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CITIZENS
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN
COMMITTEE
REPORT TO THE ARVADA CITY COUNCIL:
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
PROJECT PRIORITIZATION AND FUNDING
June 2015

SUMMARY

The 21-member CCIPC
was charged by the
Arvada City Council to
prioritize capital
projects and
recommend funding
strategies. To do this,
the Committee learned
about the projects,
developed and applied
evaluation criteria,
and then deliberated
on which projects to
recommend to Council
for funding and at
what level. The table
to the right lists the
Committee’s funding
recommendations in
order of priority.

#

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12

PROJECTS
Ralston Road Corridor Long Term Plan
Missing Sidewalks

Retrofit Projects per TOD Bike/Ped Access Plan
Circulator (capital cost)*
Utility Undergrounding*

Parks (ADA playgrounds, irrigation)*

Park Maintenance & Streets Facilities*

RECOMMENDED
FUNDING
$16,658,000
$9,500,000
$820,000
$750,000
$4,000,000
$16,000,000

72nd and Indiana

$6,700,000

Gold Strike Park*

Jack B. Tomlinson Park Renovation*

$2,360,000

Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park*

ATMS, Conduit, and Fiber Interconnect

$2,250,000

Eldridge Street - W. 64th Ave. to Ralston Creek
W. 72nd Ave UP Railroad Grade Separation*
W. 80th UP Railroad Grade Separation*

$1,000,000
$400,000

Additionally, the
13 Guardrails
$250,000
Committee is very
14 Simms Improvements W. 64th to W 72nd
concerned about the
$5,500,000
shortfall in funding
15 Simms Improvements W. 72nd to W 86th Pkwy
available for and
16 Parks (general)*
$2,500,000
allocated to the
$750,000
substantial capital and 17 Automated Traffic Count Program
maintenance road
18 Arvada Center
$1,500,000
improvements needed
19 Central Stores Relocation / Records Archival Storage
$2,500,000
to bring all roads in
TOTALS OVERALL
$73,438,000
Arvada up to “good”
*
These
projects
have
specific
stipulations
associated
with
the
funding
condition. Arvada’s
recommendation. Please see these on Page 7 of this report.
transportation
infrastructure is the City’s largest and most valuable asset and must be a stewardship and
investment priority. The Committee therefore recommends that Council take immediate
action to address this serious and growing problem, which has consequences for both
current and future Arvada residents.
The following pages contain additional recommendations for Council, as well as detail into
the process followed by the Committee. The Committee is grateful for the opportunity to
work with one another and City staff to provide these funding priorities and
recommendations to Council.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCESS
Getting Started

The CCIPC began its work with a specific mission from
the Arvada City Council, which directed the Committee
to prioritize capital projects and recommend
strategies to fund those projects (see box to right).
Each Council member appointed 3 members of the
Committee for a total of 21 members. Members
represented the geographic and social diversity of the
broader Arvada community. 1 These 21 members met
for the first time on October 2, 2014, and developed
decision-making protocols to guide their
deliberations. These protocols stressed the group’s
commitment to consensus building and coming to
agreements as a group. Due to past experiences among
Committee members with ineffective consensus-based
decision making, 2 the protocols also included an
option for initiating majoritarian voting if needed. The
Committee worked hard to achieve consensus for all
decisions and majoritarian voting was never used.

MISSION FROM CITY COUNCIL
The mission of the Citizens’ Capital
Improvement Project Committee will be to
recommend a prioritized list of capital
projects to the City Council based on the
adopted Comprehensive Plan, Council
Strategic Plan and Departmental Strategic
Business Plans so the Council can approve
projects and allocate resources that will
support a safe, vibrant, secure and sound
community. This committee will review
the current ten-year Capital
Improvements Plan (CIP), recommend
projects and needs not currently
contained in the CIP, and propose
strategies to fund those recommendations.
This will be a comprehensive look at both
new strategic projects and major capital
maintenance needs.

Group Learning

The CCIPC met once a week from October through mid-December 2014. The process began
with a tour of many of the CIP projects identified by staff, including the parks facility,
multiple street improvements, several parks, and the future Gold Line stops. 3 Following the
tour, the group spent time at each meeting getting to know each other better and learning
the context in which the discussion about CIP projects must occur. City Manager Mark
Deven outlined the City Council process for developing its strategic goals and priorities,
and Director of Finance Bryan Archer summarized the City’s sources of revenues, its
regular expenditures, key elements of the general fund, and the capital improvement
challenges it faces. Mr. Archer also clarified for the group how the City determined that
there could be as much as $72 million available for the CCIPC to apply to unfunded capital
projects, between projected fund balances and a successful voter-approved extension of
the current bonding authority. Additionally, he reported on the process and outcomes of
the previous CIP Committee’s work. Tom Miller from the National Research Center shared
the results of the most recent Arvada Resident Survey, as well as how these results
compare to those from the last 20 years.
Upon completion of the presentations from Parks, Public Works, Hospitality, Facilities and
the Arvada Center that provided a frame for the work of the CCIPC, the group then turned
The names of CCIPC members are attached as Appendix A.
The CCIPC protocols are attached as Appendix B.
3 The summary of the tour is attached as Appendix C.
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to gaining more detailed knowledge about the capital improvement projects. Public Works
staff provided in-depth analysis of the City’s road improvement needs, spending and
improvement trajectory, and annual construction capacity. Parks Director Gordon Reusink
explained the benefits of municipal parks, the City’s parks goals, the relationship the City
has with Apex, and how parks are funded and maintained. Additionally, Mr. Reusink
outlined the key process components of the Comprehensive Plan development as well as
the vision it holds for the City of Arvada. The Committee also learned about the Facilities
Master Plan and the vision it holds for the City Hall Complex. Finally, the Committee held
one meeting at the Arvada Center, during which time staff gave the group a tour of the
facility and a first-hand look at several of the capital projects identified by the Center.
In January of 2015, members of the Committee were invited to propose their own projects
to supplement the list provided by staff. Three Committee members provided projects,
which included undergrounding of utilities on Grandview, sidewalk and other
improvements around the “last mile” surrounding future transit stops, and several studies
regarding transit needs in several areas of Arvada. 4
The Committee spent substantial time and energy grappling with the difference between
capital projects and costs associated with operations and maintenance (O&M). Several
members of the Committee stated a belief that chip seal and other improvements to
existing roads constituted regular road maintenance and should not be considered capital
costs. Staff stated that these road improvements could not be covered by the regular
operating budget and that, if left unaddressed, would lead to serious degradation of the
roads and would become a greater capital expenditure in the future. The Committee
expressed an understanding of this progression of cost, but many remained unconvinced
that this reasoning was sufficient to qualify these road improvements as capital projects.
The Committee later excluded several projects from further consideration due to a belief
that they were operation or maintenance projects rather than capital investments.
The Committee was continually aware of the context in which they were working.
Frequently discussed City statistics included items in the table below.
Population
Number of Households
Lane Miles of Streets
Value of Roads
Available Revenue (2014)
Sales Tax Revenue (2014)

111,559
44.724
1,446
$217 million 5
$100 million 6
$40 million

The list of projects proposed by members of the Committee is attached as Appendix D.
Original construction cost.
6 General Fund, Arvada Center Fund, Parks Fund, Debt Fund, and Capital Fund only. Utilities, enterprise
funds, and internal funds are excluded for purposes of this report.
4
5
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Criteria Development

The next step in the process was to develop and apply evaluation criteria to begin the
process of prioritizing projects. The Committee heard about and generally embraced the
principle of “Taking Lasting Care,” which undergirds the Parks Department approach to
maintenance and capital projects and reflects a commitment to maintaining and replacing
assets the City currently owns. Committee members reviewed the approach and criteria
used by the previous CIP committee. Members were then invited to propose their own
criteria for the group to consider. Three members of the Committee proposed criteria,
focusing on addressing unmet needs in the City, maintaining existing assets, honoring the
vision and effort that went into the Comprehensive Plan, and maximizing the number of
Arvada residents who benefit from CIP projects. After some discussion about what types of
social, community development, project management, and fiscal considerations should be
included as criteria, the Committee ultimately identified 8 evaluation criteria (see box
below).

Project Evaluation
As the Committee prepared to apply the project
•
evaluation criteria to the complete list of
unfunded projects, they determined that there
•
were too many projects on the list to evaluate--the
original project list included more than 100
projects. 7In February, the Committee divided into
small groups to identify projects to remove from
•
the project list. Each group developed and applied
its own methodology for removing projects from
the list. Reasons offered included high project
•
costs that would leave little additional funding for
•
other projects, projects being more operational
•
and maintenance expenditures than capital
investments, and perceived availability of funding
•
from one or more other sources. Each group
reported to the full Committee the methodology
•
they applied in this exercise and then identified
the projects they removed from the list. Projects that were identified for removal by all
three small groups were moved into a project “parking lot.” 8 Any project that any group or
any individual member of the Committee wanted to keep active remained on the active
project list to be evaluated. 9
CCIPC Project Evaluation Criteria
Replacement or improvement of
existing assets (includes capital
improvements of roads)
Economic impact and return on
investment (includes ability to increase
revenues and bring economic benefit to
the City, as well as improvement of
sidewalks in/into commercial areas)
Quality of life (includes beautification,
health, wildlife habitat impact,
environmental impact and sidewalks)
Safety
Service to underserved populations
Increased connectivity (includes missing
links and facilitation of non-motorized
access)
Included in a Council goal or a staff
recommendation
Included in the Comprehensive Plan

Each Committee member then applied the criteria to each of the remaining projects on the
active list. The group attempted to use objective analysis to assess the projects. A
The complete list of unfunded projects is attached as Appendix E.
The project “parking lot” is attached as Appendix F.
9 During the course of the group’s discussion, staff determined that some projects that the Committee was
evaluating were no longer in need of capital funds because resources had been found to support them. This
further reduced the number of projects that the Committee ultimately considered for funding.
7
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discussion of this preliminary evaluation revealed that many members of the group were
uncomfortable with the outcome and with the objective application of the
criteria. 10Because of this discomfort, the Committee agreed to do the evaluation exercise
again, but using their subjective evaluation of how each project would meet the criteria and
applying a rating scale of 0 to 3 for each project for each criterion. 11 Each Committee
member scored each project, and all Committee members’ scores were added together to
get their “total evaluation score.” Projects were then put in order of their total evaluation
score as a starting place for more in-depth deliberations on which projects to recommend
for funding and at what level.
After they applied this new methodology, the Committee reported feeling much more
comfortable with this approach. Many of the highest ranking projects were the same in
both evaluation exercises, though several projects moved in or out of the “top ten” highest
scoring projects with the new methodology. 12The top 3 projects were the same in both
evaluation; these 3 projects are the Committee’s highest priorities for funding (see below).

Prior to the criteria application process, the Committee agreed that the ranking of the
projects that emerged from the evaluation would inform their discussion about which
projects to fund but would not drive any funding recommendations. Once the criteria were
applied with the new methodology, the group began to discuss which projects they would
recommend that Council fund. This conversation began with the highest-ranked projects
and then proceeded through the evaluation matrix, though the Committee decided at
multiple points to table projects for later discussion due to a desire for additional project
information from staff or because they wanted to wait to see what other funding decisions
they wanted to make first.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Funding Recommendations

The table on Page 6 indicates the highest-priority projects for CIP funding identified by the
Committee. The projects are listed in order of priority on Page 6. The Committee
acknowledges that its funding recommendations, which total $73,438,000, exceed the
estimated $72,000,000 available for CIP projects. However, the group understands the
$72,000,000 to be an estimate and that actual funding available may be higher or lower
than this amount. Therefore, the Committee recommends that the projects listed in the
table below be funded in the order they are listed until funding is depleted. The group
understands that this means that one or more projects listed lower in the table may not be
funded at all.
The resulting project evaluation matrix is attached as Appendix G.
Note: Committee members used the 0 to 3 ranking for the first six criteria listed above. Then, staff noted
whether or not projects were included in a Council Goal or staff recommendation and whether or not they
were included in the Comprehensive Plan. These items were informational only; they were not scored.
12 The final evaluation results using the new methodology are attached as Appendix H.
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PROJECTS RECOMMENDED FOR FUNDING BY THE CCIPC
#
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

PROJECTS
Ralston Road Corridor Long Term
Plan
Missing Sidewalks

Retrofit Projects per TOD Bike/Ped
Access Plan
Circulator (capital cost)*
Utility Undergrounding*

Parks (ADA playgrounds, irrigation)*
Park Maintenance & Streets
Facilities*
72nd and Indiana
Gold Strike Park*

Jack B. Tomlinson Park Renovation*
Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park*

ATMS, Conduit, and Fiber
9 Interconnect
Eldridge Street - W. 64th Ave. to
10 Ralston Creek
W. 72nd Ave UP Railroad Grade
11 Separation*
W. 80th UP Railroad Grade
12 Separation*

TOTAL
EVALUATION
SCORE

ESTIMATED
COST

225

$16,658,000

156

$6,000,000

210
129
122
109

$6,200,000

$9,500,000
$820,000

$1,725,060

$4,000,000

$750,000

$21,000,000

109

$1,725,060

$6,700,000

$750,000

$16,000,000
$6,700,000

$540,000

$2,360,000

102

$2,250,000

$2,250,000

93

$9,520,000

108
108
102
91

$70,000

$1,000,000
$250,000

13 Guardrails
90
$8,100,000
Simms Improvements W. 64th to W
14 72nd
128
$4,000,000
Simms Improvements W. 72nd to W
15 86th Pkwy
127
$10,000,000
Parks (general)* - General allocation; no associated evaluation scores or
16
project costs.

17 Automated Traffic Count Program
36
$750,000
Arvada Center - General allocation; no associated evaluation scores or
18 project costs.
Central Stores Relocation / Records
19 Archival Storage
82
$2,500,000
TOTALS OVERALL

$16,658,000

$820,000

141
147

RECOMMENDED
FUNDING

$100,558,120

$1,000,000
$400,000
$250,000
$5,500,000
$2,500,000
$750,000
$1,500,000
$2,500,000
$73,438,000

* These projects have specific stipulations associated with the funding recommendation. Please see these
on Page 7 of this report.
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Additionally, the Committee recommends that the “stipulations” listed in the box below be
considered for several of the projects as well.
Project

Circulator
Utility
Undergrounding

Parks

Parks Maintenance
and Streets Facilities
W. 72nd and W. 80th
UP Railroad Grade
Separation Projects

Funding Recommendation Stipulations or Clarifying Details

Funding is for a feasibility study (including consideration of purchase/lease
options). Feasibility study should precede further project development.
Should the feasibility of this project not merit full use of funds, remaining funds
should be held in a dedicated account for similar future projects.

Undergrounding should start in Olde Town and move outward until funds are
exhausted.
Staff should exploit any opportunities to leverage existing/forthcoming Xcel
Energy projects for maximized impact.
Total amount allocated to Parks is $6,500,000. Allocation is as follows.
$4,000,000 is allocated for playground replacement and ADA compliance
($550,000/year for 3 years), irrigation systems replacement ($1,000,000), and
irrigation systems computer controls replacement ($100,000 per year for 10
years). This leaves an additional $350,000 from this funding recommendation for
Parks staff to allocate at their discretion.
Gold Strike Park, Jack B. Tomlinson Park, and the Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park
are each recommended to be fully funded.
An additional $2,500,000 is intended for Parks staff to allocate within their
strategic results among the unfunded parks projects identified.
Further study and/or design work is needed to explore total lifecycle cost
efficiency.
$400,000 is intended to fund a feasibility study of both sites

Additional Funding Strategy Recommendations

Over the course of their deliberations, members of the Committee discussed at great length
their concerns about the current conditions of roads and streets in Arvada and the current
trajectory for completing all capital and maintenance improvements needed to bring them
up to “good” condition. The Committee believes that this problem is quite serious and
recommends that Council act to address it in the immediate future.
Due to the substantial difference between the available funding for CIP projects and the
need, the Committee discussed several strategies that the City could explore to generate
additional CIP funds. A small task group developed a list of potential funding sources for
the rest of the Committee to consider, including a new property tax, a new property
development fee, an additional sales tax increment, an internet sales tax, a bond,
“squeezing” the Operations and Maintenance budget, and planning for densification of
development along certain road corridor to concentrate road needs and impacts. The
Committee ultimately agreed to recommend that Council select and implement a mix of
fees, or recommend to the voters either new property taxes or fees and/or a sales tax (see
box on page 8) to increase revenues.

8

Additionally, the Committee discussed whether to
recommend a specific revenue target to be achieved by
the new funding strategies. After exploring several
methodologies for developing a revenue target (e.g., an
average contribution per household or an amount similar
to the amount generated by stormwater fees), the
Committee agreed that it had neither the information nor
the expertise necessary to best set an annual goal,
preferring instead to recommend that Council set an
annual revenue target itself. The Committee also agreed
that any new revenue tools should be designed to
“sunset” or expire after a certain period of time. Since the
sunset framework might be tied to the revenue target, the
group determined it would be best to recommend that
Council also set the sunset period.

Funding Strategy Recommendations
1. Take action quickly to address the
pressing need for additional
resources to repair and
maintenance roads and streets in
Arvada
2. Select and implement a mix of
tools:
o A transportation impact fee (TIF)
levied at the permit stage on
developments of new properties,
which could be levied to
developers (e.g., 0.25% of market
value)
o A “pothole” tax levied on all
property owners (residential and
business)
o Increasing sales tax and apply the
revenue toward a special roads
maintenance and improvement
fund

Additional Process Improvement Recommendations
The Committee has identified several ways that the CCIPC
process could be improved for future groups. One set of
recommendations relates to how the City documents CIP
projects for the review and information of future
3. Set a specific revenue target to be
committees. Several members of this Committee found it
achieved with new tools
difficult to understand and compare the project proposals
based on the information provided to them. To address
4. Plan for the new revenue tools to
this issue in the future, the Committee makes the
sunset in a certain period of time
following recommendations:
• All capital projects should be summarized in a
CIP request form similar to the one provided in Attachment I.
• Committee members should be provided a binder of completed CIP request
forms and attachments at the beginning of the process.
The Committee has found that information about the feasibility of unfunded CIP projects
varied greatly between departments and even among projects within a given department.
Several of the Committee’s funding recommendations are actually proposed allocations for
feasibility studies for certain projects rather than for the projects themselves. To help
improve this situation for the future, the Committee offers these recommendations:
• All capital projects should be phased into three components: feasibility, design,
and construction.
• Projects should not proceed or be further considered if they are not feasible or
if preliminary design results in significant cost increase.
• Project feasibility studies should be encouraged.

Several members of the Committee were curious about whether and how the City’s policy
of having road improvements be the responsibility of developers building new
residential or commercial projects in the City is being implemented. Based on staff reports,
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the Committee’s concern is that this policy does not appear to result in timely
improvements on roads. For this reason, the Committee recommends that this policy be
revisited by Council.
Many members of the Committee reported that the initial tour of projects was extremely
helpful and gave them an improved understanding of the capital challenges throughout
Arvada. Unfortunately, some members of the Committee were unable to attend the tour. In
order to ensure that all members of future CIP groups are able to participate in this
important part of the process, the CCIPC recommends that future tours be held more
than once with some variety in time of day or day of week.
Members of the Committee are strongly committed to ensuring transparency in the CIP
funding process, in their own deliberations, and in the deliberations of future CIP
committees. For this reason, the Committee recommends that the complete
recommendations from this and all future CIP committees be made public via
independent news outlets and through all available City communication avenues.

Finally, the Committee is deeply grateful for the work and commitment of Deputy
Manager Bill Ray, Deputy City Manager Lorie Gillis, and Director of Finance Bryan Archer.
This team is highly knowledgeable about the capital needs, processes, and finances of the
City of Arvada and has patiently responded to Committee questions about these and other
issues throughout this process. The Committee also appreciates the City’s decision to
contract with Heather Bergman of Peak Facilitation Group to assist the group in its
deliberations; Ms. Bergman has done an outstanding job in helping the group stay on track
and get to a conclusion in a timely fashion. Additionally, the work of Michelle Broski and Jill
Jolton in setting up the meeting room, providing wonderful meals, and keeping the website
up to date has contributed greatly to the Committee’s success. In short, the Committee
understands that while they contributed more than 1000 hours of work to the CCIPC
process, substantial additional hours of work and support were provided by the City. The
Committee recommends that the City provide future CIP groups with similar staff
support.
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APPENDIX A: CCIPC MEMBERS
Melissa Beck
Larry Coates
Dan Cupit
Michelle DeLaria
Ascenzo Di Giacomo
Kelly Eargle
Nancy Ford

Michelle Glasmann
Ken Haack
Harriet Hall
Cynthia Kreutzer
John Malito
Kelly Mueldener*
Lindsay Gomez

T.O. Owens*
Leanna Principe
Julia Rasmussen
Ron Slinger
Janet Steinkamp
Don Wood*
Bob Wilson

Back row: Lorie Gillis (staff), Ken Haack, Bob Wilson, Nancy Ford, Ron Slinger, Bryan Archer (staff), Harriet Hall, and Ascenzo Di Giacomo
Middle row: Julie Rasmussen, Kelly Eargle, Melissa Beck, Bill Ray (staff), Michelle DeLaria, John Malito, and Dan Cupt
Front row: Lindsay Gomez, Michelle Glasmann, Larry Coates, Heather Bergman (facilitator), Janet Steinkamp, Cynthia Kreutzer, and Leanna Principe

*Not pictured

Photo by Katie Waller

APPENDIX B
Citizens’ Capital Improvement Plan Committee (CCPIC)
FINAL Operating Protocols – October 10, 2014
1. Purpose
The purpose of the Citizens’ Capital Improvement Plan Committee (CCPIC) is to develop
and submit a prioritized list of capital improvement projects to the Arvada City Council for
their consideration. The Committee may also submit recommendations for new funding
strategies for Council to consider in order to facilitate implementation of the prioritized
project list. The Committee’s list of prioritized projects and funding strategy suggestions
will be recommendations for Council to consider and have no binding or legal authority.

2. Guiding Principle
The CCPIC strives to be open, transparent, and focused on shared education and civil
discourse.

3. Membership
The Committee is comprised of twenty-one named members selected by the Arvada City
Council. Members of the Committee do not have alternates.
Committee Members:
Melissa Beck
Larry Coates
Dan Cupit
Michelle DeLaria
Ascenzo Di Giacomo
Kelly Eargle
Nancy Ford
Michelle Glasmann
Ken Haack
Harriet Hall
Cynthia Kreutzer

John Malito
Kelly Mueldener
Lindsay O’Shaughnessy Gomez
T.O. Owens
Leanna Principe
Julia Rasmussen
Ron Slinger
Janet Steinkamp
Don Wood
Bob Wilson

4. Member Responsibilities
Members of the CCPIC will:
a. Abide by the protocols and allow the facilitator to enforce them
b. Engage in meaningful and productive dialogue
a. Actively participate
b. Focus on the discussion at hand; avoid side conversations
c. Speak up if in opposition to a proposal
d. Provide an explanation for all objections
e. Avoid destructive language and personal attacks
f. Read materials prior to meetings; come prepared
g. Be or become knowledgeable about the issue at hand
h. Proactively work to keep constituents, colleagues, and managers informed about
the work of the Committee
i. Avoid surprises
j. Characterize your own needs, desires, and interests; let others do the same
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APPENDIX B
Citizens’ Capital Improvement Plan Committee (CCPIC)
FINAL Operating Protocols – October 10, 2014
k.
l.
m.
n.

Disclose conflicts of interest
Respect the time of the Committee; speak briefly and on topic
Learn from the past but let it go; work for the future
Speak loud and proud to ensure that all members of the Committee can hear their
contributions

5. Decision Making
The Committee will seek to achieve consensus in all decisions. Consensus is defined as “all
members of the Committee can live with” the proposal. If consensus is not possible, the
Committee will use majoritarian voting to find resolution, and a super-majority (2/3 of the
members in attendance) will be required to pass the proposal for any major decision. All
major decision points will be noted on agendas; agenda planning for future meetings is not
considered a major decision point.
If some participants are unable to support the direction of the rest of the Committee, the
Committee will work to bring the outstanding individual(s) on board; the outstanding
individuals share responsibility for finding ways for the Committee to revise the
agreement in order to get them on board. If no accommodation can be found, any
remaining dissenting opinion will be documented along with the reason for dissent. The
final agreement document will include the nature of and the reasons for any dissension.

Any member of the Committee may at any time request that the Committee vote on a given
discussion item or proposal. Two-thirds of the Committee members present must support
the move to majoritarian voting, and two-thirds of the Committee members present must
also support a proposal for it to pass. The Committee will revert to consensus decision
making following the vote.

In consensus and in majoritarian voting, each Committee member has a single and equal
vote. No proxy voting will be permitted. Two-thirds of Committee members must be
present to constitute a quorum; no action will be taken on any major decision unless a
quorum is present.

6. Subcommittees
The Committee may form subcommittees at its discretion. Only Committee members may
serve on subcommittees. City staff may participate in an advisory role. Subcommittees
have no decision-making authority and may only make recommendations or reports back
to the full CCPIC.
7. Agency Roles
City of Arvada staff will attend Committee meetings as a resource to the CCIPC, but staff
will not participate as Committee members nor will they participate in decision making.
8. Role of the Facilitator
The CCPIC facilitator is responsible for:
a. Developing agendas
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b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Facilitating meetings to be on point, productive, and on time
Enforcing protocols
Facilitating with neutrality on the substance of the Committee’s discussion
Fair and equal treatment of all participants
Maintaining confidentiality of any discussions that are requested to be confidential
Documentation based on non-attribution
Making a best effort to incorporate all suggestions for change into draft documents
or explaining why suggestions were not incorporated
Monitoring the online CCPIC forum for important discussion threads and reporting
them to the Committee at meetings as necessary and appropriate

9. Media and Social Media
The Committee seeks to balance supporting free expression with protecting the
collaborative environment of the Committee. Members of the Committee will not
individually talk to the media. The media is able to attend meetings and report on their
observations. The Committee as a whole may expressly choose to reach out to one or more
media outlets and will plan and act accordingly if/when that occurs.
Committee members may speak to the public and comment on the work of the Committee
on social media in order to gather feedback and ideas. Committee members will use these
discussions and avenues for research and learning purposes only. Neither public outreach
efforts nor social media will be used to rally people around a specific issue or project in an
effort to influence the Committee or City Council. Committee members who witness social
media or other conduct that concerns them will notify the facilitator. The facilitator will
use her judgment and discretion when determining whether and how to address such
conduct.
The CCIPC protocols apply to all member contributions to the online forum established on
the CCIPC website.

10. Interaction with City Council
Committee members will not discuss CCIPC work or topics with members of City Council.

11. Documentation
All documents are draft unless labeled “final.” Draft documents should not be construed as
final. Only the information contained in final documents represents the opinion and action
of the Committee. Draft documents are intended for use by the Committee only and
should not be circulated. Final documents are considered public information and may be
posted and/or circulated.
The facilitator will prepare a draft summary after each meeting; draft summaries will be
posted on the CCIPC website. The facilitator will notify Committee members when the
draft documents are available and what the deadline is for submitting suggestions for
change to draft documents. Committee members will have at least 48 hours to review and
comment on draft meeting summaries. The facilitator will use her best judgment regarding
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whether and how to accommodate suggestions for change to draft documents. Final
meeting summaries will be posted to the CCIPC website prior to the beginning of the next
scheduled meeting.
12. Public Meetings and Notification
All Committee meetings are public. Announcement of meetings on the City of Arvada
website is considered sufficient notice of all Committee meetings.

13. Public Comment
Members of the public may speak to the Committee at the beginning of meetings; these
public comment periods will be noted on all meeting agendas. Individuals wishing to
address the Committee will be given three minutes and will begin with a statement of their
name, address, and disclosure of any organization being represented. There will be no
official limit on the aggregate amount of time in a meeting that will be dedicated to public
comment. However, in the case of many individuals wanting to speak, the facilitator may
discourage repetitive statements. Once the public comment period of the meeting ends,
the public may only observe the Committee’s work and may not participate in its
deliberations. The names of individuals who participate in public comment at CCIPC
meetings will be recorded in the summary, as will the names of individuals who observe
meetings.
14. Amending the Protocols
These protocols can be amended by the Committee. The decision-making methods
outlined above apply to any effort to amend the protocols.
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Note: This document is a summary of the key discussion topics at each tour stop. It is not
intended to be a comprehensive summary of the tour. It is organized by tour stop.
Street Reconstruction at Brooks and Garrison (Discussion with Mark Bowman)
• Garrison has needed resurfacing for at least 12 years. Resurfacing was delayed to
allow for multiple other projects in the area to be completed first so that the street
would only be under construction once. The street deteriorated during the delay
and was just completely reconstructed. The project cost $598,000 and is expected to
last for a long time.
• Brooks Street was improved using mill and overlay as complete reconstruction was
not needed.
• A member of the group requested that staff provide the CCIPC with a summary of
traffic counts on major streets over time. This information is forthcoming.

Parks Building (Discussion with Mike McDonnell)
• The Parks Building houses all of the crews for the east and central districts of
Arvada; this includes staff, as well as vehicles, equipment, and maintenance
operations.
• The building is very old. It is not accessible under the requirements of the American
with Disabilities Act (ADA). The heating and cooling system is antiquated,
inefficient, and ineffective. There are outdoor areas that routinely get covered with
ice, and staff falls are fairly common. Office space is insufficient, and the available
meeting space will not hold the entire staff. Equipment storage space is insufficient
to allow for all equipment to be kept indoors; keeping equipment indoors extends
the life of the equipment by approximately 3 years over outdoor storage.
• The overall location is good, but the property is too small to accommodate the
Department’s needs. The City leases an easement from the railroad on the south side
to get extra space. There is available land to the north that could be acquired,
allowing for the City to quit leasing the easement. It would take 17 years to payoff
that purchase.
• There is no security system. Staff members have to manually check more than 20
doors to ensure security at night. There have been no break-ins. Lighting is minimal,
and ceiling tiles have periodically fallen in. There is a chemical room that does not
meet current safety codes. Ceilings in the garage are too low to allow for large trucks
to be lifted for maintenance; there are also no recessed maintenance areas. This
makes repairing and maintaining larger trucks very difficult.
• It may be possible to build a second story in the office area to increase space and
improve efficiency.

Arvada Ridge Transit Stop (Discussion with Bill Honer)
• The Gold Line starts at Union Station in Denver and enters Arvada at Tennyson.
There will be three stations in Arvada: one at Sheridan, one in Olde Town, and this
one at Arvada Ridge.
• The platform and the trains will be level at this station to allow easy roll-on/roll-off
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•
•
•

for wheelchairs, strollers, and suitcases.
There will be an at-grade crossing at Lee Street to get people safely across Ridge
Road.
There will be 200 parking spaces, with some handicap spaces and some motorcycle
spaces. There will be bike parking and a few bike lockers (which can be leased).
Trains will not use horns in the area; gates on both sides of the tracks allow for quiet
zones.

Traffic Calming Roundabout on W. 52nd Avenue
• This roundabout was added to calm traffic. This was a priority of the last CIP
Committee.
• The new 4.5-acre Griffith Park is being created at 52nd and Carr. This is part of the
City’s vision to have a park within a 10-minute walk from every Arvada home. Park
construction should be completed by the summer of 2016.

Olde Town Transit Improvements (Discussion with Phil Hensley)
• This is area will be home to a new transit center. There will be a bus transfer area on
the lowest level, four parking levels, and four pedestrian levels. The top level can be
used as a festival area if parking is blocked off. There will be 4 different connecting
plazas, along with parking for 600 cars (400 for RTD parking and 200 for retail),
including spaces for handicap parking and motorcycles. The overall height of the
building will not be taller be than the current height of the movie theater.
• The City has some concerns that people will use the lot for long-term airport
parking, so management of the parking will have to adapt to conditions and use as
they develop.
Sheridan Station
• Sheridan Station will have an elevated platform above the railroad grade in the
surrounding area. This allows for some energy efficiency, as arriving trains will
automatically slow as they go up the hill to the platform and automatically speed up
as they go down the hill leaving the platform.
• There will be 330 parking spaces, including spaces for handicap parking and
motorcycles. There will also be bike parking and bike lockers. There is room to
expand the parking if needed.

69th and Sheridan
• The City is building Britton Park here. It is an old apple orchard, and the new park
will have an agricultural theme.
• Neighbors design parks in Arvada, and more than 100 people attended the meetings
for Britton Park.
• The park should be completed by October of 2015.
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Median on 88th Street
• Improving this median was the second-highest priority for the last CIP group. The
irrigation system had failed, the trees were dying, and the trees were blocking the
retail at 88th and Sheridan, causing Kings Soopers to consider leaving the shopping
center.
• The median was rebuilt and relandscaped, making it more visually pleasing and
improving visibility for local business. The new plants are thriving.
• The cost of improving the median between Sheridan and Wadsworth was
$1,037,000.

Moore Brothers Farm
• This is a 50-acre farm that is now owned and operated by the City. The use of the
property will always be agricultural. An employee of the Parks Department lives in
the house on the site and manages the property.
• There was previous discussion about improving Alkire Street in this area, but
neighbors had resisted previous proposals. The current alignment has been part of
the Comprehensive Plan for at least the last 15 years and is accepted by the
neighborhood. The approved plan is to connect Ward Road to 79th Street at Cameo
Estates.
• There is some challenging topography that has not yet been addressed regarding
how to connect W. Alkire Street between W. 80th and W. 82nd Avenues. This could
require a railroad underpass or an overpass.

Intersection of 72nd and Indiana
• Addressing this intersection was a priority of the last CIP group. The goal is to widen
the road.
• There are two canals and some historic values at the intersection, which make this a
challenging project.

Westwoods (Discussion with Mark Bowman)
• During lunch, Mark shared some handouts (available the on the website) outlining
costs of different forms of street improvements and their respective lifetimes.
• There is a lifecycle to street maintenance, and Arvada’s goal is to improve streets
early at a lower cost rather than waiting until the damage is so extensive that more
costly reconstruction is needed.
• The City is currently putting $5 million per year into street maintenance and
resurfacing, but a recent assessment indicated that $17.5 million per year is what is
needed. Mark Bowman indicated that the construction season in Colorado may be
too short to allow for that much money to be effectively spent each year, even if it
was allocated.
• The City is also looking into changing its requirements for how new roads are
constructed and maintained during the construction of new housing developments,
as heavy truck traffic on new and existing roads can degrade roads fairly quickly.
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Long Lake Regional Park
• This property was purchased from Denver Water in 1996. It is home to several
multiple-use fields and a 50-acre prairie dog refuge. There is room to build a
stadium if that is needed later.
• The City works with APEX to manage the property: Arvada maintains the park, and
Apex does the scheduling of the fields.
• APEX is doing its own collaborative CIP process to identify their needs in the future.
• The previous Arvada CIP group observed that the City did not provide a lot of patron
amenities at this park, so a new bathroom facility has been added. For similar
reasons, lighting, trails, and benches have been added here and at other parks.
Jefferson Parkway (Discussion with Bill Ray in the Bus)
• The proposed Jefferson Parkway would come through the Leyden Rock area. It
would be elevated above Leyden Road. There is an engineering challenge related to
whether the Parkway would go over or under the train tracks between Leyden Rock
and Highway 72.
• The estimated cost of the Parkway is $200 million. It is currently awaiting the
outcome of federal permitting discussions and is only 2% designed.
• The City of Arvada strongly supports building the Jefferson Parkway because it will
provide a regional road for regional traffic. Currently, regional traffic uses Arvada
streets to move through the area, creating traffic and maintenance challenges that
should not be the sole burden of Arvada residents. Building the Jefferson Parkway
would allow regional traffic to use a regional road, easing traffic and maintenance
burdens in Arvada.
Candelas
• Candelas is new a development on the west side of Arvada. The full property is
2,200 acres.
• There is a 50-year build-out planned for the area.
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APPENDIX D
Committee Project Ideas Submitted in December 2014
Bob Wilson, Dan Cupit, and Cindi Kreutzer each presented project ideas for the Committee
to consider for the upcoming year. They each outlined the objectives, details, and funding
options for each project they proposed. Details about these projects have been posted to
the CCIPC website.

Bob Wilson’s Project Ideas
• Ralston Creek Trail Design Problem: Investigate improving the trail just east of the
Simms Street overpass.
• Continue work on sidewalks along western Ridge Road, specifically sidewalks
between Arvada Ridge and Ward Road Gold Line stations.
• Study improving transit around and into Red Rocks Community College; encourage
transit use to/from campus.
• Study improving future transit in northwest Arvada; work toward a cooperative
effort between Red Rocks Community College, Arvada, and RTD to efficiently reroute the Route 100 bus closer to campus and encourage bus service to northwest
Arvada to include the Candelas, Town Center, Leyden Rock, Whisper Creek and Five
Parks areas; improve service to support and encourage transit use of the Gold Line.
• Study installation of conduit for fiber optics during road construction.
Dan Cupit’s Project Ideas
• Evaluate the level of service at various transit centers starting with the Gold Line
stations in Arvada, with a goal of increasing the level of service to all modes of
transportation.
• See Last Mile Project through to completion.
• Sidewalk replacement project for 2015.
• Continue project to create a local shuttle service for the City of Arvada as an
alternative mode of transportation in and around the city, including but not limited
to Gold Line transit stations.
Cindi Kreutzer’s Project Idea
• Underground utilities on Grandview Avenue.

APPENDIX E: STARTING LIST OF ALL UNFUNDED PROJECTS
TRANSPORTATION
Utility Undergrounding
Guardrails
W. 64th Ave. - McIntyre Pkwy to McIntyre St.; North Side Completion
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Kipling St. to Simms St.
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Simms St. to Indiana St.
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Indiana St. to McIntyre St.
Alkire St. - W. 86th Pkwy to W. 88th Ave.
Eldridge Street - W. 64th Ave. to Ralston Creek
Indiana Street / UP Bridge Replacement
Indiana Street Widening -W. 64th Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy
Kendrick Dr. Extension - W. 64th Ave. to Indiana St.
Quaker St. Improvements - W. 72nd Ave. to Leyden Road
W. 80th Ave. Improvements - Kipling St. to Simms St.
W. 80th Ave. Improvements - Simms St. to Alkire St.
Ward Rd Extension - Double E Ranch Frontage
Ward Road Improvements - W. 64th Ave. to W. 72nd Ave.
Ward Rd. Extension - W. 72nd Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy. 4-lane section
Ward Road Extension - W. 72nd Ave to W. 80th Ave. (Two Lane Section)
W. 80th Avenue UP Railroad Grade Separation
W. 72nd Ave. UP Railroad Grade Separation
Simms St. Improvements - W. 64th Ave. to W. 72nd Ave.
Simms St. Improvements - W. 72nd Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy
Alkire St. Improvements - W. 80th Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy.
Bicycle / Pedestrian Overpass at Alkire St. and Union Pacific Railroad
Bike Master Plan - Build Out (w/o) bridges)
Bike Master Plan - Ped Bridges/Underpasses
Retrofit Projects per TOD Bike/Ped Access Plan
Traffic Calming
Ralston Road Corridor Long Term Plan
Automated Traffic Count Program
Signal Replacement
ATMS, Conduit, and Fiber Interconnect
Street Lights Pole Replacement - Wood Poles
Street Light Pole Replacement - Ornamental Poles
OT Parking Kiosk Installment
RRCC/Arvada Ridge Station Access from Kipling
Roadway Corridor Re-Channelization (Signing & Striping)
Bridge Guardrails
Bridge Maintenance
Missing Sidewalks
FACILITIES
Arvada Center 69th Ave. Entry Drive
Central Stores Relocation / Records Archival Storage
Park Maintenance & Streets Facilities
Justice Center

$347,393,000
$750,000
$250,000
$510,000
$16,000,000
$28,000,000
$6,000,000
$700,000
$1,000,000
$8,000,000
$45,000,000
$9,300,000
$13,100,000
$13,100,000
$13,100,000
$1,000,000
$24,500,000
$36,600,000
$15,000,000
$8,100,000
$9,520,000
$4,000,000
$10,000,000
$12,000,000
$3,560,000
$8,800,000
$8,730,000
$10,080,000
$750,000
$16,658,000
$750,000
$7,800,000
$2,250,000
$200,000
$585,000
$3,300,000
$2,500,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$400,000
$2,500,000
$59,820,000
$1,020,000
$2,500,000
$21,000,000
$35,300,000
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PARKS
Broad Lake Park and Trails
Saddlebrook Park Completion
Quaker Acres Park Expansion
Spring Mesa Trail Extensions
Arvada Tennis Center Completion
Leyden Lake Open Space and Trails
Indiana Equestrian Center Completion
Jack B. Tomlinson Park Renovation
Leyden Creek Trail
Pioneer Park
Long Lake Regional Park
Lake Arbor Park
Kipling Street Entrance Signage
The Hills at Standley Lake Park
Lutz Sports Complex
Double E Park/ Ph2
Gibbs West Community Park
Churches Ranch National Historic District
Gold Strike Park
Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park
Moore Brothers Farm and Agricultural Center
Hyatt Lake Park Preserve
Majestic View Community Park and Nature Center
Arvada Blunn Reservoir
Welton Reservoir
Median Renovation/Completion project
Trail Gaps
HOSPITALITY
Outdoor Concessions
Building Additions
Delivery Trucks
Sound System Replacement [2022]
Smart Lighting
Guest Services Center
Replacement of Ballroom Doors
Electronic Marquees
Ballroom Enhancements
TLC Chair Replacement
ARVADA CENTER
Arvada Center Amphitheater Roof and Seating
Arvada Center Amphitheater Renovation
Arvada Center Amphitheater Plaza Renovation
Arvada Center Main Stage and Blackbox Theater Renovations
Arvada Center Education Classroom Renovation and Upgrades
Arvada Center Interior Lighting Renovation and Improvements
Arvada Center Basement Finish

$123,014,231
$613,171
$535,000
$450,000
$800,000
$2,875,000
$3,340,000
$785,000
$540,000
$1,000,000
$355,000
$4,950,000
$3,325,000
$420,000
$725,000
$3,250,000
$325,000
$28,912,000
$1,710,000
$1,725,060
$70,000
$1,525,000
$3,620,000
$7,927,000
$1,075,000
$662,000
$1,500,000
$50,000,000
$2,245,000
$170,000
$900,000
$80,000
$350,000
$350,000
$100,000
$40,000
$100,000
$55,000
$100,000
$8,778,100
$3,300,000
$565,000
$95,000
$64,000
$130,000
$205,000
$230,000
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Arvada Center Gathering Area and Cafe
Arvada Center VIP Space
Arvada Center On-site Storage
Arvada Center Main Stage Theater Expansion
Arvada Center Black Box Theater Acoustics
Arvada Center Wayfinding Exterior Signage
Arvada Center Display of Outdoor Art Pathway
Arvada Center Ceramics Expansion and Remodel
Arvada Center Galley Areas Remodel
Arvada Center Patron additional Bay Parking
Arvada Center Front Entry Renovation and Interior Wayfinding
TOTAL UNFUNDED PROJECTS

$88,000
$35,000
$120,000
$2,500,000
$75,000
$45,000
$100,000
$171,100
$368,000
$102,000
$585,000
$541,250,331

APPENDIX F: CCIPC PARKING LOT PROJECTS

TRANSPORTATION
Indiana Street / UP Bridge Replacement
Indiana Street Widening - W. 64th Ave to W. 86th Pkwy
Kendrick Dr. Extension - W. 64th. Ave to Indiana St.
Quaker St. Improvements - W.72nd Ave. to Leyden Rd.
W. 80th Ave. Improvements - Kipling St. to Simms St.
W. 80th Ave. Improvements - Simms St. to Alkire St.
Ward Rd Extension - Double E Ranch Frontage
Ward Road Improvements - W. 64th Ave. to W. 72nd Ave.
Ward Rd. Extension - W. 72nd Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy. 4-lane section
Ward Road Extension - W. 72nd Ave to W. 80th Ave. (Two Lane Section)
Alkire St. Improvements - W. 80th Ave. to W. 86th Pkwy.
Bike Master Plan - Build Out (w/o) bridges)
Traffic Calming
Signal Replacement
Street Light Pole Replacement - Ornamental Poles
OT Parking Kiosk Installment
Roadway Corridor Re-Channelization (Signing & Striping)
Bridge Guardrails
Bridge Maintenance
FACILITIES
Arvada Center 69th Ave. Entry Drive
Justice Center
PARKS
Saddlebrook Park Completion
Quaker Acres Park Expansion
Leyden Lake Open Space and Trails
Long Lake Regional Park
Kipling Street Entrance Signage
The Hills at Standley Lake Park
Lutz Sports Complex
Double E Park/ Ph2
Gibbs West Community Park
Churches Ranch National Historic District
Hyatt Lake Park Preserve
Majestic View Community Park and Nature Center
Median Renovation/Completion project
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$8,000,000
$45,000,000
$9,300,000
$13,100,000
$13,100,000
$13,100,000
$1,000,000
$24,500,000
$36,600,000
$15,000,000
$700,000
$8,800,000
$750,000
$7,800,000
$585,000
$3,300,000
$2,000,000
$1,000,000
$400,000

$1,020,000
$35,300,000

$535,000
$450,000
$3,340,000
$4,950,000
$420,000
$725,000
$3,250,000
$325,000
$28,912,000
$1,710,000
$3,620,000
$7,927,000
$1,500,000
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HOSPITALITY
Outdoor Concessions
Building Additions
Delivery Trucks
Sound System Replacement [2022]
Guest Services Center
Replacement of Ballroom Doors
Electronic Marquees
Ballroom Enhancements
TLC Chair Replacement
ARVADA CENTER
Arvada Center Amphitheater Roof and Seating
Arvada Center Amphitheater Renovation
Arvada Center Amphitheater Plaza Renovation
Arvada Center Main Stage and Blackbox Theater Renovations
Arvada Center Education Classroom Renovation and Upgrades
Arvada Center Basement Finish
Arvada Center Gathering Area and Cafe
Arvada Center VIP Space
Arvada Center On-site Storage
Arvada Center Main Stage Theater Expansion
Arvada Center Black Box Theater Acoustics
Arvada Center Display of Outdoor Art Pathway
Arvada Center Ceramics Expansion and Remodel
Arvada Center Patron additional Bay Parking

$170,000
$900,000
$80,000
$350,000
$100,000
$40,000
$100,000
$55,000
$100,000

$3,300,000
$565,000
$95,000
$64,000
$130,000
$230,000
$88,000
$35,000
$120,000
$2,500,000
$75,000
$100,000
$171,100
$102,000
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TRANSPORTATION
Utility Undergrounding
Guardrails
W. 64th Ave. - McIntyre Pkwy to McIntyre St.; North Side Completion
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Kipling St. to Simms St.
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Simms St. to Indiana St.
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Indiana St. to McIntyre St.
Alkire St. - W. 86th Pkwy to W. 88th Ave.
Bicycle / Pedestrian Overpass at Alkire St. and Union Pacific Railroad
Bike Master Plan - Ped Bridges/Underpasses
Retrofit Projects per TOD Bike/Ped Access Plan
Ralston Road Corridor Long Term Plan
ATMS, Conduit, and Fiber Interconnect
Street Lights Pole Replacement - Wood Poles
RRCC/Arvada Ridge Station Access from Kipling
Missing Sidewalks
W. 80th UP Railroad Grade Separation
W. 72nd Ave UP Railroad Grade Separation
Simms Improvements W. 72nd to W 86th Pkwy
Simms Improvements W. 64th to W 72nd
FACILITIES
Central Stores Relocation / Records Archival Storage
Park Maintenance & Streets Facilities
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Included in the Comprehensive

Included in a Council goal or staff

Increased connectivity

Service to underserved

Safety

Quality of life

Economic impact and return on

Notes on Evaluation Criteria:
• Replacement or improvement of existing assets includes capital improvements of roads
• Economic impact and return on investment includes ability to increase revenues and bring
economic benefit to the City, as well as improvement of sidewalks in/into commercial areas
• Quality of life includes beautification, health, wildlife habitat impact, environmental impact
and sidewalks to walk dogs
• Increased connectivity includes missing links and facilitation of non-motorized access

Replacment or improvement of
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PARKS
Broad Lake Park and Trails
Spring Mesa Trail Extensions
Arvada Tennis Center Completion
Indiana Equestrian Center Completion
Jack B. Tomlinson Park Renovation
Leyden Creek Trail
Pioneer Park
Lake Arbor Park
Gold Strike Park
Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park
Moore Brothers Farm and Agricultural Center
Trail Gaps
HOSPITALITY
Smart Lighting

ARVADA CENTER
Arvada Center Interior Lighting Renovation and Improvements
Arvada Center Galley Areas Remodel

CCIPC Additional Projects
Circulator (cost per year)
Last Mile missing sidewalks around Gold Line station (cost per year) (bike/ped)
Utilities Undergrounding along Grandview (cost to hook up houses) (bike ped)
Sidewalks between Arvada Ridge & Ward Road Stations (bike/ped)
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Included in the Comprehensive

Included in a Council goal or staff

Increased connectivity

Service to underserved

Safety

Quality of life

Economic impact and return on

Notes on Evaluation Criteria:
• Replacement or improvement of existing assets includes capital improvements of roads
• Economic impact and return on investment includes ability to increase revenues and bring
economic benefit to the City, as well as improvement of sidewalks in/into commercial areas
• Quality of life includes beautification, health, wildlife habitat impact, environmental impact
and sidewalks to walk dogs
• Increased connectivity includes missing links and facilitation of non-motorized access

Replacment or improvement of

APPENDIX G: CCIPC FIRST EVALUATION MATRIX

TRANSPORTATION
Utility Undergrounding
Guardrails
W. 64th Ave. - McIntyre Pkwy to McIntyre St.; North Side Completion
W. 72nd Ave. Improvements - Kipling St. to Simms, Simms to Indiana, & Indiana to McIntyre
Alkire St. - W. 86th Pkwy to W. 88th Ave.
Bicycle / Pedestrian Overpass at Alkire St. and Union Pacific Railroad
Bike Master Plan - Ped Bridges/Underpasses
Retrofit Projects per TOD Bike/Ped Access Plan
Ralston Road Corridor Long Term Plan
ATMS, Conduit, and Fiber Interconnect
Street Lights Pole Replacement - Wood Poles
RRCC/Arvada Ridge Station Access from Kipling
Missing Sidewalks
W. 80th UP Railroad Grade Separation
W. 72nd Ave UP Railroad Grade Separation
Simms Improvements W. 72nd to W 86th Pkwy
Simms Improvements W. 64th to W 72nd
Eldridge Street - W. 64th Ave. to Ralston Creek
Automated Traffic Count Program
FACILITIES
Central Stores Relocation / Records Archival Storage
Park Maintenance & Streets Facilities
PARKS
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28
22
26
33
22
16
23
30
41
29
29
24
37
20
21
27
28
22
8

31
38

20
6
20
22
12
9
15
22
44
22
10
28
28
10
12
15
16
12
6

18
29

23
13
20
24
17
31
26
25
33
14
11
27
35
12
13
20
20
16
5

10
24

25
38
27
30
19
37
27
28
37
12
21
25
39
29
28
26
25
21
10

14
31

8
5
1
8
1
14
20
21
33
5
7
21
33
3
3
9
10
4
1
3
9

18
7
30
30
26
30
27
30
37
20
9
31
38
16
16
30
29
27
6

6
10

122
91
124
147
97
137
138
156
225
102
87
156
210
90
93
127
128
102
36

82
141

X

X

X

X
X

Included in the Comprehensive Plan (No
points; informational only)

Included in Council goal or staff
recommendation (No points; informational
only)

TOTAL SCORE

Increased connectivity (Score 0 to 3)

Service to underserved populations (Score 0 to
3)

Safety (Score 0 to 3)

Quality of life (Score 0 to 3)

Economic impact and return on investment
(Score 0 to 3)

Notes on Evaluation Criteria:
• Replacement or improvement of existing assets includes capital improvements of roads
• Economic impact and return on investment includes ability to increase revenues and bring economic
benefit to the City, as well as improvement of sidewalks in/into commercial areas
• Quality of life includes beautification, health, wildlife habitat impact, environmental impact and
sidewalks to walk dogs
• Increased connectivity includes missing links and facilitation of non-motorized access

Replacment or improvement of existing assets
(Score 0 to 3)

APPENDIX H: FINAL EVALUATION MATRIX WITH RESULTS

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X
X

Broad Lake Park and Trails
Spring Mesa Trail Extensions
Arvada Tennis Center Completion
Indiana Equestrian Center Completion
Jack B. Tomlinson Park Renovation
Leyden Creek Trail
Pioneer Park
Lake Arbor Park
Gold Strike Park
Historic Gardens at McIlvoy Park
Moore Brothers Farm and Agricultural Center
Trail Gaps
Arvada Blunn Reservoir
Welton Reservoir
HOSPITALITY
Smart Lighting
ARVADA CENTER
Arvada Center Interior Lighting Renovation and Improvements
Arvada Center Galley Areas Remodel
Arvada Center Wayfinding Exterior Signage
Arvada Center Front Entry Renovation and Interior Wayfinding
CCIPC Additional Projects
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6
6
15
17
15
7
7
7
12
18
15
11
14
10

17
20
20
20
26
19
18
20
26
26
20
22
21
19

8
7
6
6
12
7
7
6
10
7
8
13
7
7

7
7
13
10
18
6
10
10
21
20
14
11
8
9

15
15
5
7
13
17
12
10
14
12
11
18
6
6

68
70
82
82
108
73
67
70
109
108
86
94
73
67

22
24
17
20

21
19
11
12

15
16
10
12

8
7
12
11

6
6
4
7

1
1
1
1

73
73
55
63

19
29

18

19
22

7

27
24

17

13
26

4

25
25

1

26
27

65

129
153

X
X
X

X

Included in the Comprehensive Plan (No
points; informational only)

Included in Council goal or staff
recommendation (No points; informational
only)

TOTAL SCORE

Increased connectivity (Score 0 to 3)

Service to underserved populations (Score 0 to
3)

Safety (Score 0 to 3)

Quality of life (Score 0 to 3)

15
15
23
22
24
17
13
17
26
25
18
19
17
16

18

Circulator (cost per year)
Last Mile missing sidewalks around Gold Line station (cost per year) (bike/ped)

Economic impact and return on investment
(Score 0 to 3)

Notes on Evaluation Criteria:
• Replacement or improvement of existing assets includes capital improvements of roads
• Economic impact and return on investment includes ability to increase revenues and bring economic
benefit to the City, as well as improvement of sidewalks in/into commercial areas
• Quality of life includes beautification, health, wildlife habitat impact, environmental impact and
sidewalks to walk dogs
• Increased connectivity includes missing links and facilitation of non-motorized access

Replacment or improvement of existing assets
(Score 0 to 3)

APPENDIX H: FINAL EVALUATION MATRIX WITH RESULTS

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

Utilities Undergrounding along Grandview (cost to hook up houses) (bike ped)
Sidewalks between Arvada Ridge & Ward Road Stations (bike/ped)
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18
21

8
19

16
23

15
24

12
21

6
19

75
127

Included in the Comprehensive Plan (No
points; informational only)

Included in Council goal or staff
recommendation (No points; informational
only)

TOTAL SCORE

Increased connectivity (Score 0 to 3)

Service to underserved populations (Score 0 to
3)

Safety (Score 0 to 3)

Quality of life (Score 0 to 3)

Economic impact and return on investment
(Score 0 to 3)

Notes on Evaluation Criteria:
• Replacement or improvement of existing assets includes capital improvements of roads
• Economic impact and return on investment includes ability to increase revenues and bring economic
benefit to the City, as well as improvement of sidewalks in/into commercial areas
• Quality of life includes beautification, health, wildlife habitat impact, environmental impact and
sidewalks to walk dogs
• Increased connectivity includes missing links and facilitation of non-motorized access

Replacment or improvement of existing assets
(Score 0 to 3)

APPENDIX H: FINAL EVALUATION MATRIX WITH RESULTS

APPENDIX I: RECOMMENDED CIP REQUEST FORM

ARVADA CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
2016-2026 REQUEST
Project Title
Department
Departmental Priority
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
• WHO will the project benefit? (Identify who the beneficiaries are and the number of citizens per
year impacted.)
• WHAT is the problem the project is addressing? (Describe the project.)
• WHEN will the project end? How long will it take?
• WHERE is the project?
• WHY is this the best solution? List three other options that you considered (including doing
nothing) and what their anticipated outcome would be.
o OPTION 1:
o OPTION 2:
o OPTION 3:

COST INFORMATION (Complete for each option outlined above.)
OPTION 1

O&M Impact

Feasibility

Design

Mitigating Costs

$

$

Increased
Revenue
NET COST

($)

($)

$

$

$

$

$
$

($)
$

Year 1

$
$

($)
$

Year 2

$

Year 3

$

($)
$

$

Etc.

TOTAL

$$$$

$

$$

$

$

($)

($)($)

ALIGNMENT
Identify how the project aligns with current Council priorities, strategic plans, etc.
FILTER
(Filtering or screen factors to be decided by the CCIP Committee that exclude the project from further
consideration for funding.)
ATTACHMENTS
Provide the following attachments as appropriate or relevant to the project:
• Cost-benefit analysis (quantitative)
• Qualitative analysis
• Citizen surveys
• Advisory board or committee recommendations
• Visual (pictures, topographical maps, videos, etc.)

