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AGENDA 

RANGELY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

August 24, 2016 

*** 7:30 a.m. *** 

 

Brad Casto, Chairman 

Lenora Smuts - Treasurer      Sarah Nielson  
Karen Reed        Tim Webber – Vice Chair 

David Morton                                                                                         Andrew Key   

                          Ex-Officio 

Jon Hill - Rio Blanco County Commissioner 

                                             School District Representative – Vacant 

                                             Tax Entity Representative - Vacant 

 
 

1)  Call to Order 

 

2)  Roll Call 

 

3)  Approval of Minutes of July 20, 2016.   

 

4)  Changes to the Agenda   

 

 5)  Old Business 

 

6)  New Business 

a. Discussion and Review with Better City the Housing and Retail Implementation Spread 

Sheet and the TIF breakout 

b. Discussion and next steps related to the education of the individual taxing entity boards; 

c. Discussion and action to approve a Facade Grant Request by Elizabeth Robinson Studio 

(Support information to follow) 

d. Approval of the Financial Statement for July 2016 

 

7)  Information  

a. Article placed in the Herald-Times 

 

8)   Adjourn 
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MINUTES 

RANGELY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

July 20, 2016 

Following the RDC Meeting 

 

Brad Casto, Chairman 

Lenora Smuts - Treasurer      Sarah Nielson  
Karen Reed        Tim Webber 

David Morton                                                                                         Andrew Key   

     

 
 

1)  Call to Order  Brad Casto called the meeting to order following the RDC meeting. 

 

2)  Roll Call  Brad Casto, Lenora Smuts, Sarah Nielson, Karen Reed, Tim Webber, David 

Morton. Andrew Key was absent. 

 

3)  Approval of Minutes of June 8, 2016.    Motion to approve the minutes of June 8, 2016 made 

by Lenora Smuts, seconded by Karen Reed, motion passed 

 

4)  Changes to the Agenda None  

 

 5)  Old Business None 

 

6)  New Business 

a. Discussion and action to accept the May 2016 Financial Statement. Peter stated that we 

have had a few vacancies at the Townhomes. Under professional/technical cost code 220, 

most of the sampling is with Walter Environmental at the 5S-Station to remediate 

contamination at the parking lot. Brad asked if it is almost complete. Peter stated that we 

were told that approx. 3 more rounds of sampling would be needed in order to be closed 

out during the middle of 2017. Tim asked if it is part of the grant. Peter stated that 

remediation expenses get reimbursed by the state through Brownsfield. Sara asked how 

often we pay the management expense. Lisa stated that the majority of that goes to 

Senergy and that is monthly. Brad asked if we set the deposits or if Senergy sets them. 

Peter stated that we had agreed on one month’s deposit equivalent to a year’s lease. Brad 

asked who takes care of repairs. Peter stated that we take care of minor repairs and 

Senergy takes care of the major repairs. Lenora asked if there is a price set on what is 

considered major repairs. Peter stated that work beyond minor paint, patching, minor 

carpentry, plumbing and landscaping would be considered major repairs. Lisa stated that 

we take a management fee and a maintenance fee out of the rents every month. Karen 

asked if we keep the deposit if there is damage. Perter stated that yes we do. Peter stated 

that our contract will be up in about a year and a half and then it will be all Senergy’s 

responsibility. Motion to approve the May 2016 Financial Statement made by Dave 

Morton, seconded by Lenora Smuts, motion passed. 

b. Nomination and selection of RDA Vice Chair Motion to nominate Tim Webber to be the 

RDA Vice Chair made by Sara Nielson, seconded by Karen Reed, motion passed. 
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c. Discussion on steps to be taken in order to add board members to the RDA representing                      

the county, the school district and a special district representative. Peter stated that he met 

with the county commissioners and John Hill was the logical choice since he is the 

commissioner on this end. The commission agreed on this decision. Matt is on vacation 

but Peter has a call in to him to see who they would nominate from their board. Tim 

asked what the hospitals reaction was to the presentation. Peter stated that they were very 

optimistic. Tim stated that there is a Raw Water meeting coming up and a lot of the 

districts will be there and we could talk to them at that time. Brad stated that he had 

spoken to Andy Key and that the water district and Library had spoken to him and that 

they weren’t fully on board with it yet. Brad feels that their issue is that they think they 

won’t be represented well at the table. Karen asked if there needs to be some sort of 

guidelines for who is representing them. Brad stated he isn’t sure how we could fix it. 

Sara asked how many special districts there are. Brad stated that there are 7 and that 

Andy had mentioned that maybe we need to add one person from each district. Brad 

stated that this would get to be a big board, but he doesn’t want to see it fall apart. Sandy 

Payne stated that overall as far as the TIF portion went, the Library board was fine with 

the concept. They were somewhat concerned with the project side. Lisa Hatch stated that 

she doesn’t think that it would be a bad idea to have all of them have a place at this table 

until we get through this project. Tim stated that yes the special districts need to be on 

board for this to work but how do you give them equal representation. Peter re stated that 

the council does not appoint members to this board. The Mayor validates the RDA’s 

nominations to the board. This body nominates, and the Mayor confirms appointment. 

Tim stated that if you make the board too big, are you going to have people who are 

going to serve and show up. Lisa Hatch stated that we should always give them an invite 

so that they can be heard. Peter stated that Better City is coming in August and wanted to 

know if we wanted them to help in this process. Tim asked what the two boards were that 

Peter had talked to. Peter stated that they were the library district and the hospital district. 

Peter stated that he mentioned to them that we would come back with a specific dollar 

amount on the 15 year Pro Forma so that they could see the impact of what they were 

looking at. Tim stated he feels it all comes back to if you have one representative, what 

kind of weight will that carry. David stated that it is still an individual agreement with 

each of the districts. We need to know if they are backing the idea or not. We need to 

keep the communication open. Brad feels that a lot of them are on board with the TIF 

project but feel they are worried about having representation and a voice in the future. 

Peter stated that maybe we need to bring the board and expand it to the 13 with special 

district representatives. Then we have 3 ex-officio with the county, the school district and 

4 special taxing entity representatives on that board. Tim thinks we need to go back and 

talk to these boards and maybe to the directors and ask them if they would be up for this. 

Brad and Tim will be talking to them about this.  

d. Discussion leading to the development of an assignable Option Agreement to purchase 

properties for a negotiated price.  Term of the agreement to be determined.  (Derek 

Walker presenting Agreements and Terms to the Board) Derek stated that the purpose of 

this is to get familiar with how option agreements work and some ideas of what the terms 

might look like so that we can hopefully come to an agreement on what route to pursue 

and what terms. It is important that we control the lands cost variable before we go out to 

recruit a developer. Developers have a good grasp on what their construction costs will 
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be and what market rents they are looking at. Usually the biggest unknown variable is the 

land cost. We need to have a location locked down before we bring a developer in. An 

option agreement only gives the buyer the right to purchase the land, it’s not an 

obligation. This does take the property off the market for awhile. The land owner will 

typically expect to be compensated for the time that the property is off the market. PSA’s 

are typically 3-6 months long, whereas with option agreements, these are typically much 

longer. They can be 1-3 years. PSA’s typically don’t have non-refundable considerations 

like there are with option agreements. With an option agreement the maximum exposure 

to loss is the consideration that is offered. This can range from $100-2,000 and hopefully 

doesn’t go higher than that. With the option agreement, if no developer comes to buy the 

land and the agreement expires, the owner would keep the consideration, but there is no 

obligation to purchase the land. The property we are looking at is still the location of the 

former Moose Head Lodge and the family trust next it for a total of about 4 ½ acres.  The 

target purchase price to aim for is between $300-350,000 for both properties. The term 

length recommended is usually one year plus the option for another year. The next step 

would be to determine if this is the route that we want to pursue and come up with some 

of the terms, draft the option agreement and begin negotiations with the land owner. Then 

we can go out to RFP and begin actively recruiting developers. Tim asked how they came 

up with the $300-350,000 number. Peter stated that we were originally quoted $92,000 on 

the adjacent property with 1.4 acres. Peter also stated that Moose Head Lodge had 

recently been purchased and there would have to be some negotiation on the price. (The 

call with Derek was ended)  

e. Discussion and action on a Facade Grant Request by Elizabeth Robinson Studio. Beth 

presented her grant request. Beth is concerned about going through the winter with the 

current state of her building. She has looked in to historical grants and could not find any 

funds outside of this community. The floor needs to be replaced. Water goes under the 

building and there was no venting when she bought the building and there was rot. The 

only thing holding the floor together is the sub floor that was nailed on top of the original 

flooring. The walls and foundation are sturdy. Peter asked if Beth is asking for the full 

$10,000. Beth stated that she is. Peter asked if she could obtain another bid and Beth 

stated that she would. Peter stated that the guidelines generally ask for equal match. Beth 

stated that she feels she has tripled the match with the funds that she has spent already 

and that she wasn’t previously aware of the Façade grant. Brad stated that we would like 

to have another bid and 60 days to make a decision. He asked if she could get the grant in 

by the next board meeting. Beth stated that she could and would like to have this done 

before winter and the holiday retail season. Sara feels that we should consider this and 

that she feels that Beth has put a lot in to this already. Tim asked if the majority of her 

sales were internet based or local. Beth stated in the last 5 years it has been mostly local. 

Lenora feels that we should also give this consideration based on Beth’s investment 

already. Brad agrees but has some reservations on how far back we are going to go on the 

rules. Beth stated that the grant states that this is not for maintenance and that this is not 

maintenance. It is a result of development over time. David feels that we are asking for a 

lot of exceptions and he would rather take our time with this and be smart about it. David 

would like to wait on approval until the next meeting. This will give us time to look at it 

and get another bid. Karen stated that she sees both sides of it having put a lot of money 

in to her own business, but how far back are we able to go to look at what Beth has spent 
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on the building in the past. Beth stated that she cannot take on anymore debt, that it is not 

an option for her. Lisa Hatch stated that she thinks we need to help these businesses 

survive and agree that a little more help during this hard economic time is ok. Sara feel 

that what is going here is making or breaking Beth’s business and that if she can’t get this 

fixed that she will vacate the building and it will be empty. Brad stated that we are not 

ready to make a decision at this time and that we will have a decision at the next meeting.    

7)  Information  

a. RDA Plan area expansion process (See Attorney Memo) 

 

8)   Adjourn Meeting adjourned. 
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Entity
M
il	Levy

%
	of	Total	Levy

Year	1
Year	2

Year	3
Year	4

Year	5
Year	6

Year	7
Year	8

Year	9
Year	10

Year	11
Year	12

Year	13
Year	14

Year	15
Total

Annually	After	Project
Cem

etery
0.098

0.2%
$29

$30
$31

$31
$32

$32
$32

$20
$21

$21
$12

$12
$12

$12
$12

$340
$0

Rangely	Junior	College
6.6

11.8%
$1,978

$2,018
$2,058

$2,100
$2,142

$2,184
$2,168

$1,364
$1,391

$1,419
$778

$793
$809

$825
$842

$22,870
$0

Colo.	River	W
ater	Conserv.

0.243
0.4%

$73
$74

$76
$77

$79
$80

$80
$50

$51
$52

$29
$29

$30
$30

$31
$842

$0
County

9.05
16.1%

$2,713
$2,767

$2,823
$2,879

$2,937
$2,995

$2,973
$1,870

$1,908
$1,946

$1,066
$1,088

$1,109
$1,132

$1,154
$31,360

$0
Fire	General

0.874
1.6%

$262
$267

$273
$278

$284
$289

$287
$181

$184
$188

$103
$105

$107
$109

$111
$3,029

$0
Library

0.5
0.9%

$150
$153

$156
$159

$162
$165

$164
$103

$105
$108

$59
$60

$61
$63

$64
$1,733

$0
Parks	and	Rec.

6.51
11.6%

$1,952
$1,991

$2,030
$2,071

$2,112
$2,155

$2,139
$1,345

$1,372
$1,400

$767
$782

$798
$814

$830
$22,558

$0
Rangely	Tow

n
10

17.8%
$2,998

$3,058
$3,119

$3,181
$3,245

$3,310
$3,285

$2,067
$2,108

$2,150
$1,178

$1,202
$1,226

$1,250
$1,275

$34,652
$0

Hospital
13.239

23.6%
$3,969

$4,048
$4,129

$4,212
$4,296

$4,382
$4,350

$2,736
$2,791

$2,847
$1,560

$1,591
$1,623

$1,655
$1,688

$45,875
$0

School	Bond
4.442

7.9%
$1,332

$1,358
$1,385

$1,413
$1,441

$1,470
$1,459

$918
$936

$955
$523

$534
$544

$555
$566

$15,392
$0

School	General
3.687

6.6%
$1,105

$1,127
$1,150

$1,173
$1,196

$1,220
$1,211

$762
$777

$793
$434

$443
$452

$461
$470

$12,776
$0

School	Transportation
0.181

0.3%
$54

$55
$56

$58
$59

$60
$59

$37
$38

$39
$21

$22
$22

$23
$23

$627
$0

Rio	Blanco	Consv.
0.623

1.1%
$187

$190
$194

$198
$202

$206
$205

$129
$131

$134
$73

$75
$76

$78
$79

$2,159
$0

Total
56.047

100%
$16,801

$17,137
$17,480

$17,830
$18,186

$18,550
$18,414

$11,583
$11,815

$12,051
$6,603

$6,735
$6,870

$7,007
$7,148

$194,212
$0

Entity
M
il	Levy

%
	of	Total	Levy

Year	1
Year	2

Year	3
Year	4

Year	5
Year	6

Year	7
Year	8

Year	9
Year	10

Year	11
Year	12

Year	13
Year	14

Year	15
Total

Annually	After	Project
Cem

etery
0.098

0.2%
$3

$3
$3

$3
$4

$4
$5

$17
$18

$18
$28

$29
$29

$30
$31

$225
$44

Rangely	Junior	College
6.6

11.8%
$220

$224
$229

$233
$238

$243
$307

$1,161
$1,184

$1,208
$1,902

$1,940
$1,979

$2,019
$2,059

$15,146
$2,959

Colo.	River	W
ater	Conserv.

0.243
0.4%

$8
$8

$8
$9

$9
$9

$11
$43

$44
$44

$70
$71

$73
$74

$76
$558

$109
County

9.05
16.1%

$301
$307

$314
$320

$326
$333

$421
$1,592

$1,624
$1,656

$2,608
$2,660

$2,714
$2,768

$2,823
$20,769

$4,057
Fire	General

0.874
1.6%

$29
$30

$30
$31

$32
$32

$41
$154

$157
$160

$252
$257

$262
$267

$273
$2,006

$392
Library

0.5
0.9%

$17
$17

$17
$18

$18
$18

$23
$88

$90
$92

$144
$147

$150
$153

$156
$1,147

$224
Parks	and	Rec.

6.51
11.6%

$217
$221

$226
$230

$235
$239

$303
$1,145

$1,168
$1,192

$1,876
$1,914

$1,952
$1,991

$2,031
$14,940

$2,918
Rangely	Tow

n
10

17.8%
$333

$340
$347

$353
$361

$368
$466

$1,759
$1,794

$1,830
$2,882

$2,940
$2,998

$3,058
$3,120

$22,949
$4,483

Hospital
13.239

23.6%
$441

$450
$459

$468
$477

$487
$616

$2,329
$2,376

$2,423
$3,816

$3,892
$3,970

$4,049
$4,130

$30,382
$5,935

School	Bond
4.442

7.9%
$148

$151
$154

$157
$160

$163
$207

$781
$797

$813
$1,280

$1,306
$1,332

$1,359
$1,386

$10,194
$1,991

School	General
3.687

6.6%
$123

$125
$128

$130
$133

$136
$172

$649
$662

$675
$1,063

$1,084
$1,106

$1,128
$1,150

$8,461
$1,653

School	Transportation
0.181

0.3%
$6

$6
$6

$6
$7

$7
$8

$32
$32

$33
$52

$53
$54

$55
$56

$415
$81

Rio	Blanco	Consv.
0.623

1.1%
$21

$21
$22

$22
$22

$23
$29

$110
$112

$114
$180

$183
$187

$191
$194

$1,430
$279

Total
56.047

100%
$1,867

$1,904
$1,942

$1,981
$2,021

$2,061
$2,609

$9,860
$10,058

$10,259
$16,153

$16,476
$16,805

$17,142
$17,484

$128,622
$25,125

TIF	Contributed	to	Project

TIF	Contributed	to	Taxing	Entities
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Investing in our Future 
 
 
The Town of Rangely, Rio Blanco County, and Better City LLC have been working together for 
the last eighteen months to develop, refine, and implement a strategy to attract private 
investment into the Town of Rangely and to create new, diversified opportunities for 
employment and economic prosperity. These efforts have culminated in the identification of a 
development opportunity that would create new options for housing in the community, 
particularly for students at CNCC. The housing component is critical because CNCC is currently 
near capacity for student housing, and in order to grow programs as part of its ongoing 
commitment to the Town of Rangely, the college needs additional capacity for new students. 
The retail component of the project is designed to meet two of the community’s most 
expressed desires: a robust, full-service grocery store that eliminates the need for frequent 
trips to Vernal or Grand Junction, and a family/young adult entertainment venue such as 
bowling, arcade, skating rink, etc. Several potential sites have been identified within the Town, 
and, depending on which location is ultimately selected, river recreation rentals such as kayaks, 
rafts etc., as well as mountain bikes, could be added to help provide an additional source of 
revenue for the retail operator.  
 
By joining these projects into one, each component will assist the entire development and will 
help create critical mass to ensure a successful outcome overall. In other words, the retail and 
entertainment options will help the college (as well as other local businesses) recruit and retain 
students and staff. In turn, the proximity of housing adjacent to the proposed retail and 
entertainment center will provide easy access to individuals that will patronize the retail store. 
By themselves, any one of these projects would struggle in a rural community like Rangely, but 
by joining together and sharing overhead and development costs, economic modeling has 
shown that these projects are feasible and sustainable through a public-private partnership. 
 
A public-private partnership is an economic development tool utilized by communities across 
the country to help address impediments within communities where private investment is not 
readily flowing. The public-sector invests through responsible and well-vetted means to change 
the project dynamics sufficiently so that the project becomes attractive to a private-sector 
operator. The private sector operator takes on operational risk, and the public-sector benefits 
by adding assets and venues without paying for the entire cost. The details of this public-private 
partnership will be determined in the coming weeks and months, but the project stands as a 
great opportunity to inject private investment into the Town of Rangely. Individuals from Better 
City, the Town and the County are currently working with local taxing entities to discuss the 
details of the public-private partnership to ensure that the community is the ultimate 
beneficiary of the project. 
 
Brad Casto ; Chairman – Rangely Development Agency 
Kelby Bosshardt – Better City Project Manager 
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