AV Copies

BVTV Reproduction

$15.00 audio
$25.00 video

Copies

8½x11 letter
8½x14 legal
11x17 tabloid

30x42

$.25 / page
$.50 / page
$1.00 / page
$5.00 / page
(b&w)
$10.00 / page

EV Charging Fee

Electric Vehicle Charge

$5.00 / each

Faxes

Receive
Send

$1.00 / page
$1.00 / page

Insufficient Check

NSF Check Return Fee

$25.00

13-83

Launch Permits

Annual Fee

$250.00

6-42

Mylars / Maps

24x36

$5.00 / sheet

Manuals / Plans

$5.00 - $25.00*

Depends on individual plan

Notary Service

Notarization

$2.00 / each

Logo Use
Application

Application Fee

$10.00

24x36

SPECIAL EVENTS
Application Fees
Multiple Vendor Events
Other Event Fees

Barricades
Cones
Crowd Control Fencing
Noise Permit
Street Closure
Water/Electricity
Temporary Sign Permit
Damage Deposit
Special Event Camping
Deposit
Additional Police Officers

CRS 24-72-205

$15.00 / page
(color)

$75.00
11-121
$75.00 + $15.00 per vendor
(For vendors without a Town Business License)
$15.00 / event
$15.00 / event
$15.00 / event
$100.00 / event
$50.00 / day
$10.00 / day
$25.00
$100.00
$300.00
$50.00 per
Officer per
hour

7-168

NOTES
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
AIRPORT
Car Rentals

Conference Room
Rentals

Courtesy Vehicle

Refundable Deposit
After 5pm
Breakout Rooms
Upstairs
4 hours or less (8a-5p)
Over 4 hours (8a-5p)
Downstairs
4 hours or less (8a-5p)
Over 4 hours (8a-5p)

AUTHORITY
Local use of 10
miles / 2 hours
or less
Over 10 miles /
More than 2
hours
$100.00
$85.00 / hour
Negotiated

0.12/gallon

Ground Lease

Personal/Commercial

$.25 / s.f. per
year

Ground Power

Jump Start

Jet Pad Parking

Landing Fees

1 hour minimum

$15.00
$30.00

Fee

Single
Twin
Turbo Prop
Small Jet
(12,500 – 20,000 lbs)
Medium Jet
(20,001 – 40,000 ibs)
Large Jet
(40,0001 and greater)
Helicopter

$.75 / mile and
$25.00 / hour

$65.00
$110.00

Fuel Flowage

Hangar Space

No Charge

$30.00
$75.00 / hour

Under 15,000 Piston Jet & Turbo Prop
Large Jets and Power A/C

Nightly
$35.00
$60.00
$100.00

Weekly
$175.00
$300.00
$500.00

Monthly
$450.00
$600.00

$250.00

$1,250.00

$2,000.00

$300.00

$1,500.00

$2,500.00

$500.00

$2,500.00

$3,500.00

Negotiated

Negotiated

Weight
Up to 16,500 lbs

Fees
$20.00/day

16,501 – 30,000 lbs

$30.00 / day

30,001 – 50,000 lbs

$50.00 / day

50,001 – 100,000 lbs

$75.00 / day

Weight
Under 12,500 lbs
12,500 – 16,500 lbs
16,501 – 30,000 lbs
30,001 – 50,000 lbs
50,001 – 100,000 lbs

No fee
$20.00
$30.00
$40.00
$75.00

Type 3 FFHelicopter
Type 1 & 2 FFHelicopter

$1,500.00

NOTES
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
AIRPORT (continued)

AUTHORITY

Resale Items

Fuel & Additives
Concession & Other

Cost + Mark-Up
Cost + Mark-Up

Security Card

Replacement Card

$25.00

Shuttle Service

Advanced Arrangements with Chaffee Shuttle (719-395-6231)

Staff Services

$85.00 / hour with 1 hour minimum for any services after normal business hours

Tether Pad

Daily

Tie Down Fees
(Wing Span)
Under 40’
Over 40’

$50.00

Daily

Weekly

Monthly

$5.00
$10.00

$25.00
$50.00

$75.00
$150.00

Towing Fees

12,500 and under
12,501 – 16,500 lbs
16,501 – 30,000 lbs
30,001 – 50,000 lbs
50,001 – 80,000 lbs

$10.00
$20.00
$30.00
$40.00
$50.00

Vehicle Parking*

Up to 6 Months

$180.00

(Aircraft Owners Only)

6 to 12 Months

$240.00

*Keys must be left with Airport
Manager.

NOTES
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
BUILDING, PLANNING & ZONING

AUTHORITY

NOTES

APPLICATION FEES

Building Permits

Commercial or
Multifamily
Building Permit
Commercial or
Multifamily
Residential Single
Family, ADU, or
Duplex
Fence Permit
Floodplain Permit
CO Re-Inspection Fee
Sign Permit

Shed Permit

Land Use
Applications

Without Prior
Site Plan
Review
With Prior Site
Plan Review
Residential Single Family,
ADU, or Duplex
For properties
with floodplain
or flood way
nd
(After 2
Inspection)
Comprehensive
Sign Plan
Permanent
Business Sign
Sign Reface
Temporary Sign

20% of County fee
$100.00 minimum

18-25

10% of County fee
$100.00 minimum

18-25

20% of County fee
$50.00 minimum

18-25

$20.00
$600.00 deposit
towards actual cost
of review

18-167

$50.00
$100.00+$20.00/sign

16.04.4.7.6.

$60.00

16.04.4.7.6.

$10.00
$20.00

16.04.4.7.6.
16.04.4.7.6.
Less than 200
square feet
Less than 120
square feet

Residential

$20.00

Commercial

$20.00

Annexation

$500.00
Total fee annexation +re-zoning fee

Appeal

$300.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

$700.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Rezoning
Site Plan Review
Special Use Permit
Administrative
Adjustment
Application
Variance

Commercial or
Multifamily

$300.00
$250.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.
16.06.6.3.2.C.

$100.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

$350.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

No structural Changes
Over 200 s.f. requires
building permits
Over 120 s.f. requires
building permits
Rezoning required
with annexation by
C.R.S.
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
BUILDING, PLANNING & ZONING (continued)
Subdivision

Condominium Plat

$350.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Correction Plat

$100.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Duplex Conversion

$350.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Lot Line Adjustment

$350.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Lot Line Elimination

$350.00

16.06.6.3.2.C.

Major Subdivision

Development
Agreement
Final Plat
Preliminary
Plan
Sketch Plan

Minor Subdivision

Development
Agreement
Final Plat

*Deposit

OTHER FEES
Applications

AUTHORITY

Address Change
Encroachment Permit

Short-Term Rentals
Vendor Cart

Vesting
Wireless Facility

Planning
Engineering
Legal

Application
Outdoor Patio –
st
1 Year

$600.00
plus deposit*
$600.00
plus deposit*
$600.00
plus deposit*
$600.00
plus deposit*
$600.00
plus deposit*
$400.00
plus deposit*
$35.00 per hour
$125.00 per hour
$195.00 per hour

Patio Renewal

$5.00 /s.f. of patio

Projecting Sign

$50.00

Temporary
Sign
See Clerk Fees
Consecutive
Days per Year
Up to 7
Up to 30
Up to 90
Up to 180 days
Up to 360 days

16.06.6.3.2.C.
16.06.6.3.2.C.
16.06.6.3.2.C.
16.06.6.3.2.C.
16.06.6.3.2.C.
17-71
17-71
17-71

Unused deposit funds
will be refunded
after costs paid

For others not listed
Outdoor Street
Patio Policy
Outdoor Street
Patio Policy

$25.00

16.03.3.4.4.
$35.00
$100.00
$200.00
$300.00
$550.00
$300.00
$1,000.00

Processed as Minor
Subdivision
Processed as Minor
Subdivision
Processed as Minor
Subdivision
Processed as Minor
Subdivision
Processed as Minor
Subdivision

16.06.6.3.2.C.

$50.00
$200.00
$300.00

NOTES

16.03.3.2.4.J.

Annual fee after first
year
Building or Awning
Signs in R.O.W.
A-frame Signs
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
BUILDING, PLANNING & ZONING (continued)
Applications

Vacation Fees

Zoning Verification

Miscellaneous

AUTHORITY

Easement

$250.00
$300.00 (excludes

Plat

Town initiated
vacations)

Right-of-Way
Each Letter

$2,000.00
$50.00

After the Fact

Application Fee

Double Normal Fee

Research / Review
Recording Fee

Planning Fee
County

$30.00/hour
See Chaffee County

NOTES

Charged for work
done without
obtaining a permit
approval before
installation

CASH/FEES IN LIEU

Dedication

Park Fees In Lieu

$646.00/dwelling unit

16.05.5.3.1.B.

$354.0/dwelling unit
$444.00/dwelling unit

16.05.5.3.4.
2008
IGA Fair
Contribution for
Public School
Sites

Impact

School Impact Fee

Infrastructure

See PUBLIC WORKS

(Curb, Gutter, Sidewalks, etc.)

Fee in Lieu

Per Required
Off-Street
Parking Space
Not Provided

Off-Street Parking

Trees
Water

Shared Parking Administrator Review
See PUBLIC WORKS
See WATER

$1,000.00 per space

16.05.5.3.5.

$100.00

16.04.4.3.5.

If not accepting
dedication, collected
for ADUs, apartment
units, live/work units,
and for Short-Term
Rental Units if
converted to longterm rental units
Collected for ADUs,
apartment units,
live/work units, and for
Short-Term Rental
Units if converted to
long-term rental units
Properties only in the
MU-MS zone district.
Based upon number
before any parking
reductions
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM

AUTHORITY

NOTES

CLERK
LICENSES/PERMITS
Animal License
Dog

7-132
Altered
Unaltered

Farm Animal

Horse, Cow, Sheep,
Llama, Other*

Fowl** or Rabbit

Business License

$10.00 each /
year
$15.00 each /
year
$25.00 each
annually
$100.00
maximum
$5.00 each
annually
$30.00
maximum

Initial Application
Late Fee
Annual Renewal

$30.00
$15.00
$30.00

Peddler / Solicitor /
Transient

$50.00

Tree Service
Special Event Vendor

7-97
*Pigs not allowed in Town limits
**Roosters not allowed in Town limits

6-3
After January 31

In addition to
6-32
Business License
$10.00
In addition to
6-33
annually
Business License
$15.00 each / event (or each Vendor must have a Town
Business License)

Horse Drawn Carriage

Annual Fee

$25.00

Short-Term Rentals

Initial Application
Annual Renewal

$120.00
$70.00

New Application
Annual Renewal
Late Renewal
Ownership Transfer
Change of Location

$1,000.00
$100.00 / year
$500.00
$750.00
$750.00

Liquor Licenses
Application Fees

Must have current rabies vaccination

Background Check

$50.00 person

Special Event

$100.00 /
application

8-121

6-3

Officers, Directors,
Stockholders & Members
(An additional fee
payable to Colorado
Bureau of Investigation
(CBI) or IdentoGO to
process fingerprints)

6-8
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
CLERK (continued)
Liquor License Fees*

Beer & Wine

AUTHORITY
$48.75 / year

6-2
*See Town Clerk for
Other License
Information

Brew Pub

$75.00 / year

Hotel & Restaurant
Resort Complex
Retail Liquor Store
Tavern
3.2% Beer & Wine
Art Gallery Permit

$75.00 / year
$75.00 / year
$22.50 / year
$75.00 / year
$3.75 / year
$3.75 / year

Entertainment District
/ Promotional Assoc.

Initial Application
Annual Recertification
Attachment Fee for
Consumption Area

$500.00
$250.00
$100.00

6-115

Massage Parlor

Annual Application
New License Fee
Annual Renewal Fee

$25.00
$350.00
$150.00

6-31

Medical Marijuana
Center

Initial Application
Renewal Application
Change of Location
Change of Ownership

$500.00
$100.00
$500.00
$500.00

6-53

Background Check

$50.00 / person

Municipal Code

USB Flash Drive
Hard Copy / Tabs

$15.00
Current Rate

Records Requests

Online
Research Fee

Free
$30.00/hour
See
Administration
Free
$15.00
$25.00

Copies
Electronic Transmittal
Audio
Video

NOTES

(An additional fee
payable to Colorado
Bureau of Investigation
(CBI), Colorado
Fingerprinting, IdentoGO
to process fingerprints)

1 hour minimum

CRS 24-72-205
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
MT OLIVET CEMETERY

AUTHORITY

Burial Application

$20.00

Disinterment

$20.00

11-135

Lot Purchase

$250.00 Resident
$500.00 Non-Resident

11-133

Maintenance Fee

$50.00 / lot

Transfer Fee

$20.00

One-time fee at time of purchase

FIRE
False Alarm Fee

POLICE
Portable Breath Test
Records Copies
Records Search
VIN Inspections

$30.00
$2.00 / page
$63.25
st

1 False Alarm
nd
2 False Alarm
rd
3 False Alarm
th
4 False Alarm
th
5 False Alarm

$10.00 / each
$2.00 / page
$25.00 / hour
$10.00 / each

11-132
11-136

DEPARTMENT / ITEM
PUBLIC SAFETY: COURT / FIRE / POLICE
COURT
Court Costs
Copies
Useful Public Service

NOTES

AUTHORITY
2-101

No Charge
$100.00
$300.00
$500.00
$1,000.00

1 Hour Minimum

18-141
(Per Year)

NOTES
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
PUBLIC WORKS
Cash-In Lieu

Curb and Gutter
Sidewalk
Street Tree

AUTHORITY
$42.30 / l.f.
$7.95 / sq ft.
$300.00 / tree

NOTES

17-57(b)(13)
17-57(b)(13)
17-57(a)(4)

Principal:
$145.00

Engineering Review

Hourly Rate

Senior:
$145.00
Construction:
$125.00
CADD: $95.00

Permits

Stormwater Mgt Fee

Access / Driveway
Street Cut/Excavation

$30.00
$30.00 + costs*

Commercial
Residential

$6.00/month
$3.00/month

11-21
*Based on disturbed area and surface type

13-222(b)

DEPARTMENT / ITEM
AUTHORITY
RENTAL OF COMMUNITY CENTER / PARK / SPORTS COURT / FIELD
COMMUNITY
CENTER
Aspen Room
Rental Deposit
Kitchen
Pinon Room
Rental Deposit

Less than 4 Hours
$30.00
$50.00/ Rental Use
$100.00/Rental Use
$40.00
$50.00
$100.00 / Rental Use

McPhelemy Park
River Park
Rocks & Ropes
Rodeo Grounds
South Main Town
Square

$75.00
$100.00

Entire Park
Entire Park
Entire Park
Entire Park
Pavilion Area
Entire Park
East Park
Large Pavilion
Entire Park
Arena & Grandstand
Event Area (Westside)

$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00
$25.00
$150.00
$100.00
$25.00
$100.00
$100.00
$100.00

Entire Park

$50.00

$100.00

Entire Field
Entire Field

Less than 4
Hours
$50.00
$50.00

COURTS / FIELDS
Baseball/Softball Field
Soccer Field

11-113(2)

Less than 4
Hours
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$25.00
$100.00
$50.00
$25.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00

PARKS
Boulder Garden
BV Square Optimist
Columbine Park
Forest Square Park

4 Hours or
More
$50.00

4 Hours or More

4 Hours or More
$100.00
$100.00

11-113(2)

11-113(2)

NOTES
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Tennis Courts

Entire Court

$50.00

$100.00

DEPARTMENT / ITEM
WATER

AUTHORITY

Bulk Water

$7.50 / 1,000 gallons or portion thereof

Construction Water
Annual Application
Meter Deposit
Rate

$100.00
$1,200.00
$4.12 / 1,000 gallons or portion thereof

System Improvement Development (SIDF)
Primary Building
5/8” Meter
3/4”
1”
1 1/2“
2”
3”
4”
6”

$4,000.00
$7,000.00
10,200.00
$20,219.00
$32,459.00
$64,859.00
$121,558.00
$253,315.00

ADU

¼ of primary building tap fee

13-84
Res. 18-2017

Water Rights Payment-In-Lieu Dedication Fee

Water Service Rates

13-61

Single Family Unit
Duplex or Attached
Multi-family

Acre Ft / Year /
Unit
.3
.24
.18

Irrigation*

.06

Commercial

Case by case calculation $35,000.00 /
acre ft

Annexation/Extension

16-257(f)

Cash-In-Lieu / Unit
$6,000.00
$4,800.00
$3,600.00
$1,200.00

Per 1,000 sf
area

Effective January 1, 2019 billing
$33.57 / month Base fee with
first 5,000 gallons included

$3.12 / 1,000 gallons in
excess of 5,000 gallons

13-83

$25.18/ month Base fee with
first 5,000 gallons included

$2.34/ 1,000 gallons in
excess of 5,000 gallons

13-81

Extraterritorial/Outside

$50.36/ month Base fee with
first 5,000 gallons included

$4.68 / 1,000 gallons in
excess of 5,000 gallons

13-61

Ivy League

$53.71/ month Base fee with
first 5,000 gallons included

$4.99 / 1,000 gallons in
excess of 5,000 gallons

13-81

Fire Suppression

25% of base monthly

In Town
Qualifying Seniors
(Age and Income
Requirements Apply)

Water Service Related Fees
Late Payment Fee
$5.00 / month
Service Disconnection $40.00

13-81(d)

13-83(b)
13-103(e)

NOTES
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DEPARTMENT / ITEM
WATER (continued)

AUTHORITY

Water Supply Protection District Permit
$150.00 + actual
Base Fee
costs
Appeals
$75.00

13-27

Other Misc Water Fees
Tap Abandonment
$10.00

Tap Suspension
Reinstatement Fee

$100.00

Unmetered Service
Line

$75.00 / month

13-85(a)
+ 100% of total
base water
service charges
from date of
service
suspension

13-85(b)

13-83(c)

NOTES
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town of buena vista
P.O. Box 2002
Buena Vista, CO 81211
Phone: (719) 395-8643
Fax: (719) 395-8644

DATE:

August 27, 2019

TO:

Mayor and Board of Trustees

FROM:

Phillip Puckett, Town Administrator

AGENDA ITEM:

Town Administrator Report

Key Dates
Topic

Date & Time

Location

Housing & Town Owned Parcels
discussion

Tuesday, September 10th, 7:00pm

BV Community Center

Architectural Design Guidelines (ADG)
for Historic East Main Street Work
Session

Tuesday, September 10th, 6:00pm

BV Community Center

Habitat Build Day

Saturday, September 28th, 8:00am

TBD – more info to come

3Q Intergovernmental Meeting

Monday, September 30th, 6:00pm

Poncha Springs Town Hall

Chaffee County Community
Foundation – update on Town Grant
Process

Tuesday, October 8th, regular BOT
meeting

BV Community Center

Updates
• Wayfinding – staff has received a bid proposal from Six Line Metalworks out of Salida for the
gateway sign. We are impressed by the bid – the size, materials and full scope including
engineering and install are high quality. Staff is exploring potential grant funding to help offset a
portion of the total cost but is likely to move forward with this bid.
We are also exploring the best location of the sign – should we consider installing farther south
in anticipation of the town boundary moving in the future? Should we install the north end sign
first to allow more time for the CPW Land Swap to come to fruition?
•

2020 Census – Upper Arkansas Area Council of Governments (UAACOG) will be applying for
DOLA funding to perform some forms of public outreach across Chaffee County leading up to
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the 2020 census. Paula Barnett will serve as our point person for this effort and will look to
leverage the material and plans from UAACOG to facilitate local communication.
•

Recycling – BV, Salida, Poncha and County will be meeting with Angel of Shavano to review a
2020 proposal for recycling services. We are anticipating a cost increase and will report back
once we know for budget consideration. We are also getting a bid proposal from Upper
Arkansas Area Council of Governments (UAACOG) for supporting recycling drop site.

•

CPW Land Swap – staff has identified a company (SEH Inc.) to conduct a traffic analysis for
Baylor and Steele Dr. We are projecting early September to conduct the 2-day traffic count and
will use staff and volunteers to reduce the cost. We anticipate the project to cost $7,500
compared to the $15,000 estimate.

Thank you for your attention to my report. Please let me know if you have questions.

Phillip Puckett, Town Administrator
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town of buena vista
P.O. Box 2002
Buena Vista, CO 81211
Phone: (719) 395-8643
Fax: (719) 395-8644

DATE:

August 27, 2019

TO:

Mayor and Board of Trustees

FROM:

Michelle Stoke, Town Treasurer

AGENDA ITEM: Treasurer’s Report
Transparency Portal:
https://buenavistaco.opengov.com
June Sales Tax
With the addition of June sales tax of $362,374.89 Town is 8.63% over 2018 and 5.66% over budget for the year giving us
surplus over budget of $78,269.24. I have attached the graph for a visual representation. The number of remote sellers who
remit sales taxes continues to increase. June saw 412 remote sellers remitting $4,864, comprising 1.6% of June sales tax
revenue. The remote sellers 2019 graph is also attached.
Economic Outlook
The Federal Reserve lowered the Federal Funds Rate by .25% at their meeting on July 31. This is the first decrease in over 10
years. Since 2016 rates have either increased or remained the same. The yield spread between ten-year and the two-year
Treasury Bonds briefly became negative twice in the last week and continues to ‘flirt’ with inversion. This condition can point to
a recession 18-22 months in the future. Additionally, the yield spread between the 2 and 5 year bonds has been negative since
December 5th of 2018.
We need to keep in mind that there are numerous economic indicators that influence the health of the economy including
unemployment, housing starts, mortgage refinances and the movement in the Consumer Price Index. Finance Staff continues to
hold a reserved view of the National and Global Economies. Our local economy tends to not track directly with the National
Economy. There are several aspects which seem to have an inverse relationship with the local economy. Tourism may be one of
these factors in that when the economy is not doing so well, people tend to vacation nearby for instance Front-Rangers tend to
come over the mountains to recreate which would have a positive affect on our local economy.
Town Expenditures:
Since the August 13, 2019 report the Town has issued:
•
83 accounts payable checks for a total of $105,827.25
•
ACH withdrawals to the IRS, FPPA, CCOERA and Colorado Department of Revenue for pay period ending 8/10/2019
and $34,338.79.
•
Net payroll was $67,941.01 for the same period.
•
In addition, Net Payroll for Wildland Fire Support was $21,096.24 and ACH for withholding taxes totaled $10,229.26.
Town is reimbursed plus an administration fee for Wildland Fire Support.
•
The breakdown by Fund for AP and payroll-related check disbursements plus the ACH payments is as follows: (Note
that not all expenditures are expenses since some are reimbursements or withholding from employees’ gross payroll)
o General Fund $
87,010.99
o Water Enterprise Fund $
18,477.60
o Capital Improvement Fund $
11,009.92
o Airport Enterprise Fund $
29,730.46
o Street Fund
$
705.75
o TOTAL
$
146,934.72
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Large Expenditures
-Sangre De Cristo Electric for $8,449.16 for installation of electric service at the River Park
-Sangre De Cristo Electric for $12,224.12 for the July Electricity bill
-Buena Vista True Value for $3,172.82 for the June Statement
-McFarland Oil for $3,534.06 for June fuel charges
-RG & Associates for $7,391.75 for engineering for capital projects primarily the water project
-RG & Associates for $2,838.25 for engineering for street projects
-Ascent Aviation Group for $21,046.97 for Jet Fuel
-Heart of the Rockies Regional Medical Center for $2,792.36 for the September lease payment
This concludes my report.
Michelle Stoke, CPA
Treasurer/Finance Director

119,390

JAN

159,867
169,333

FEB
MAR
APR

2014
2015
2016
2017

MAY

2018
137,657

JUN

2019
JUL
AUG
SEP
OCT
NOV

175,245
194,918
198,981
214,725

179,301
181,192
189,059
200,023.89

197,119
208,036

245,167.95

236,306.01

235,561

265,876.59

258,330
256,632
269,950

260,142

292,764
287,377

282,811

264,671.41

253,849

240,890

231,846

227,397

221,149

214,261.39

204,367

195,239.74

177,320
183,963

166,435
170,199

204,813
217,602.50
225,926.77

191,996.92

189,781.77
202,767.66

172,772
183,956

165,845
161,462

143,541
151,975

150,287

154,468
166,131
169,052.04

147,303

137,881

126,665

306,698.40

330,213
321,013
313,475.22

313,099
315,692

362,374.89

345,639.80

332,312.10
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Town of Buena Vista Sales Tax
Collected

DEC
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Planning Department
Monthly Report
July 2019
Planning:
Building Permits:

12
0
4
0
1
0

New Residential Permits Issued
New Residential ADU Permit Issued
Residential Remodel/Addition
New Commercial Permits Issued
Commercial Remodel/Additions
Multi-Family Permits Issued

CO’s Issued:

7
0

Residential
Commercial

Planning Permits:

11
14

Shed
Fence

Other Reviews:

1
1

Temporary Vendor Permit
Site Plan Review

2019 Year to Date (as of 8/21/2019) Dwelling Unit Information
50 Single Family Dwelling Unit Building Permits Issued
13 Accessory Dwelling Unit Building Permits Issued
0
Apartment Units within a Commercial Building Permits Issued
0
Individual Duplex Dwelling Unit Building Permits Issued
3
Apartment Unit Multifamily Building Permits Issued
9
Condominium Unit Multifamily Building Permits Issued
Here is where those permits are located:
22 in the Farm Subdivision, 20 in Sunset Vista, 18 in Downtown, 9 in Tri-Vista,
3 in River Run, and 3 Elsewhere in Town
Other Items:
1. Short-Term Rentals:
2. Code Enforcement:

104 Licenses for 2019 granted to date/or in process to finalize (100% of STRs)
Special Events –14er Fest, BVHS Cross Country Race, Fall Foliage,
Autumn Color Run, Kid’s Fishing Tournament, BV Strong Community Dinner.
(30 Events Total year to date)
3. Historic Preservation: HPC working on Architectural Design Guidelines
4. Site Plans:
a. Fading West Homes – Submitted a Major Site Plan for a 110,000 square foot
Manufacturing/Office Use located at McCormick Place and McCombs Street
b. Heart of the Rockies Medical Center – Submitted a Minor Site Plan for a 9,000
square foot medical office addition at 28374 County Road 317
c. Bob Kessler – Submitted a Minor Site Plan for a remodel of the 720 square foot
commercial building at 412 N Highway 24
d. Melinda Duncan – Submitted a Special Use Permit for 1 Short-Term Rental Unit
in the MU-MS Zone District on the second floor at 312 E. Main Street
5. Town-Owned properties: Working with a steering committee to discuss town properties for potential
solutions to address affordable housing
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IT 2019 HIGHLIGHTS
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Policy
• Created town data safety and date
breach policy
• Established password policy and
implemented complex password
requirements for email and domain
• Created removable media policy

Major Projects
Reestablished relationship with Dell
Remote user VPN project
Site to site VPN project
Migrated from CivicMedia to YouTube
IT Cleanup- TH Communications
Room and BVTV Room
• Mt Olivet Cemetery Application
• Code Enforcement Application
• IT Management Applications

•
•
•
•
•

88

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
2020 GOALS

• Improve data backup solution
• Continue to develop internal town
applications to standardize business
processes and reporting.
• Work with town departments to
define and improve undocumented
processes.
• Work to establish new vendor
relationships to improve IT
efficiencies
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August 27, 2019

Alison George, Director
Colorado Division of Housing / DOLA
1313 Sherman Street
Denver, CO 80203
Dear Ms. George,
The Trustees of the Town of Buena Vista continue to seek out ways to address the lack
of affordable housing for workers and their families in our town. Partnerships between
nonprofits and developers are essential to building low-cost homes. The Chaffee
Housing Trust’s work with local developer Fading West to get low-income residents into
home ownership is an effective model. We hope that their success continues into the
future.
The Town of Buena Vista is considering assigning funds in the 2020 budget as a match
for the Chaffee Housing Trust’s Community Housing Development Organization
application. We hope that the Division of Housing will participate in supporting the
Chaffee Housing Trust.
Sincerely,

Duff Lacy
Mayor, Town of Buena Vista
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AGENDA
FOR THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF THE TOWN OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO
September 10, 2019
Work Session at 6:00 PM – Architectural Design Guidelines (ADG) for Historic East Main Street
Regular Meeting at 7:00 PM
at the Buena Vista Community Center
Piñon Room – 715 East Main Street, Buena Vista, Colorado
THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES MAY TAKE ACTION ON ANY OF THE FOLLOWING AGENDA
ITEMS AS PRESENTED OR MODIFIED PRIOR TO OR DURING THE MEETING, AND
ITEMS NECESSARY TO EFFECTUATE THE AGENDA ITEMS
I.

CALL TO ORDER

II.

ROLL CALL

III.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

IV. AGENDA ADOPTION
The Board approves the agenda at the start of the meeting including modifications.
V.

VI.

VII.

CONSENT AGENDA
Approval of matters that are routine in nature that require review and/or approval, i.e. minutes and
reports. (Professional Service Agreements (PSA) that exceed $25,000.00 require the Consent Agenda to
be approved by a Roll Call vote)
A. Minutes
1. BoT Regular Meeting – August 27, 2019
2.
3.
4.
B. Police Chief Report
C. Fire Chief Report

PUBLIC COMMENT
Citizen participation where the public can sign up prior to the start of the meeting in order to speak up
to 3 minutes for matters not on the agenda or for agenda items not scheduled for Public Hearing.
Neither Town Board nor Town staff should be expected to respond to matters raised in the Public
Comment segment of Board meetings. Nevertheless, Board members will always retain the right to ask
questions of the speaker and to respond then or at a later time to remarks made by any citizen.
BUSINESS ITEM
A. Public Hearing – Should the Board of Trustees approve a Major PUD Modification for a
manufacturing building, owner Charlie Chupp.?
B.

Health Disparities Grant Program
Becky Gray, Director of Housing, will meet with the Trustees to discuss the Colorado
Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPHE) Health Disparities Grant Program.

C.

Housing on Town Owned Property – Becky Gray
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D. Housing Policy - Seasonal Housing

E.

F.

VIII. STAFF REPORTS
1. Town Administrator
2. Town Treasurer
3. Airport Manager
4. Public Works Director
5. Recreation Director
IX. TRUSTEE/STAFF INTERACTION
The Board discusses items with staff and staff can bring up matters not on the agenda.
X.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

XI.

ADJOURNMENT
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Fiscal Policy for the
State
Things to Watch, and Building a Better Colorado
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TABOR
•

No new Taxes unless voter approval

•

Formula based on inflation not on cost of living
and such an increased demand

•

De-Brucing Municipality v State (Proposition CC,
upcoming)
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Gallagher Amendment
•

Frozen ratio of the total assessed values of residential
property and non-residential property at 1982 levels for
the calculation of property tax.

•

Written into Constitution: 55% Residential and 45%
Commercial

•

Ergo, residential is down to 7.1% (just changed) and
Commercial remains at 29% of value.

•

Burden on commercial and residential not contributing as
much, meaning there is less revenue coming in.
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Amendment 23
•

Secures $ for schools. Requires k-12 funding at
rate of students plus population.

•

Fixed — in times of recessed economy when
there is less revenue, less and less available for
things within ‘wiggle room’, such as higher
education.

Purpose of the BBCO
conversations

•

Interaction of the three reportedly have been
problematic.

•

What to do, if anything?
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Ideas floated about…
TABOR
•

Do Nothing

•

Eliminate state revenue cap (de-Bruce)

•

Modify revenue based on Growth of Economy not Inflation

•

Uncouple Gallagher and TABOR (Give more control to
County or Municipality level to set mill rates)

•

Give authority to legislature to increase taxes under
certain circumstances, e.g. via super-majority

•

Repeal
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Ideas floated about…
Gallagher
•

Do Nothing

•

Repeal

•

Uncouple Gallagher and TABOR

•

Redefine Residential: Change definition of ‘short-term’ or
‘non-primary residence to reclassify as ‘commercial’

•

Change Statewide residential rate to a Regional residential
rate (Allow some local authorities to adjust mill levy in accord with
residential valuation; Amend formula in constitution so it can be
adjusted in legislature according to present circumstances)
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Ideas floated about…
Amendment 23
•

Do Nothing

•

Repeal

•

Change so that the formula adjusts in times of recession

•

Address TABOR and Gallagher first

•

Restore full-funding for K-12 as Amendment 23 was originally
interpreted.
Factor.”)

•

Don’t place any additional mandates on K-12 without
funding them
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Questions?
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