
AGENDA FOR THE 

ENGLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL 

STUDY SESSION 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 17, 2012 

COMMUNITY ROOM 
6:00p-.M. 

I. Financial Report 
Financial and Administrative Services Director Frank Gryglewicz will discuss 
the August, 20 12 Financial Report. 

II. DRCOG IGA 
Public Works Director Rick Kahm and Traffic Engineer Ladd Vostry will be 
present to discuss an IGA with DRCOG for 2012 Traffic Signal System 
Equipment Purchase. 

III. Storm Sewer Questionnaire 
Utilities/Wastewater Treatment Plant Director Stu Fonda will be present to 
discuss the storm sewer questionnaire. 

IV. Board and Commission Reports 
City Council Members will discuss the activities of the various boards and 
commission on which they serve. 

V. City Manager's Choice 
A. Gas Line Renovation 
B. Business Forum Update 

VI. City Attorney's Choice 

Please Note: If you have a disabili~y and need auxiliary aids or services, please riotify the City of 
~glewood, 303.:.762.:.2407, at least 48 hours in advance ofwhen services are needed. Tharikyou. 



 

1 

 
To: Mayor Randy Penn and City Council
From: Frank Gryglewicz, Director of Finance and Administrative Services
Date: September 10, 2012
Subject: August 2012 Financial Report 
 
The 2013 Budget is underway and the 2012 Estimate numbers may change.  The Department Directors met in July with the City 
Manager to review and discuss their 2012 yearend estimate expenditure amounts, and also provided their proposed 2013 Budget 
request. 

REVENUES: 
 Through August 2012, the City of Englewood collected $27,903,398 or $710,228 or 2.6 percent more than last year (See 

the chart on page 3 and the attached full report for details on changes in revenue in past year.   
 The City collected $2,784,428 in Property Tax and $143,873 in Specific Ownership Tax through August. 
 Year-to-date sales and use tax revenues were $15,313,404 or $335,452 or 2.2 percent more than August 2011 
 Cigarette tax collections were up $677 compared to last year. 
 Franchise fee collections were $112,111 more than last year. 
 Licenses and permit collections were $62,292 more than 2011. 
 Intergovernmental revenues were $11,145 less than the prior year (due to large, one-time collections last year). 
 Charges for services decreased $30,247 from last year. 
 Recreation revenues decreased $8,188 from 2011. 
 Fines and forfeitures were $82,473 more than last year. 
 Investment income was $13,693 less than last year. 
 The City collected $426,244 in rents from the properties at McLellan Reservoir. 
 Miscellaneous revenues were $140,715 more than last year. 

OUTSIDE CITY: 
 Outside City sales and use tax receipts (cash basis) were down $571,827 or 9.9 percent compared to last year. 
 At this time potential refunds total approximately $1,290,000 for claims submitted to Englewood but not completed; the 

balance of the account to cover intercity claims is $1,100,000. 

CITY CENTER ENGLEWOOD (CCE): 
 Sales and use tax revenue collected through August 2012 totaled $2,281,425. 

EXPENDITURES: 
 Expenditures through August were $27,422,823 or $1,728,241 (6.7 percent) more than the $25,694,582 expended through 

August 2011.  August 2012 had one more payroll than 2011 and 2010; this added $1,111,637 to expenditures.  This “timing” 
issues will continue until the October report is presented.  The City’s refund of sales and use tax claims through August 2012 
totaled $100,318. 

REVENUES OVER/UNDER EXPENDITURES: 
 Revenues exceeded expenditures by $480,575 this year compared to revenues exceeding expenditures by $1,498,588 in 2011. 

TRANSFERS: 
 Net 2012 transfers-in to date of $1,185,465 were made by the end of August 2012 (please refer to page 14 for the makeup). 

FUND BALANCE: 
 The estimated total fund balance is $8,538,569 or 21.7 percent of estimated revenue.  The estimated Unassigned Fund 

Balance for 2012 is estimated at $4,470,172 or 11.3 percent of revenues.  If the transfer of $334,000 had not been made to the 
Public Improvement Fund, the estimated Unassigned Fund Balance would be 12.65 percent of revenues. 

 The 2012 Long Term Asset Reserve (LTAR) balance is $2,619,375 (the LTAR has been fully repaid from the NSP Fund) 

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT FUND (PIF): 
 The PIF has collected $1,871,455 in revenues and spent $2,181,052 year-to-date.  Estimated year-end fund balance is 

$66,382. 
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City of Englewood, Colorado 
August 2012 Financial Report 

 

GENERAL FUND OVERVIEW AND ANALYSIS 
The General Fund accounts for the major “governmental” activities of the City.  These activities include “direct” services 
to the public such as Police, Fire, Public Works, Parks and Recreation, and Library Services.  General government also 
provides administrative and oversight services through the offices of City Manager and City Attorney; the departments of 
Information Technology, Finance and Administrative Services, Community Development, Human Resources, Municipal 
Court and Legislation.  Debt service, lease payments, and other contractual payments are also commitments of the 
General Fund. 

General Fund - Surplus and Deficits 
The graph below depicts the history of sources and uses of funds from 2007 to 2012 Estimate.  As illustrated, both 
surpluses and deficits have occurred in the past.  The gap has narrowed over the past few years by reducing expenditures, 
freezing positions, negotiating lower-cost health benefits, increased revenue collections.  Continued efforts will be 
required to balance revenues and expenditures, especially with persistent upward pressure on expenditures due to 
increases in the cost of energy, wages and benefits. 

 
The table below summarizes General Fund Year-To-Date (YTD) Revenue, Expenditure, Sales & Use Tax Revenue and 
Outside City Sales & Use Tax Revenue for the month ended August, 2012.  Comparative figures for years 2011 and 2010 
are presented as well.  The table also highlights the dollar and percentage changes between those periods. 

2012
2012 vs 2011           

Increase (Decrease) 2011
2011 vs 2010           

Increase (Decrease) 2010

General Fund
Year-To-Date Revenue  $ 27,903,398  $       710,228 2.61% $   27,193,170 $     1,460,780  5.68% $ 25,732,390 
Year-To-Date Expenditure     27,422,823  $     1,728,241 6.73%     25,694,582 $       173,513  .68%    25,521,069 

Net Revenue (Expenditure)  $      480,575  $   (1,018,013) $    1,498,588 $     1,287,267 $       211,321 

Estimated Unassigned Fund 
Balance  $   4,470,682  $      (491,842) ( 9.91%)  $    4,962,524  $         46,877  .95%  $   4,915,647 

Sales & Use Tax Revenue YTD  $  15,313,404  $       335,452 2.24% $  14,977,952 $       905,204  6.43% $  14,072,748 

Outside City Sales & Use Tax YTD  $   5,228,301  $      (571,827) ( 9.86%) $    5,800,128 $     1,384,476  31.35% $   4,415,652 
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28,000,000

42,000,000

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012       
Budget

2012     
Estimate

General Fund:  Total Sources and Uses of Funds
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4 

General Fund Revenues 
The City of Englewood’s total budgeted revenue is $39,120,001.  Total revenue collected through August 2012 was 
$27,903,398 or $710,228 (2.6 percent) more than was collected in 2011.  The chart below illustrates changes in General 
Fund revenues this year as compared to last year. 

 
General Fund - Taxes 
The General Fund obtains most of its revenue from taxes.  In 2011 total revenues were $38,306,575 of which 
$27,809,361 (72.6 percent) came from tax collections.  Taxes include property, sales and use, specific ownership, cigarette, 
utilities, franchise fees, and hotel/motel.  The following pie charts illustrate the contribution of taxes to total revenue for 
2007, 2011 and 2012 Budget.  Taxes as a percentage of total revenue have declined slightly as other fees and charges have 
been increased to help offset rising costs and relatively flat tax revenues. 

General Fund Revenues 
Taxes vs. Other 
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2012 Year-To-Date Change in General Fund Revenue as 
Compared to Prior Year

Taxes 28,363,253 75% Taxes 27,809,361 73% Taxes 28,500,777 73%
Other 9,648,149 25% Other 10,497,214 27% Other 10,619,224 27%

Total 38,011,402 100% Total 38,306,575 100% Total 39,120,001 100%
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Property taxes:  These taxes are 
collected based on the assessed value 
of all the properties in the City and the 
mill levy assessed against the property.  
The City’s total 2011 mill levy 
collected in 2012 is 7.911 mills.  The 
2011 mill levy for general operations 
collected in 2012 is 5.880 mills.  In 
2001, voters approved a separate, 
dedicated mill levy for principal and 
interest payments on the City’s general 
obligation debt for the construction of 
parks and recreation projects.  The 
dedicated general obligation debt mill 
levy is accounted for in the Debt 
Service Fund.  The dedicated general 
obligation debt mill levy dedicated for 
the City’s general obligation debt 
collected in 2012 is 1.741 mills.  The General Fund Property Tax collections grew from $2,623,118 in 2007 to $2,994,213 
in 2011.  This was an increase of $371,095 or 14.1 percent.  In 2011 the City collected $2,994,213 or 10.8 percent of 2011 
total taxes and eight percent of total revenues from property taxes.  The City budgeted $2,880,000 for 2012; and 
collected $2,784,428 through August 2012.  The estimate for the year is $2,880,000. 

Specific ownership:  These taxes are 
based on the age and type of motor 
vehicles, wheeled trailers, semi-trailers, 
etc.  These taxes are collected by the 
County Treasurer and remitted to the 
City on the fifteenth day of the 
following month.  The City collected 
$341,423 in 2007 and $246,062 in 2011 
which is a decrease of $95,361 or 27.9 percent. The City collected $246,062 in 2011 which is less than one percent of 
total revenues and total taxes.  The City budgeted $250,000 for 2011 and collected $143,873 through August 2012.  The 
estimate for the year is $230,000. 

Cigarette Taxes:  The State of 
Colorado levies a $.20 per pack tax on 
cigarettes.  The State distributes 46 
percent of the gross tax to cities and 
towns based on the pro rata share of 
state sales tax collections in the 
previous year.  These taxes have fallen 
significantly in the past and continue to 
fall after the 2009 federal tax increase of approximately $.62 per pack went into effect.  This federal tax increase will fund 
the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP).   In 2007 the City collected $278,785, but in 2011 the City 
collected $190,763, which is a decrease of $88,022 or 31.6 percent.  These taxes accounted for less than one percent of 
total taxes and less than one percent of total revenues in 2010. The City budgeted $190,000 for the year and collected 
$121,643 through August 2012, which is $677 or .6 percent more than the $120,966 collected through August 2011.  The 
estimate for the year is $184,000.  
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Franchise Fees:  The City collects a 
number of taxes on various utilities.  
This includes franchise tax on water, 
sewer, and public services, as well as 
occupational tax on telephone 
services.  The City collected 
$2,356,385 in 2007 and $2,631,393 in 
2011, an increase of $275,008 or 11.7 
percent.  These taxes accounted for 9.4 percent of taxes and 6.9 percent of total revenues in 2011.  The City budgeted 
$3,056,938 for the year; collections through August totaled $1,705,558 compared to $1,593,447 collected during the same 
period last year.  The estimate for the year is $3,067,552. 

Hotel/Motel Tax:  This tax is levied 
at two percent of the rental fee or 
price of lodging for under 30 days 
duration.  The City budgeted $8,713 
for the year and has collected $6,551 
through August 2012.  The estimate 
for the year is $9,000. 

Sales and Use Taxes Analysis 

Sales and use taxes are the most 
important (and volatile) revenue 
sources for the City.  Sales and use 
taxes generated 78.2 percent of all 
taxes and 57.2 percent of total 
revenues collected in 2011.  In 2007, 
this tax generated $22,753,820 for 
the City of Englewood; in 2011 the 
City collected $21,737,110, a decrease 
of 4.5 percent.  This tax is levied on 
the sale price of taxable goods.  Sales 
tax is calculated by multiplying the 
sales price of taxable goods times the 
sales tax rate of 3.5 percent.  
Vendors no longer receive a fee for 
collecting and remitting their 
sales/use taxes.  Taxes for the current month are due to the City by the twentieth day of the following month.  The City 
budgeted $22,115,126 for 2012.  Sales and Use Tax revenue through August 2012 was $15,313,404 while revenue year-to-
date for August 2011 was $14,977,952, an increase of $335,452 or 2.2 percent. 

Collections (cash basis) for August 2012 were $2,270,971 while collections for August 2011 and August 2010 were 
$1,576,884and $1,726,661 respectively.  August 2012 collections were 8.7 percent or $149,777 less than August 2011 
collections and $11,666 or .7 percent more than August 2010 collections. 

Based on the last five years of sales tax collection data, year to date collections through August contribute 69.9 percent of 
the total year’s sales tax collections; if this pattern holds this year, 30.1 percent is left to collect over the next six months.  
Based on collections through August, the City will collect an additional $6,594,184 over the next four months for a total 
of $21,907,588.  Collections through August were 102.2 percent of collections received last August.  If this were applied 
to the entire year, the total collected would be $22,223,942; the average of the two forecasts is $22,065,765. 

The City budgeted $22,115,126 for the year.  Based on the last five years of sales tax collection data, year to date 
collections through August contribute 69.9 percent of the total year’s sales tax collections.  Based on historical collection 
patterns, the City should have collected $15,458,473.  At this time the collections are $145,069 ahead of expectations. 
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Outside City sales and use tax collections through August totaled $5,228,301 equaling a decrease of approximately 
$571,827 from 2011. 

This revenue source tends to ebb and flow (often dramatically) with the economy, growing during economic expansions 
and contracting during downturns.  The past three years of sales tax collections have been exceptionally erratic making it 
extremely difficult to make accurate short or long term forecasts.   It is important to continually review and analyze sales 
and use tax data including trends in the various geographic areas of the City. 

The chart on the next page, “Change in Sales/Use Tax Collections by Area 2011 vs. 2010” indicates that most of the 
increase in sales tax collections is due to Outside City (Area 7) and Collections from Public Utilities (Area 8).  Economic 
conditions, judged by sales tax collections, appears to be a “mixed bag” with some geographic areas increasing and some 
decreasing compared to the same period last year.  

Please note that the geographic map of the sales tax areas was changed as of the February 2012 report, and hopefully 
makes more sense.  Some of the areas will look skewed until more comparable data is available (next year).  EURA Areas 
9 & 10 and EURA Areas 11 & 12 were incorporated into Areas 1, 2 and 6.  Specific changes include: 

 Area 1 east boundary will change at Bannock St/Englewood Pkwy east to Acoma St south to Jefferson 
Ave/Hampden Ave/US 285 

 Split the address down the middle of the streets for Area 2 and Area 3:  Bannock St and Sherman St 
 Split the address down the middle of the streets for Area 3 and Area 4:  Belleview Ave, Fox St and Logan St 
 The north and south side of the street included in Area 1:  Jefferson Avenue 
 The north and south side of the street included in Area 2:  Jefferson Ave/Hampden Ave/US 285 

 
The bar graph below shows a comparison of monthly sales tax collections (cash basis) for 2007 through 2012. 
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The next chart illustrates sales tax collections (cash basis) by month and cumulative for the years presented. 

 
Sales tax collections are reported by various geographic areas as illustrated in the following pie charts.  These illustrate 
the changing collection patterns for 2007 and 2011.  

Geographic Sales Tax Collection Areas 

 
 
Information for business and geographic Areas 7 and 8 follows: 

Area 7:  This geographic area records the outside city sales tax collections (Outside City).  Outside City has been the 
geographic area responsible for much of the sales tax growth (and decline) in past years.  Outside City collections have 
decreased 1.2 percent from the same period last year.  The chart below illustrates this area’s contribution to total sales 
and use taxes (cash basis) as well as total revenues since 2008 for collections through the month of August.  The 
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importance of Outside City has declined as a percentage of sales and use tax collections but it continues to remain an 
important impact on the City’s General Fund as illustrated by the following: 

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Total Sales and Use Taxes 15,752,611      14,284,984      14,045,587        15,569,443        15,310,529     
Outside City Collections 5,636,732        4,738,807        4,415,652          5,800,128          5,228,301       
Percentage of Total 35.8% 33.2% 31.4% 37.3% 34.1%

Total General Fund Revenues 27,379,198      25,977,581      25,732,390        27,193,170        27,903,398     
Outside City Collections 5,636,732        4,738,807        4,415,652          5,800,128          5,228,301       
Percentage of Revenues 20.6% 18.2% 17.2% 21.3% 18.7%

 
The City records the proceeds of some returns from Outside City into an unearned revenue (liability) account.  The 
criteria staff uses to decide if proceeds should be placed in the unearned account is if a reasonable probability exists for 
another municipality to claim the revenue.  This account currently has a balance of $1,100,000 to cover intercity claims.  
The City paid $95,482 in refunds including intercity sales/use tax3.8aims through August 2012 compared to $32,038 
through August 2011.  At this time potential refunds total approximately $1,290,000 for claims submitted to Englewood 
but not completed. 

Area 8:  This geographic area consists of collections from public utilities.  Collections through August 2012 were 3.8 
percent or $44,245 less than August 2011.  Weather conditions, energy usage conservation, and rising energy prices play 
an important role in revenue collections.  Collections could increase or decrease if the remainder of the year is 
significantly hotter/colder than normal. 

Other Sales Tax Related Information 
Finance and Administrative Services Department collected $99,576 in sales and use tax audit revenues and general 
collections of balances on account through the month of August 2012, this compares to $170,029 collected in 2011 and 
$292,845 collected in 2010. 

Of the 52 sales tax accounts reviewed in the various geographic areas, 33 (63.5 percent) showed improved collections 
and 19 (36.5 percent) showed reduced collections this year compared to the same period last year. 

The Department issued 259 new sales tax licenses through August 2012; 262 and 248 were issued through August 2011 
and 2010 respectively. 

City records indicate that year-to-date 102 businesses closed (64 of them were outside the physical limits of Englewood) 
and 295 opened (194 of them were outside the physical limits of Englewood). 

General Fund - Other Revenue 
Other revenues accounted for $10,497,214 or 27.4 percent of the total revenues for 2011; the City budgeted $9,956,178 
for 2012.  

The following provides additional information on the significant revenue sources of the General Fund:  

Licenses and Permits:  This revenue 
category includes business and 
building licenses and permits.  This 
revenue source generated $778,536 
during 2011 or two percent of total 
revenue and 7.4 percent of total other 
revenue.  This revenue source totaled 
$1,168,977 in 2007 and decreased to 
$778,536 in 2011, a 33.4 percent decrease.  The City budgeted $574,025 for 2012 and year-to-date the City collected 
$553,204 or $62,292 (12.7 percent) more than the $490,912 collected through August 2010.  The estimate for the year is 
$765,148. 
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Intergovernmental Revenues:  This 
revenue source includes state and 
federal shared revenues including 
payments in lieu of taxes.  These 
revenues are budgeted at $1,552,315 
for 2012.  This revenue source totaled 
$1,106,280 in 2007 and the City 
collected $1,724,807 in 2011, a 55.9 
percent increase.  The City collected $1,214,656 through August 2012 this is $11,145 (.9 percent) less than the $1,225,801 
collected in the same period in 2011.  The estimate for the year is $1,979,903 (increased for Wild Land Fire and medic 
vehicle reimbursements). 

Charges for Services:  This includes 
general government, public safety, fees 
for the administration of the utilities 
funds, court costs, highway and street 
and other charges.  This revenue 
source is budgeted at $3,399,722 for 
2012.  This revenue source totaled 
$3,113,550 in 2007 and increased to 
$3,384,318 in 2011, an 8.7 percent increase.  Total collected year-to-date was $2,108,193 or $30,247 (1.4 percent) less 
than the $2,138,440 collected year-to-date in 2011.  The estimate for the year is $3,261,304. 

Recreation:   This category of revenue 
includes the fees and charges collected 
from customers to participate in the 
various programs offered by the Parks 
and Recreation Department.  This 
revenue source is budgeted at 
$2,599,668 for 2012.  This revenue 
source totaled $2,235,938 in 2007 and 
increased to $2,635,221 in 2011, a 17.9 
percent increase.  Total collections 
through August 2012 were $2,239,259 
compared to $2,247,447 collected in 
2011.  The estimate for the year is 
$2,609,701. 
 
Fines and Forfeitures:  This revenue 
source includes court, library, and 
other fines.  The 2012 budget for this 
source is $1,318,450 or 14.7 percent of 
total other revenue.  This revenue 
source totaled $1,445,641 in 2007 and 
decreased to $1,284,758 in 2011, an 
11.1 percent decrease.  Total collected year-to-date was $950,874 or $82,473 (9.5 percent) more than the $868,401 
collected in the same time period last year.  The estimate for the year is $1,368,450. 

Interest:  This is the amount earned 
on the City’s cash investments.  The 
2012 budget for this source is 
$100,000.  This revenue source totaled 
$411,516 in 2007 and decreased to 
$91,864 in 2011, a 77.9 percent 
decrease.  The City earned $64,616 

-425,000850,0001,275,0001,700,000 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009Unaudited 2010Budget 2010Estimate
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through August 2012; while the City earned $78,309 through August 2011.  The estimate for the year is $100,000. 

Miscellaneous:  This source includes 
all revenues that do not fit in another 
revenue category.  The 2012 budget 
for this source is $419,153.  This 
revenue source totaled $166,247 in 
2007 and increased to $173,381 in 
2011, a 4.3 percent increase.  Total 
collected year-to-date is $270,895 
(108.1 percent) more than the $130,180 collected last year during the same period.  The estimate for the year is $339,307. 

General Fund - Expenditures 
In 2006 the City adopted an outcome based budgeting philosophy.  City Council and Staff outlined five outcomes to 
reflect, more appropriately, the desired result of the services delivered to the citizens of Englewood.  The five outcomes 
identified are intended to depict Englewood as: 
 A City that provides and maintains quality infrastructure, 
 A safe, clean, healthy, and attractive City, 
 A progressive City that provides responsive and cost efficient services, 
 A City that is business friendly and economically diverse, and 
 A City that provides diverse cultural, recreational, and entertainment opportunities. 

Outcome based budgeting is an additional tool the City Council and staff use to better develop ways to serve our 
citizens.  This type of budgeting is refined and reviewed on an on-going basis to help us better focus our resources in 
meeting the objectives of our citizens. 

The City budgeted total expenditures at $40,949,793 for 2012, this compares to $39,496,268 and $38,901,342 expended 
in 2011 and 2010 respectively.  Budgeted expenditures for 2012 general government (City Manager, Human Resources, 
etc.) totals $7,728,324 or 18.9 percent of the total.  Direct government expenditures (Police, Fire, etc.) are budgeted at 
$31,160,730 or 76.1 percent of the total.  Debt service (fixed costs) payments are $2,060,739 or five percent of the total.  
Total expenditures through August were $27,422,823 compared to $25,694,582 in 2011 and $25,521,069 in 2010. 

The chart below illustrates the breakdown of expenditures into debt service, general and direct government services. 
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The chart below provides the expenditure for each of the General Fund departments for the years 2007 through 
2012 Estimate. 

Expenditure

2007

Actual

2008

Actual

2009

Actual

2010

Actual

2011

Actual

2012

Budget

2012

Estimate

General Government

Legislation 323,964 350,254        346,044        309,870        298,731        333,793        337,748        

City  Manager 673,949 674,322        674,170        659,882        639,184        672,072        665,441        

City  Attorney 694,358 698,563        678,038        702,228        706,841        746,734        774,254        

Muncipal Court 890,152 915,303        914,494        901,469        848,775        974,417        949,982        

Human Resources 557,855 579,136        456,275        419,422        430,792        470,910        461,343        

Finance & Administrative Serv ices 1,568,074 1,626,571     1,575,923     1,445,581     1,446,313     1,541,645     1,509,333     

Information Technology 1,254,364 1,280,156     1,360,237     1,280,660     1,332,766     1,360,355     1,342,364     

Community  Development 1,412,444 1,464,725     1,366,437     1,301,473     1,359,264     1,478,398     1,328,798     

Contingencies 130,925        59,759         160,578        48,138          152,423        150,000        150,000        

Contribution to Component Unit(s) -                  -                  800,000        -                  -                  -                  -                  

General Government Subtotal 7,506,085     7,648,789     8,332,196     7,068,723     7,215,089     7,728,324     7,519,263     

Direct Services

Public Works 5,421,774 5,189,173     5,152,891     5,137,364     5,259,875     5,436,637     5,327,838     

Safety  Serv ices 16,497,359

Police 9,974,925     10,183,890    10,312,633    10,395,239    10,921,455    11,043,064    

Fire 7,215,444     7,320,268     7,425,903     7,666,842     7,711,732     8,021,054     

Library 1,259,525 1,261,112     1,275,554     1,284,083     1,145,613     1,256,481     1,231,346     

Parks and Recreation 5,566,094 5,916,449     5,727,968     5,811,809     5,717,147     5,834,425     5,704,923     

Direct Serv ices Subtotal 28,744,752 29,557,103 29,660,571 29,971,792 30,184,716 31,160,730 31,328,225

Debt Service

Debt Serv ice-Civ iccenter 1,575,731 1,575,850     1,571,752     1,570,705     1,658,857     1,574,000     1,574,000     

Debt Serv ice-Other 294,030 233,456        233,456        290,122        437,606        486,739        486,739        

Debt Serv ice Subtotal 1,869,761 1,809,306 1,805,208 1,860,827 2,096,463 2,060,739 2,060,739

Total Expenditure 38,120,598 39,015,198 39,797,975 38,901,342 39,496,268 40,949,793 40,908,227

% Expenditure Change 5.73% 2.35% 2.01% -2.25% 1.53% 3.68% -0.10%

Other Financing Uses

Transfers Out 561,876        408,915        177,011        750,000        301,246        0 434,000

Total Other Financing Uses 561,876 408,915 177,011 750,000 301,246 0 434,000

Total Uses of Funds 38,682,474 39,424,113 39,974,986 39,651,342 39,797,514 40,949,793 41,342,227

% Uses of Funds Change 7.29% 1.92% 1.40% -0.81% 0.37% 2.90% 0.96%
 

The chart below provides per capita the General Fund expenditure information categorized into direct and 
general government services and debt service.  Also provided is the per capita General Obligation Debt 
accounted for in the Debt Service Fund. 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
2012 

Budget
2012   

Estimate
Population 32,191       32,191       32,191       30,255       30,255       30,255       30,255       

General Fund
General Government Services 233$     238$     234$     234$     238$     255$     255$     
Direct Services 893$     918$     921$     991$     998$     1,030$  1,030$  
Debt Service 58$       56$       62$       62$       69$       68$       68$       

Total Expenditure Per Capita 1,184$  1,212$  1,217$  1,286$  1,305$  1,353$  1,353$  

Debt Service Fund
General Obligation Debt Per Capita 34$       34$       34$       36$       31$       32$       32$       
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City of Englewood, Colorado

General Fund ‐ Five Year Expenditure Comparison by Category

Aug YTD YTD % % of Aug YTD YTD % % of Aug YTD YTD % % of Aug YTD YTD % % of Aug YTD % of

2012 Change Total 2011 Change Total 2010 Change Total 2009 Change Total 2008 Total

Personnel services

Salaries and wages 14,577,574 7.040% 52.332% 13,618,519 ‐2.550% 52.893% 13,974,930 0.350% 53.195% 13,926,652 1.990% 52.940% 13,654,673 52.940%

Overtime 457,864 31.370% 1.644% 348,522 3.880% 1.354% 335,499 6.520% 1.277% 314,974 ‐24.880% 1.197% 419,301 1.197%

Benefits 4,491,879 5.760% 16.125% 4,247,329 0.120% 16.496% 4,242,342 3.580% 16.148% 4,095,755 0.290% 15.569% 4,083,950 15.569%

Personnel services total 19,527,317 7.210% 70.101% 18,214,370 ‐1.820% 70.743% 18,552,770 1.170% 70.621% 18,337,381 0.990% 69.707% 18,157,924 69.707%

Commodities total 1,610,002 28.000% 5.780% 1,257,811 9.170% 4.885% 1,152,150 ‐4.520% 4.386% 1,206,641 ‐19.270% 4.587% 1,494,631 4.587%

Contractual services total 4,168,298 1.660% 14.964% 4,100,333 4.860% 15.925% 3,910,143 ‐1.740% 14.884% 3,979,486 1.440% 15.127% 3,922,903 15.127%

Capital total 509,769 16.470% 1.830% 437,672 ‐0.840% 1.700% 441,396 23.870% 1.680% 356,330 ‐5.410% 1.355% 376,696 1.355%

Total Expenditures 25,815,387 7.520% 92.674% 24,010,185 ‐0.190% 93.253% 24,056,460 0.740% 91.570% 23,879,837 ‐0.300% 90.775% 23,952,154 90.775%

Debt service total 1,606,672 ‐4.610% 5.768% 1,684,397 15.010% 6.542% 1,464,622 1.030% 5.575% 1,449,672 0.790% 5.511% 1,438,240 5.511%

Other financing uses total 434,000 721.742% 1.558% 52,815 ‐92.960% 0.205% 750,000 ‐23.240% 2.855% 977,011 344.096% 3.714% 220,000 3.714%

Total Uses of Funds 27,856,058 8.190% 100.000% 25,747,397 ‐1.990% 100.000% 26,271,081 ‐0.130% 100.000% 26,306,520 2.720% 100.000% 25,610,395 100.000%

Annual Total 41,071,717 3.202% 39,797,514 0.369% 39,651,356 ‐0.810% 39,974,987 1.397% 39,424,113

YTD % of Annual Total 67.823% 64.696% 66.255% 65.807% 64.961%
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General Fund - Transfers 
The General Fund has provided funds to and has received funds from Special Revenue Funds, Capital Projects Funds, 
Internal Service Funds and Component Units in order to buffer temporary gaps in revenue and expenditure amounts.  In 
2012 the General Fund is not in the position to provide funding to the Capital Projects Funds but has received the 
following net transfers: 

Source of Funds

 2012 
Budget 
Amount 

 2012 YTD 
Amount 

 2011 Annual 
Amount 

Special Revenue Funds
Neighborhood Stabilization Program Fund* -$            312,726$       396,130$       

Capital Project Funds
Public Improvement Fund (PIF) 486,739       52,739          338,308         

Internal Service Funds
Central Services Fund -              -               100,000         
Servicenter Fund 100,000       100,000         100,000         
Risk Management Fund 720,000       720,000         546,000         
Employee Benefits Fund -              -               165,000         

Transfers Total 1,306,739$   1,185,465$    1,645,438      
 

*In addition to the 2011 amount received ($396,130) from the Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) Fund, the 
NSP Fund returned $47,052 in 2010 of the $750,000 borrowed in this same year.  All the funds borrowed by the NSP 
Fund in 2010 plus interest in the amount of $5,908 have been repaid to the General Fund Long-Term Asset Reserve. 

General Fund - Fund Balance 
The City designates the fund balance into two categories, restricted and unrestricted.  The portion of the fund balance 
which is restricted is referred to as the “Reserves” while the unrestricted portion is referred to as the unassigned fund 
balance.  The unassigned fund balance represents funds the City sets aside for a “rainy day”.  Another way to view these 
unrestricted funds is as a stabilization fund, the intent of which is to smooth over unexpected fluctuations in revenues 
and expenditures.  The fund balance is normally built up when revenues exceed expenditures.  In the past, excess funds 
have been transferred out, usually for capital projects identified in the Multiple Year Capital Plan (MYCP).  The 
unassigned fund balance is not adequate to provide for a transfer from the General Fund to the capital projects funds. 

Long Term Asset Reserve (LTAR)   At the 2008 Budget workshop held on August 22, 2007, City Council discussed 
and directed staff to establish a General Fund reserve account to accumulate funds from the sale, lease, or earnings from 
long-term assets.  It was also determined that these funds should be used in a careful, judicious and strategic manner.  
The funds restricted in this account are to be expended if the funds are appropriated in the annual budget or by 
supplemental appropriation.  The balance at the end of August 2012 is $2,619,375.  Council reduced the LTAR balance 
by $100,000 for improvements to the Little Dry Creek Plaza at the August 4, 2012 regular Council Meeting). 
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The City’s General Fund ended 2011 with total fund balance of $8,817,685, and an unassigned fund balance of 
$4,962,524 is 12.95 percent of revenues or 12.6 percent of expenditures.  The estimated total ending fund balance for 
2012 are $8,705,059 with an unassigned fund balance of $4,470,172 or 11.3 percent of estimated revenues or 10.9 percent 
of estimated expenditures.  The $4,470,172 would allow the City to operate for approximately 39.7 days (using average 
daily estimated expenditures) if all other revenues and financing sources ceased.  In these times of economic uncertainty, 
it is more important than ever to maintain reserves to help the City make up for revenue shortfalls and unexpected 
expenditure increases given that the one-time transfers made to the General Fund to help maintain reserves are no longer 
available. 

 

 
PUBLIC IMPROVEMENT FUND OVERVIEW 

The Public Improvement Fund (PIF) accounts for the City’s “public-use” capital projects (e.g. roads, bridges, pavement, 
etc.).  The PIF funding is from the collection of vehicle and building use taxes, intergovernmental revenues, interest 
income, and other miscellaneous sources. 

Provided for your information is the table below that illustrates the PIF Year-To-Date (YTD) revenue and expenditure 
amounts for the years 2010 through 2012.  The dollar and percentage change between each year is also provided.  The 
Estimated Ending Fund Balance is included in order to account for the remaining PIF appropriation in addition to the 
remaining annual revenue anticipated for the fund. 

Public Improvement Fund (PIF) 2012 2011 2010

YTD Revenues  $      1,871,455 $        652,541 53.53% $     1,218,914 $        138,083 12.78% $     1,080,831 

YTD Expenditures          2,181,052 $    (1,123,109) ( 33.99%)        3,304,161 $     1,239,946 60.07%        2,064,215 

Net Revenues (Expenditures)  $      (309,597) $     1,775,650 $   (2,085,247) $    (1,101,863) $      (983,384)

Beginning PIF Fund Balance  $        934,251 $    2,686,457 $     1,515,399 
Ending PIF Fund Balance Before 
Remaining Annual Revenue and 
Appropriation  $        624,654  $        601,210  $        532,015 

Plus: Remaining Annual Revenue            493,709          593,820          635,490 

Less: Remaining Annual Appropriation        (1,051,981)        (905,569)        (673,847)

Estimated Ending Fund Balance  $          66,382  $        289,461  $       493,658 

Unappropriated Fund Balance as of December 31,  $        274,180  $        620,120 

2012 vs 2011 Increase 
(Decrease)

2011 vs 2010 Increase 
(Decrease)
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The three main funding sources for the PIF are Vehicle Use Tax, Building Use Tax and Arapahoe County Road and 
Bridge Tax. 

2012
2012 Adopted 2012 2012 Vs 2011 2011 2011 Vs 2010 2010

Estimate Budget YTD Actual Amount % YTD Actual Amount % YTD Actual
Vehicle Use Tax 1,200,000$     1,000,000$      747,243$      193,916$      35% 553,326$      34,677$         7% 518,649$        
Building Use Tax 997,284$        550,000$         492,765$      54,040$        12% 438,725$      104,844$       31% 333,881$        
Arapahoe County Road 
and Bridge Tax 197,000$        184,000$         177,369$      4,955$          3% 172,413$      (485)$             0% 172,898$        

Vehicle Use Tax is based on the valuation of new vehicles purchased by City of Englewood residents.  This tax is 
collected and remitted by Arapahoe County at the time the vehicle is registered.  Building Use Tax is based on the 
valuation of building permits issued by the City of Englewood.  These revenue sources are monitored periodically to 
determine the revision of the 2012 Estimate.  Arapahoe County Road and Bridge Tax is restricted to the construction 
and maintenance of streets and bridges.  This tax is based on a mill levy established by Arapahoe County multiplied by 
the City’s assessed valuation multiplied by 50%. 
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2012 Year-To-Date City Funds At-A-Glance
(Please refer to "Funds Glossary" for a Brief Description of Funds and Fund Types)

 Beginning 
Balance Revenue Expenditure

Other Sources 
(Uses)

Restricted/ 
Committed 

Balance
Ending 
Balance

Governmental Fund Types (Fund Balance)
General Fund 8,817,685   27,477,157 27,422,058  (73,633)         4,161,979       4,637,172     
Special Revenue Funds

Conservation Trust 1,184,882   168,116      173,458       (1,169,465)    -                     10,075          
Open Space 1,367,255   137,079      472,357       (926,067)       -                     105,910        
Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program 408,432      664,592      410,903       (662,121)       -                     -                   
Donors 380,622      164,662      58,682         -                    -                     486,602        
Community Development -                  162,205      184,273       22,068           -                     -                   
Malley Center Trust 279,038      2,761          (18)               -                    -                     281,817        
Parks & Recreation Trust 451,714      10,116        5,957           -                    -                     455,872        

Debt Service Fund
General Obligation Bond 154,267      827,889      153,497       -                    -                     828,659        

Capital Projects Funds
PIF 934,251      1,437,455 766,509     (1,538,815)  -                     66,382        
MYCP 827,183      5,083          260,143       (595,731)       -                     (23,609)        

Proprietary Fund Types (Funds Available Balance)
Enterprise Funds

Water 7,426,594   4,841,543   5,429,287    6,875,782      -                     13,714,633   
Sewer 5,306,200   11,011,767 11,207,506 -                  1,000,000       4,110,461   
Stormwater Drainage 990,801      252,215      111,781       2,485             102,500          1,031,220     
Golf Course 735,144      1,604,985   1,214,147    -                    293,500          832,483        
Concrete Utility 338,297      596,358      483,764       -                    -                     450,891        
Housing Rehabiliation 489,000      133,899      201,439       (127,384)       -                     294,076        

Internal Service Funds
Central Services 151,323      235,568      203,612       -                    -                     183,279        
ServiCenter 993,875      1,589,475   1,372,283    (100,000)       -                     1,111,066     
CERF 1,538,025   515,786      847,346       -                    -                     1,206,465     
Employee Benefits 4,936          3,743,204   3,894,268    -                    -                     (146,128)      
Risk Management 1,101,326   1,197,810 925,226     (720,000)     -                     653,911      

 

CLOSING 
The Finance and Administrative Services Department staff works closely with the City Manager’s Office and the various 
departments to help identify revenue and expenditure threats, trends and opportunities as well as strategies to balance 
revenues and expenditures.  I will continue to provide Council with monthly reports.  It is important to frequently 
monitor the financial condition of the City so City staff and Council can work together to take action, if necessary, to 
maintain service levels, employees, and fiscal health of the City.  
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I plan to discuss this report with Council at an upcoming study session.  If you have any questions regarding this report, 
I can be reached at 303.762.2401.

FUNDS GLOSSARY 

Capital Equipment Replacement Fund (CERF) – Accounts for the accumulation of funds for the scheduled replacement 
of City-owned equipment and vehicles. 

Capital Projects Funds account for financial resources to be used for the acquisition and/or construction of major capital 
facilities (other than those financed by proprietary funds). 

Central Services Fund – Accounts for the financing of printing services and for maintaining an inventory of frequently used 
or essential office supplies provided by Central Services to other departments of the City on a cost reimbursement basis. 

Community Development Fund – Accounts for the art Shuttle Program which is funded in part by the Regional 
Transportation District (RTD).  art provides riders free transportation to 19 stops connecting CityCenter Englewood, 
businesses in downtown Englewood, and the medical facilities in and near Craig Hospital and Swedish Medical Center. 

Concrete Utility Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with maintaining the City’s sidewalks, curbs and 
gutters. 

Conservation Trust Fund – Accounts for the acquisition of parks and open space land not previously owned by the City and 
for improvements to existing park and recreation facilities.  Financing is provided primarily from State Lottery funds. 

Debt Service Funds account for the accumulation of resources and payment of general obligation bond principal and interest 
from governmental resources and special assessment bond and loan principal and interest from special assessment levies when 
the government is obligated in some manner for payment. 

Donors’ Fund – Accounts for funds donated to the City for various specified activities. 

Employee Benefits Fund – Accounts for the administration of providing City employee benefit programs:  medical, dental, 
life, and disability insurance. 

Enterprise Funds account for operations that:  (a) are financed and operated in a manner similar to private business 
enterprises where the intent of the governing body is that the costs (expenses, including depreciation) of providing goods or 
services to the general public on a continuing basis be financed or recovered primarily through user charges, or (b) where the 
City Council has decided that periodic determination of revenue earned, expenses incurred and/or net income is appropriate 
for capital maintenance, public policy, management controls, accountability or other purposes. 

Fund is a grouping of related accounts that is used to maintain control over resources that have been segregated for specific 
activities or objectives.  The City, like other state and local governments, uses fund accounting to ensure and demonstrate 
compliance with finance-related legal requirements. 

General Obligation Bond Fund – Accounts for the accumulation of monies for payment of General Obligation Bond 
principal and interest. 

Golf Course Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with the operations of the Englewood Municipal Golf 
Course. 

Governmental Funds distinguish functions of the City that are principally supported by taxes and intergovernmental 
revenues (governmental activities) from other functions that are intended to recover all or a significant portion of their costs 
through user fees and charges (business-type activities).  These funds focus on the near-term inflows and outflows of spendable 
resources, as well as on balances of spendable resources available at the end of the year. 

Housing Rehabilitation Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with the City’s housing rehabilitation 
program. 

Internal Service Funds are used to account for the financing of goods or services provided by one department or agency to 
other departments or agencies of the City on a cost-reimbursement basis. 

MOA – Museum of Outdoor Arts 
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Malley Center Trust Fund – Accounts for a trust established by Elsie Malley to be used for the benefit of the Malley Senior 
Recreation Center.  

Multi-Year Capital Projects Fund (MYCP) - Accounts for the acquisition and/or construction of major capital 
improvements and facilities.  Financing is provided primarily with transfers from other City Funds. 

Neighborhood Stabilization Program Fund – Accounts for the federal grant awarded to acquire, rehabilitate and resale 
approximately eleven foreclosed residential properties located in the City. 

Open Space Fund – Accounts for the acquisition of parks and open space land not previously owned by the City and for 
improvements to existing park and recreation facilities.  Financing is provided from the Arapahoe County Open Space Sales 
Tax of .25%.  The Open Space Tax was created on January 1, 2004 and expires on December 31, 2023. 

Parks and Recreation Trust Fund – Accounts for a trust established by the City, financed primarily by donations, to be used 
exclusively for specific park and recreation projects. 

Proprietary Funds account for operations that are financed and operated in a manner similar to private business enterprises. 
It is the intent that the cost of providing such goods or services will be recovered through user charges. 

Public Improvement Fund (PIF) – Accounts for the acquisition and/or construction of major capital improvements and 
facilities.  Financing is provided primarily from building and vehicle use taxes. 

Risk Management Fund – Accounts for the administration of maintaining property and liability and workers’ compensation 
insurance. 

ServiCenter Fund – Accounts for the financing of automotive repairs and services provided by the ServiCenter to other 
departments of the City, or to other governmental units, on a cost reimbursement basis. 

Sewer Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with providing wastewater services to the City of Englewood 
residents and some county residents. 

Special Assessment Funds  account for and pay special assessment bond principal and interest and/or inter-fund loan 
principal and interest:  Following are funds to account for special assessments:  Paving District No. 35, Paving District No. 
38, and Concrete Replacement District 1995. 

Special Revenue Funds account for the proceeds of specific revenue sources that are legally restricted to expenditure for 
specified purposes. 

Storm Drainage Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with maintaining the City’s storm drainage system. 

Water Fund – Accounts for revenues and expenses associated with providing water services to City of Englewood residents. 
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General Fund Comparative Revenue, Expenditure & Fund Balance Report
as of August 31, 2012

Percentage of Year Completed = 67%
Fund Balance January 1 8,753,654$     8,817,685$    8,817,685$       8,494,679$    8,494,679$   9,234,957$     9,234,957$    

2012 2011 2010

Budget Aug-12 % Budget YE Estimate Dec-11 Aug-11 % YTD Dec-10 Aug-10 % YTD

Revenues

Property  Tax 2,880,000       2,784,428      96.68% 2,880,000         2,994,213      2,904,205     96.99% 3,020,884       2,885,015      95.50%

Specific Ownership Tax 250,000         143,873        57.55% 230,000           246,062         146,316       59.46% 263,434          155,700        59.10%

Sales & Use Taxes 22,115,126     15,313,404    69.24% 22,115,126       21,737,110    14,977,952   68.90% 20,866,515     14,072,748    67.44%

Cigarette Tax 190,000         121,643        64.02% 184,000           190,763         120,966       63.41% 196,320          127,224        64.80%

Franchise Fees 3,056,938       1,705,558      55.79% 3,067,552         2,631,393      1,593,447     60.56% 2,620,191       1,613,589      61.58%

Hotel/Motel Tax 8,713             6,551            75.19% 9,000               9,820            6,383           65.00% 8,806             5,903            67.03%

Licenses & Permits 574,025         553,204        96.37% 765,148           778,536         490,912       63.06% 695,563          439,813        63.23%

Intergovernmental Revenue 1,552,315       1,214,656      78.25% 1,882,903         1,724,807      1,225,801     71.07% 1,465,970       854,196        58.27%

Charges for Serv ices 3,399,722       2,108,193      62.01% 3,261,304         3,384,318      2,138,440     63.19% 3,254,830       2,071,897      63.66%

Recreation 2,599,668       2,239,259      86.14% 2,609,701         2,635,221      2,247,447     85.28% 2,489,781       2,109,440      84.72%

Fines & Forfeitures 1,318,450       950,874        72.12% 1,368,450         1,284,758      868,401       67.59% 1,437,957       1,026,597      71.39%

Interest 100,000         64,616          64.62% 100,000           91,034          78,309         86.02% 100,545          105,126        104.56%

EMRF Rents 663,046         426,244        64.29% 497,645           425,159         264,411       62.19% 105,125          40,000          38.05%

Miscellaneous 411,998         270,895        65.75% 339,307           173,381         130,180       75.08% 293,658          225,142        76.67%

Total Revenues 39,120,001     27,903,398    71.33% 39,310,136       38,306,575    27,193,170   70.99% 36,819,579     25,732,390    69.89%

Expenditures

Legislation 333,793         175,228        52.50% 337,748           298,731         169,204       56.64% 309,870          215,185        69.44%

City  Attorney 746,734         475,127        63.63% 774,254           706,841         443,728       62.78% 702,228          463,712        66.03%

Court 974,417         591,623        60.72% 949,982           848,775         549,371       64.73% 901,469          581,640        64.52%

City  Manager 672,072         445,778        66.33% 665,441           639,184         415,277       64.97% 659,882          438,461        66.45%

Human Resources 470,910         300,866        63.89% 461,343           430,792         266,638       61.89% 419,421          249,058        59.38%

Financial Serv ices 1,541,645       988,601        64.13% 1,509,333         1,446,313      918,018       63.47% 1,445,581       937,388        64.85%

Information Technology 1,360,355       864,161        63.52% 1,342,364         1,332,766      851,774       63.91% 1,280,660       780,445        60.94%

Public Works 5,436,637       3,654,839      67.23% 5,327,838         5,259,875      3,299,166     62.72% 5,137,364       3,321,322      64.65%

Fire Department 7,711,732       5,421,128      70.30% 8,021,054         7,666,842      4,888,906     63.77% 7,425,903       4,727,346      63.66%

Police Department 10,921,455     7,238,261      66.28% 11,043,064       10,395,239    6,595,191     63.44% 10,312,633     6,671,908      64.70%

Community  Development 1,478,398       836,345        56.57% 1,328,798         1,359,264      860,238       63.29% 1,301,473       782,203        60.10%

Library 1,256,481       756,510        60.21% 1,231,346         1,145,613      730,782       63.79% 1,284,083       854,803        66.57%

Recreation 5,834,425       3,986,580      68.33% 5,704,923         5,717,147      3,915,187     68.48% 5,811,809       3,990,541      68.66%

Debt Serv ice 2,060,739       1,608,277      78.04% 2,060,739         2,096,463      1,684,891     80.37% 1,860,827       1,468,567      78.92%

Contingency 150,000         79,499          53.00% 150,000           152,423         106,211       69.68% 48,139           38,490          79.96%

Total Expenditures 40,949,793     27,422,823    66.97% 40,908,227       39,496,268    25,694,582   65.06% 38,901,342     25,521,069    65.60%

Excess revenues over

(under) expenditures (1,829,792)      480,575        -26.26% (1,598,091)        (1,189,693)     1,498,588     (2,081,763)      211,321        

Net transfers in (out) 1,306,739       1,185,465      90.72% 1,485,465         1,512,699      1,450,575     95.89% 1,341,485       1,094,433      81.58%

Total Fund Balance 8,230,601$     10,483,725$  127.37% 8,705,059$       8,817,685$    11,443,842$ 129.78% 8,494,679$     10,540,711$  124.09%

Fund Balance Analysis
Total Fund Balance 8,230,601$     10,483,725$  8,705,059$       8,817,685$    8,494,679$     

Restricted Fund Balance

-Emergencies (TABOR) 1,150,000       1,150,000      1,150,000         1,150,000      1,150,000       

Committed Fund Balance

-LTAR 2,713,467       2,619,375      2,619,375         2,406,649      2,130,520       
-COPS Grant 298,512         298,512        298,512           298,512         298,512          

Restricted/Committed 4,161,979$     4,067,887$    4,067,887$       3,855,161$    3,579,032$     

Estimated Unassigned

   Fund Balance 4,068,622$     6,415,838$    4,637,172$       4,962,524$    4,915,647$     

As a percentage 
of projected revenues 10.35% 11.80% 12.95% 13.35%

As a percentage 

of budgeted revenues 10.40% 11.85%

Target 3,912,000       - 5,868,000   
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Sales & Use Tax Collections Year-to-Date Comparison
for the month of August 2012

Cash Basis
2007 % Change 2008 % Change 2009 % Change 2010 % Change 2011 % Change 2012 % Change

Area 1 1,593,146 -35.24% 1,599,517 0.40% 1,461,278 -8.28% 1,409,034 -11.91% 1,400,843 -0.58% 2,281,425 62.86%
Area 2 304,312 -23.87% 307,410 1.02% 301,979 -0.77% 337,210 9.69% 371,174 10.07% 1,182,590 218.61%
Area 3 833,088 -27.06% 843,286 1.22% 856,576 2.82% 934,509 10.82% 915,990 -1.98% 950,404 3.76%
Area 4 1,219,209 -28.57% 1,055,174 -13.45% 864,730 -29.07% 955,737 -9.42% 859,505 -10.07% 923,553 7.45%
Area 5 515,834 -23.44% 448,508 -13.05% 411,782 -20.17% 433,124 -3.43% 466,138 7.62% 341,857 -26.66%
Area 6 2,740,962 -31.02% 2,881,524 5.13% 2,752,662 0.43% 2,638,517 -8.43% 2,814,859 6.68% 2,949,127 4.77%
Area 7 5,439,869 -24.99% 5,636,732 3.62% 4,738,807 -12.89% 4,415,652 -21.66% 5,800,128 31.35% 5,228,301 -9.86%
Area 8 1,203,174 -33.10% 1,365,078 13.46% 1,094,239 -9.05% 1,213,723 -11.09% 1,155,990 -4.76% 1,111,745 -3.83%
Area 9 and 10 744,868 -2.61% 1,261,129 69.31% 1,217,831 -3.43% 1,224,990 0.59% 1,249,050 1.96% 0 -100.00%
Area 11 and 12 61,493 -1.22% 102,751 67.09% 97,754 -4.86% 96,838 -0.94% 98,384 1.60% 0 -100.00%
Area 13 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Regular Use 199,349 -41.40% 251,502 26.16% 487,346 144.47% 386,254 53.58% 437,383 13.24% 341,529 -21.92%

Total 14,855,304 -27.80% 15,752,611 6.04% 14,284,984 -3.84% 14,045,587 -10.84% 15,569,443 10.85% 15,310,529 -1.66%

Refunds 178,701 -41.84% 480,168 168.70% 72,130 -84.98% 198,429 175.10% 32,392 -83.68% 122,919 279.47%
Audit & Collections 
Revenue* 379,636 -13.08% 417,209 9.90% 426,220 2.16% 292,845 -31.29% 170,029 -41.94% 101,143 -40.51%
*included Above
Unearned Sales Tax 650,000 0.00% 650,000 0.00% 600,000 -7.69% 600,000 0.00% 1,100,000 83.33% 1,100,000 0.00%
Building Use 777,749 -8.45% 621,315 -20.11% 214,002 -65.56% 333,881 56.02% 438,725 31.40% 492,765 12.32%
Vehicle Use 941,683 -24.67% 882,492 -6.29% 629,467 -28.67% 606,086 -3.71% 624,014 2.96% 855,418 37.08%

Area Descriptions
Area 1 - CityCenter (Formerly Cinderella City) Area 5 - Federal and Belleview W of Santa Fe

Area 2 - S of Yale, north & south side of Jefferson Ave/US 285 between Area 6 - All other City locations

              Bannock and Sherman Area 7 - Outside City limits

Area 3 - S of Jefferson Ave/US 285 between Bannock & Sherman and Area 8 - Public Utilities

              north side of Belleview between Logan & Delaware Area 9 and 10 - Downtown & Englewood Pkwy

Area 4 - Broadway and Belleview (Between Fox and Sherman Area 11 and 12 - S of 285, N of Kenyon between Jason and Santa Fe

  and south side of Belleview and to the Southern City Limits) Area 13 - Hampden Avenue (US 285) and University Boulevard
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: City Council 

THROUGH: Gary Sears, City Manager 

THROUGH: Rick Kahm, Director of Public Works ../' 

FROM: Ladd Vostry, Traffic Engineer ~ 

DATE: September 12, 2012 

SUBJECT: 2012 MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT PURCHASE 

Every year, local governments are invited to submit applications for miscellaneous traffic 
signal equipment to Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), who 
administers the Miscellaneous Equipment Purchase (MEP) program. The program assists 
local agencies in upgrading and/or extending traffic signal systems, in order to help to 
improve the efficiency of traffic signals, relieve congestion, and reduce air pollution. 
These requests must be consistent with requirements of the current Traffic Signal 
Improvement Program (TSSIP), adopted in 2010. 

All applications are reviewed and scored by DRCOG staff based on previously set 
criteria. In the latest (FY12) MEP program, the City of Englewood was awarded up 
to $29,000 towards the purchase of traffic signal equipment, which includes a traffic 
signal cabinet with ASC/3 traffic controller and uninterruptable power supply 
(UPS) for the Navajo and Oxford intersection; as well as various Ethernet 
communication equipment for the Dartmouth corridor (west of Santa Fe Drive). 

The MEP program covers the equipment only, with equipment installation being 
completed by the City. There are no financial obligations for the City other than 
providing funds up front for equipment purchases, which will be reimbursed after the 
project is completed. Adequate funds are available in the Transportation System 
Upgrade PIF account and will be credited back to this account with reimbursement of 
federal funds by DRCOG. 

In past years, staff has applied for, and received, over $300,000 in federal funds for 
miscellaneous traffic equipment from DRCOG. 

Staff will bring a recommendation to adopt a Bill for an Ordinance to enter into an 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with DRCOG for FY12 MEP at a future 
Council meeting. 



C I T Y 0 F 

September 12,2012 

Ms. Mlc:helle Delaria 
EnvironmentaiProtection Specialist 
Permits Section 
Water Quality Control Division 

ENGLEWOOD 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment 
4300 Cherry CreekDrrve South 
Denver, Colorado 80246 

RE: TARGETED PERMITQUESTIONNAlRE 

Ms. Delari.a: 

The City of Englewood would like to e)(press our gratitude fort he opportunity to conduct a self revie.\vof 
our MS4 Stormwater Program. 

The interpretations ancl examples ofcompliantand non~compliant programs provided in the Targeted 
Permit Questionnaire are appreciated. However, in the future we would like to have interpretations and 
examples in a stand~aloneguidance document,separate from the document certified bythe legal 
contact, Due to the flexible nature of the MS4'PerJ11it, we recognize that aH inter:pretatioris and 
exa mpies of compliant and non-compliant prqgrams ,are not detailed in the Targeted Permit 
Questionnaire~ 

As you may be aware, the Colorado Storm water Council {CSC} consulted outside legal counsel to assist 
the CSC membership with the Targeted Permit Questionnaire. This was done at the request ofthe CSC 
membership pursuantto concerns with interpretation language compared to MS4 Permit language. 

Based upon recommendations from legal counsel, and to provide accurate answers, the language in the 
current Permit was relied upon to complete the Targeted PermitQuestionnaire. 

further, a statement was added to the certification page of the Ta(geted Permit Questionnaire. This 
statement serves to inedrporate reliance on thE current permit language within the certified document. 

We appreciate working with you and look forward to .continuingthls c:ollaboratlv~;;; process with the 
Division on the upcoming MS4 Permit renewal process. 

1000 Englewood P,1rkway Englewood, Cdorado 80110 Phone :W3-762··2635 

www.engie\voodgov.org 



If you have any questions, please contact Yasser Abouaish at :303-762-2652. 

Sincerely, 

Stewart Fonda 
Director ofUtilitles 
City of Englewood 

Cc: Targeted Perrnft Questionnaire 



TARGETED PERMIT QUl~ST10NNAHUi:- Due October 15, 2012 
lHunidpal Separate Storm Sewer System:s (MS4s) Permits COR-090000 arid COR~080000 

COLORI\.l>O DEPT. O:F PLJULIC HEALTH & ENVIRONMENT 
\Virtcr Quality Control Division 
WQCD.;P-B2 
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South 
Denver, Colorado 80246-1530 

This form .is .intended to be fiHed out electronically amlthen printed for the signature and submittal. One oril.!inal 
copy (uo faxes ore-mails) .of the completed T!:!.rgQJ&9..I:.~rmiLQJl.~.0.t!nnna1n~, inc!udirtg attachrt1ents as appropriate, n;~1st he 
submitted to the Water Quality Control Division by October 15, 2012. 

This questionnaire !argets specific program elements and is not a fuH nudit The questions ~ire based on the common 
findings that were identified during pemTit audits conducted by the Division in20 i 0 and 2011. The questions will hdp 
the Permittee deterrnine compliance with the current penniL Ans\vering "ye$" or "no'' to a question does nbt 
automatically rnnkeihe Permittee in or out of compliance. The Permittee must carefhlly read the Required Action section 
to dett~rminc ifa nofice ofnoncompliance nmst he submitted. The Permittee is also welcome to include any additional 
information that the Division should consider whei1 deteri11ining compliance with the permit: All sections ofthe form 
must be filled out. Some sections have a Rec0111mended A.ction sub-section following the ltequired Action stib~section, to 
provide the Permittee \Vith cotnpliancea$::;istance. · 

The DivisiOn vdll notify specific permittees in writing that tbey do not have to complete thiHJnestionnaire bnsed on 
the occurrence ofarecent Division nudit. The Division recommends that these previottsly audited permittees review the 
information -provided in this cjue~stionnaire. 

The quesiionJonnal. includes a Summary ofthe common finding, examples or compliant ani:l110n-compliant programs and 
the Conip!.iance Goal folhwied by Questions and the Required Actions. By answering the yes/no qo.estions, the PenDittee 
determines compliance. for the speCific permit element. 1ftheJlenriittee cannot certiJy comp1iance by the response date .of 
October 15, 2012, the Petm!ttee must suhmita Non-compliance notification with the Tare.eted Permit Questiorum.i.ITi 
response form. 

Ili accordance with Part 11.}\.8 of the P,etmit; ~HllvlS4 penuittees covere.d under the above .reference<:l MS4 perniits must 
CQmply withthis requiremenUmd, unless exCluded .in. writing as addressed ahove, Slibmitthe completed self-'<mdit report 
by October l:S; zou~ All answers nmst r~Hect conditions andcompliance.slrltUS on th¢ date of submlttat 

Some of the items in Part :31 P:rogran1 Area Assessment,jndude the p6tential for Identification and required 
reporting of pemiit noncompliance. The Permittee is strongly encouraged to contact. the Division prior to fm·mal 
submittal of this form if it is tmclenr to the Permittee why the associated conditions arc resulting in a condition of 
noncomplian~e:or h(fW C()tTectio!ls c:m be implemented to return to conipliancc . 

.. PART 1: PERMlTTERINFORMATH)N 

Permittee (Agency name): City of .Englewood- Utilities Department 

Mailing Address: 1000 Englewood Parkway 

City and Zip Code: Englewood, CO 80U 0 

Permit Certification No: COR-
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PART 1: CERTIFICATION 

I ce1ti'iy under pemilty of l::rw that this document and nll '1ttachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in 
accordance wilh a system designed lo.a$sure that qualified personnel properly gather and evnltiate the· information 
submitted; Based on my iilquiry of the person or persoris whci manage the system, or those persons directly responsible 
f()r gathering the information, the information submitted is, io the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate; and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant pennJLies for submitting fa!seinfon11.ation, iricluding the possibility of 
fine and imprisonment for knowing violations~" 

X 
Signature of Permittee (legally responsiblcperson) Date Signed 

PART 3: PROGRAM AREA ASSESSMENT 

A. Hlidtl1ischargc :Detection and Elimination: 
NOTE: The term "Hiieit Discharge" as used in the this section slmli be defined in accordance 11'ith the 
responders l\'184 permit and shall NOT include tlwse discharges not required to be prohibited by the MS4 
Permittee in accordance with Partl.U.3(a)(5) ~md (6) of the Permit. 

1. Regulatory ~Mechanism for Enforceability 
a. Sunnmu:y: Part L B.3(a)(2) of the Permit~ requires fl. reglllatory mechanism to prohibit LHicitdischnrgQs into 

the storm sewer system and the authority to implement appropriate enforcement procedures and actions. The 
Permittee may provide a timefrari1c io eliminate an illicit discharge (Le, the illicit discharge is no longeT 
occurring ~:ind there.fnre has been d:Tectively prohibited); ho\\'evcr the tjmeframe. to eliminate ml illicit 
discharge cannot he a '"grace period" from potential. enforcement 1nr the period it takes lo elirni.nate the 
illicit discharge. For pem1itcm:rrpliance purposes, a "timeframe to elixi'lina~e'' .aniUicit discharge is the 
time frame thafis provided in a regulatory mechanism or at the discretion of the .Permittee; and '"i,-'tace period" 
is when an illicit discharge isidentifi.ed and the regulatory mechanism lacks the authm;hy fort he Permittee 
to conduct ei1forcement fnr the IXcurrence·Qf the illicit discharge if it is eliminated within a "timeframe to 
eliminate," thereby a1iow'ing a time of nnn"compli::mee.,- or a "grace period'" from enforcement. The 
Permittee's procedures ancl rules must resu trin an illicit discharge being :S.ubj cct tq enfcm:':eil'l¢111 proqedvres 
fm: both the original· finding of violation, as well as during any provided tin1.efrn me to elhninate the i!Hdt 
discharge. · · 

Altermifively, the Pennittee may require.that an itHcit discharge be elin1inated ''inunediately" or ·'without 
delay,'' at1d the Permittee clearly infonns the O\vner or oper'ator responsible for the illicit discharge thai the 
illicit discharge is considered an enforceable violationfromthe mome1it it is identified to th:e mc}ment it is 
corrected. In such case, no timeframe to eli11]im1!erms beqn authm'ize~ and no gracq per;iod fl·om potential 
enforcement has occurred. 

The Permittee's procedures for eni~rcement, as rc;.quired by Part LB.3(a)(2) ofthe Pennit, rnust fhllyaddress, 
and be fully enforceable and defendable .in court, for all illicit discharges, from the time the 'Permittee 
identifies the illicit discharge regardless of if the violation is cOtTected wi:thin a prescribed tlmefl·ame. 

Note thatthc Permit docs not require that the Pem1ittee actually pursue enforcement fbr all 1llidt discharges 
that occur and are climirtatecL The Permit requires that the regulatory mechanisrn pro\,ide the Permittee the 
legal ability and auth.oriiy to pursue enforcement for all illicit discharges that occur even ift:hey are 
eliminated; in ~uJdition to the legal ability atJi.1 authority to escalate enforcement for illicit discharges that the 
owner or opera lor does not eliminate upon initial .notification by the Permittee. Also, note that the Perniit does 
not require, and it is not the Division's intent to imply through this summary, that tl:lc cnlnrcement 1.nechanism 
rely on a pcHlay-of-violation monetary penalty calcu[ation Ineihodo]Qgy, as long as aU illicit discharges 
identified by the Pennittee are subject to appropriate enforcement procedures and actions mechanisms, 

2 of20 



regardless of when or ifthe illicit discharge is.eliminated. 

b. Examples of compliant regulatory mechanisms: 
• An i!!icit discharge is documented as beginning on April 1 ' 1

• The inspector provides~~ notice of 
violation to the property owner for the illicit discharge .tmd documents that the i!lidt discharge must 
be eliminated by April ] l 1

h, which is the 1 0 days stated in !he regulatory mechanism. The inspector 
also documents that even if iheillicit dischnrge is eliminated by Apri111 111

, the property owner is 
sul.~jectto.enft•rccmentfor the iBicit discharge amlfor the days that the itiicit discharge occurred from 
When it \Vas identified to when the illicit discharge was eliminated. The inspector further clarifies that 
if the illicit discharge :is not corrected by /\pri11l'11, that the response !o the violatibn 1m1y be escalated 

·and the priginal date of April 1'1 can be used as the reference.date to mark the stmt of the violation. 
The Permittee must have the t1uthorityto implement appropriate enforcement procedures nnd actions, 
even if the correction occurs within the time frame to eliminate the illicit discharge. 

• A11ii1icit discharge is documented as beginning on April 1st. The inspector provides a notice of 
violation to the property ownerJor the illicit discharge and documents that .the illicit disdmrge must 
he ctmected immediately becmlSethe.illicit discharge condition is a ·vit1lation that is enforceable from 
fhe original date of violation (April f''). The Pcnriittee may have target tirne.frnrnes for follow up 
(e.g~. 1 day, 10 days, 2 weeks) to confirm lhatthe illicitdischarge has been eliminated or to cscal<J:te 
theentorcement process. The Permittee n1usthave the authority to implement appropriate 
enforcement procedures and actions, even ifthc correction occurs 'Nithin the target time frames to 
e1inlirli.1te the illicit discharge. 

c. Example M 1l ncin-compliantregulatory mechanism: 
• An illicit. discharge is documented as beginning on /\prit 1"1

• The permittee informs the owner or 
operator that the illicit cli:;clwtgc tmi.~t be eliminated hy April l ph_ 'T'he regtihtory mechanism docs 
not allow the permittee to "imph::1nerit appropriate enforcement pi·ocedUJ·es and actions if th~ iHicit 
dischnrgeis eliminated prior to Aprilll 111

• Thcregtilatmy mechanism therefore·a!lows the·owner/ 
Clpel;<Jtor to have an illlcitdischarge and to continue thq illicit discharge until .April lT1h without 
enfbrcement, and therefore permittee has .not effectively prohibited that illiCit discharge. 

d. Information for Counties that rely outbc capabilities of C.R.S. 30..,28-124.5 to implcnieitt perinit 
requir:ements: C.R.S . .30-28-124;5 does not allow enforcement for flpdings corrected within lO days of 
discovery. ·rhis statuk~ do~:..-snotimtborize cot.mtyniles that \vou1c1 meet the<terrns ofthepermit,.as discussed 
ahnve, ifirnpiern.ented. a~ the only mechanism. to effectively prohibit an illicitdischarge. However1 section 3.5~ 
15-401(ll}(aJ(1), C:J{.S:, prqyides counlios withbroadaut1H)ntyto adopt stopmyater ordinances that 
"develop, implement,. andenjbrce fhc stormwater managen1erit pro grant requjred ,by t!teparmit." Under 
Sl-'Ction 35-:15-404(1 1), C.R,S., counties have the authority to r-tdopt otdinances that implementthese 
requirem.ents as well as enforce again stand pcmilize individuals that violate. these requirements. ·ro he 
consi~tent wHh ]v1S4 permit· l.erms that are written pursuant to section 61 .8{1 t)( a )(ii), county ordi1«u1ces must 
provide the authority cto bring enf()rcemeni actions mtd issue penalties upor1 tl)e discovery of a violation. 
Therei()re; a countyrdying o.n C.R.S. 30-28-l245must provide additional n1ecbanisn:1s to provide Jl:n~ the. 
authority to prQhibit a violationupol1. discovery, whiCh Hkeiywould require the county to adopt new 
ordinances under C.R.S. 35-lSAOl, ort11tQugh an zilterruitive legal meclmnisn) ifidenlifiecL 

e. Compliance Goal; Con finn that the Permittee has a compliant regUlatory 1n~~chnnism that can effectively 
prohibit aU iHicit discharges, including those eliminated withiTi.a set timeperipd <Hier identification. A 
I)ennit!ce that lacks authority to enforce agahistidentified illicit discharges upon discovery would not be 
captible of implementing a preverilativeprogramto prohibit discharges, and would ot1iy.ht\Ve il responsive 
pro .gram: 

3 of20 



f. Questions: 

! Answ~~i~-g-·4y~s~····o~ .. -,.~.o-;-ls .. i1ot ... a.~;iomatically associated with compliance or non- ····-··-······j""~iark the respo~~-~············1 

i compliance. 1 that matdtes the I 
L. .. -........................ _....... I J>ermittee'~ .. P..!~~g:~:~~.I..!d 
l. Does the Permittee's regulatory mecha11ism prohibit. an ill i.dt discharge, as defined in .its _I X y . 1 

pennit, into the Permittee's MS4? I -"' - es 
i 

-;z-:······--Does the Perrriittee's regulatory mechanism used for illieit···dT~a~·;:;·~g~s···~·j·j~;~~;···ib;:··~;~·-····--·· 

require a timefi·ame to eliminate an illicit discharge? (E.g., the.nmJance cqde Lvused as 
the regulati:.ny mechanism and states that an fflfcit discharge or nuisance violation must 
be corrected will! in 1 () days. as :won as possih!e. (Jf" simlfarkmguage) 

_. __ Yes 

1------'-------·-·· . ------:--·-····-······················-············c·····--··-····-·_;;·~-----~-+~--· 
3. lf question 2 was answered '"Yes": Does the res'lilatory 1i1echanism aHow enfnrcernent 

for the occurrence of an illicit discharge, even if an illicit discharge is eHmiimr.edprior 
to the end of the timefhm1e ptovidedin the regulatQty mechapism or by the Pennittees > 

program implementation? (/ .. e., can the er?farcememproce.ss and potential penalties 
I'([[i.n~nce ilw date thcu !he iilidt disr.Jwrgc was identffied?) Tfenforce1nent can only 
begin ifthe illicit discharge is not eliminated wii:hin the timeframe to eliminate an illicit 
dischnrge provided .in theref,rtdatory mechanism orby the Pennittees~ program 
implementati()J1, mark ''no.'' 

g. Required Suhmitta.l: 

__ Yes 

_x_ No 

No 

If questiori 1 was imswcred "yes'\ the l)ermittce must provide a citation and a Hnl\: (if available online) to the 
pertinent section ofthe Permittee's regulatory mechanism for ptohihiting illicit discharges. 

h. Rcquin•d Ac:t:ion: Check the follow'hig that bcsfnpresen'ts your proghnn status ittthe.timc ofthc 
October 15, 20l2response date. · 

i. ___ Quest!tms 1, 1, ai1d 3 answered "yes." This represents a program ilwt prQhibits an illicit 
discharge into the Permittee's MS4 and considers anviHicit discharge an eliforcea:ble \iiolation 
fro1n ri~~ date thattlie illicit discharge was identifietl.~ The illicit dfs~J1arge is an erif<:m;e~lbk 
violation during the time jftakes to correctthe violati.on. 

H. _X _::Qu.cstion 1 ans\\rcn.::;d 4 'yes'' and Question 2 answered "no." This represents a program that 
prdhibits an in!cit discharge into the Permittee~s MS4 and_c0!1siders any illicit discharge an 
enforceable violation Jhim the date that the illicit discharge was identified and does not provide a 
timeframe to eliminate. an ilJicit discharge, The regulatory mechanism clearly states that an illicit 
discharge must be eliminated immediately orwithourdelay. 

iii. '--··--· Op!Ton i. m'ii. cannot be accurately checked, but the Pennitte~ has complied with fhe 
1iernlit through implementation of a pto6rrarn i1ot address(~d ili this qtkstionnalre; lf this copiion is 
checked, the Pennittee must stilt an$wer the alxwe questions -for thisSectipn, rind must attach a 
detailed explanation ofhow its :program meets the permitrequin:,ri:1ents addressed in this Section, 
including attaching: 0) All regulations that prohibit illicit discharges and authorize enforcement 
with dircctrefcrence to those applicable sections;(2) All written procedures thnt address 
impleh1entation of·enforceh1ent relewu1t to illicit discharges with direct reference to those 
applicable sections .. A pennittee checking this Optim:t must contact the Division by phone or 
email by Ju]y15; 2012~ prior to subrriitting this form to discu~s tl1is conClusion aild ensure. that 
the proper information is provided to expedite this process and avoid unnecessary compliance 
cl.mespondcnce fbr both pa1ties. 
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U option i., ii. or iii ca.m:wt be accurate!~· checked, !hen chedt iv, and follow the instructions. 

iv. ___ Submit a Non-compliance notification aml a program modincation ac.cording lo Part 
II.B.l(a)(l-3) and Part l.E.2(a) of the Permit detailing how the Permittee's program will he 
modified to mtttch one of the compliant options represented by i. or ii., above. 

i. Rccmnmended Action: Review the program documentation (e.g .. illicit discharge manual, Stnndard 
Operating Procedure (SOP), Program Description Document, inspection fon11) to determineifllmre are 
it1consistencics. For·exmnple, the regulatory mechanistn requ1res tm illicit disclmrgeJo be dimi.nated in 7 
(h'lys, but a procedure states that 1 0 days is the timefnm1e provided to climimite <m illidt discharge? 

2. Regulatory Mechanism Process 
a. Summary: Part LB.3(a)(2) of the Permit, requires a regulatory i11echanism to pn5hihit illicit discharges into 

the storm sewer system and to implement appropriate enforcement procedures and actions. 'rhe Divi:';ion 
observed .during program audits that some permittees h<we a regulatory mechanism (e.g.~ code or ordinance 
lan!:,rtl<:1ge) regarding the enfbrc:cment process that does not match the enforcement processdetailed.in the 
Permittee's program documents (e,g., Program description document, IDDE manual, SOPs, inspector training 
documents). To be clear, the Permit does not require that the regtllatory !'nechanism i11clude the exact 
enfmcement steps. However, the Division noted during audits that some ordinan:ces provided exact 
enforcen1ent steps that must be J~lllowed in a specinc order (e.g., written notice to the owner/ operator, 
administrative c.ittition, court summons) butthe Permittee's internnl program documents and/or 
implementation did notl'oHow the process stated in the ordinance. Other programs fisted enforcement tools 
thaLm?.Y be used by the Permittee to gain compliance. 

h. l~~xamples of compliantn::gulatory mechanisms: 
• The regulatory mechanism lists several enft)rcement tools that CAN BE used when responding to an 

illicit discharge. Tbe pennitlee's SOPs for respondingto an illicit discharge iiJclude the option for 
issuing a verbal warning ifthe illicit :discharge does riot pose <\nyhnmediate hannto life or the 
environment. 

• The regulatory mechanis.rn states that all .responses to an illicit ilisdiarge MUST include a wdtten 
noticeofviofationto the owner/operator~ The permittee's SOPs for responding to an illicit discharge 
are eonsisten~ with the regttlatory niechanism and all illiCit .discharges are responded to w:ith a writteri 
notice of violation. 

:c. E:xttmples of a non-compliant regulatory mechanism: 
o .Permittee has·procedu.res in botl!ilu! regulatorymeduuiism ANn in•sepa:rate written 

procedurt$ (e.g., SOPs} that conflict: 'The regulatorymechanisrn states that an re..sponses to. an 
illicit discharge MUST ind l1de a written n<Jtice of viohttkm to the OWl1CL The perrnittee; 's pr{Jcedure 
for responding to mi. illicit discharge all6ws..for issuing a verbal ;,vaming without n written notification 
being issued, therefore the two procedures contlict 

o Permittee has procedures that are not being followed: 'T'he regti.latory mechanism and/or written 
prqcedurcs state that all responses to nn illicitdischnrge MUST include a written notice of violation to 
the owner. AU illicit discharges meeting the conditions in the procedures are NOT responded to with 
a \Vritten notice ofviolalion. · 

d. Compliance Goal: Confirm that enforcement aspect .of the ref.rtllatory mechanism, program documents, 
written prt.1C(ldures and implementation do not conflict and are heing.il'nplernented, Conl1ic1s in procedures 
could .restdtin la<.:K of enJ()rceabiJity, CQnfusion, and fllilure (O impleilientpr<)Cedures. 
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c. Questions: 

A nswerlng~·zy-;;~~---~-~-,-n-o-.' -is~~-t-;_n_d_o_m-at-:i-c-a,...H_y_a_s-·s_o_ci_a-tc-·'(-l-,,-,i-tl_l_c_o_n_lp-:1-:-it_U_lc-c-. _o_r_u_o_n-----....,-l\--l_il_r_l~---tl-le-r-~;p·~-~~;;;;-·--·-·1 

compliance. that matches the J' 

I _ Perm~!!~.~-~.!?..t.:.Qgranl n·-. -i)"()"{;8""t"i1"e"""P:eri1~fi["ee:·;··;:;;g:~!"atory mechanism specify any exact enJ(xcement process(es) _;X_Yes No I 
' or step(s) tbat must. be followed by the Permittee for vio!ntions? E.g., code requires a 

written notice to the O\vnerlopcrat:or. adminislmtivc dtntion, nnd/or:coiui. summons. [f 

1---'""'-''e_s, JUlS'I-Ye~cstion 2. If no, skip to 9uestion 3 
2. Do the PermitJee's program documents (e.g .. Pn'lgram dcscripticm documei1t, lDDE 

manual, SOPs; inspector training documents) include the exact required enforcement 
_X_Ycs No 

______ J:2I:S~0.\?.~,~ti:::?)_gr .. ~.~~p{~ . ...:>E~Ei fi ed in the Pe'!!?:J.ittee' s reg!!) Moo_; 1_i1~e_cl_1_aJ_1 i_s
7
in_?_-.---.----·-,-+------- j 

.3. l\re all enforcement proccss(es) or step(s) in the .Permittee's prof,rt<1m documents ____ ................ . 

mithorized in the Permittee's regulatory mechanism? (The Permittee ni.ust have the __ Yes ... -....................... N_ .. ·.·.-o -·····! 
··-·····-' .. ~~!..t.~~)l·itJ.: .. !~~J..£!l.J~.!.:?.EI.!.~r.?..! ~.l.!._<?. .. [!!1e enforcement procedures and tools.) 

f. Hequired Action: Check the follQwing that hest represents yonr program status at the time rif t:he 
Oc.tober 15, 2012 response date: 

1. ..... X~ ............. Questions 2 was answered yes,. or slcipped in accordance with 1he directions, AND 
Question3 was answered yes. 

lfoptionJ. cannot bt~ accurately checked, ther1 checkii, and follow the instructions. 

ii. _. __ Snhmit: a Non-compliance notification and a program modification according to P~ui 
n;B.l(a)(t.,::n aru:l Part I.E.2(a) oftlm Permit detailing how the Permittee's p.rQgram will be 
modifi.ed to match one oft he complhmtoptions represented by i.odi., above. · · 

3. Categories of Non-storm water discharges 
a. Summary: 1n accordance with the Colorado Water Quality (jontm! Act, consisteri:t with the federal. Cleru1 

Water Act, requires thai no person shall discharge any pollutant into anysti.ite water fl·ol).1 a point source 
·withottLfirstlmving obtained a pennit from the bivisim. However, the Division has developed the Low Ri~k 
Policy, WQP-27, to jddress discharges wil11 the 1owestpotenti111 J:isk to ·water quiilrty and addi.tiomi[ permit 
la;r1t,>;uage.tb provide .a mechanism .f<.1rtlle Penn.ittee .to assessthepotential .f(H" certain discharges to contain 
poUutnnts. Dh;tharge~ iiSsociated with Sn.ow· melting, S\vlmming pqq!s, potable \vaiet, um::ontairunated 
grounchvater to land, ~md surfi:1ce cosmetic power \vashing operations to 'land are currently addressed by 
guidance under tht: Divi.siLin~s .Low Risk Discharges; · · 
li.ti;R;l !\11w....,v .cd p he. state. co. u.s! W1JIPGLn.Jit~Uni1iillli~lilllQ~Pnd.Qolic\'ne\Vp~.html 

Part LB.3(a)(5) of lhe Permit provides ihe following categories ofnon-stormwater discharges tl1at the 
Penni Uee must address only. if the· Penni ttee identifies Jhem as signi!Jcant contrihutm's. of pollutants t.o the 
Pennittec's MS4: hmdscape in;igation, lawn water.ing, divetied stream flows, irrigation return How, rising 
ground w:1te~rs,. uncontaminated ground Water inliltrafion.(as deti.ned at4Q CFR 35;200$(20)); 1.mcontan1inated. 
pumped ground water, spdngs, flows timn dpa.d.an habitEits ~md wetlands, water l.ine Hushing, dischnrges 
from potahie water sources, foundation drains, air conditioning condensation, .\Vater ll:om cn.t\V[ space pumps, 
f6oting drains, individual residential car washing. dechlorinated swimming pC>ol discharges, and water 
inc.idental to street sweeping (including associated sidewalks and medians) and .that is not associated with 
constructim'l. Pnrt IJ3.3(n)(6) of the Pem1it also excludes the Pennittee from having to address discharges 
resulting from emergency fire fighting activities and disch<irges specifically authorized hy a sepamte CDPS 
penn it 

The Permit aHo\vs the Permittee !o add other occasional, incidental non-stormwater discharges to this list if 
the Pem1,ittee has deten11ined that additional non-stormwater discharges are not reasonably expected (based on 
infom1alion available to the permittee) to be signi'fica11t source.<> ofp<.11lutantsto fhe M84, because of either the 
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nature of (he discharges or conditions the Permittee htts established 1br allowing tHese discharges to the MS4, 
The Division has specifically authorized all MS4 permittees to include those dischnrges covered by guidance 
under the Low Risk Discharge Policy, \VQP-27. 

b. E:x;lnnplc of a non-compliant .regulnt.ory mechmiism: 
During permit audits, Division staff have noted that the wording and resulting definition of some categories 
listed i11. Part LB.3(n)(5} of the Permit have been altered and other categories of discharges have been added to 
the pcnnitiee's regulatory mechanism. In rmw.y of these cases, lhe discharges addressed by these modified 
and new allowances del no! rneet the standard tifnot bdng reasonably expected to be significtmt sources of 
poHutants to the MS4 rind the perrnitlees h~tve not documented local. c<mtrots or conditions plnced on the 
discharges, as required by Pmi J.B.3(a)(5) of the Pennit. 
EX:amp!es ofsuch discharges include: 

• Discharges to protect life and property 
e Any discharge allmved by the city manager {or designee) 
"' Discharges ihmtaetivities cciriducted by !'ire dcpartnient pther than emergency Hre .fighting, or 

discharges dinx~tly listed in LB.3(a)(5) or covered by a Low Risk Policy guidance 

c. Complinnce Goal: To determine ifthe Permittee's iiiicit discharges program consistently allO\vs or prohibits 
those discharges addr:esst~d by Part I.l33(a)(5) ofi.he t)ermit, Pmt i.BJ(a)(6) of the Permit, nndtheDJ.vision's 
Lov,r Risk Discharges. 

Note that: the :Permittee isncit required to authorize all discharges allowed for by the penni:t and Low Risk 
Policy guidance; however what is authorized in tht; Permittees' regulatory rr1edianismmust be consistent .by 
what is authorized by the Permittees' procedures and implementation, For example, if the Per·n1ittee chooses 
riot to :authorize certain discharges, then. the .Permittee niust respond to the unauthorized discharges 1iccording 
to the Pcrniittee'siDDE program requirernents. · · · 

d. Questions: 

Answering 'yes' or 'no' .is noUnttomatically assoda.tedwidt compliance or non­
compliance. 

Mark the response 
that matches the 
-Permittee's rogram i 

' l. {)oes the Permittee's regulatory mechanism authorize .dischargcs.to the MS4. of a,ll of the 
~·aT!owahlc nmFStormwaterdischarges" tl1at are directly liste::;d ih Parts LB3(a)(5) t:~:nd (6) 
o[thei~errnit? Ut11eauswer is yes, skip to qucstion3. 

_:X_Yes No I --.· . I 

2. If question lwas answered ''No;•: For any ofthe"allowtiblenon-stormwat.er · 
discharges'· thHt are directly listed in Pnrt I.B.3(a)(5) and (6) ofihe Permit that are not 
authorized to be dischatged.tcl the MS4inthe Pennittee'sregulatorymechanism, does 
the Permittee's program documentation and implemen1ation effectively prohibit the 
discharge(s)? E.g., ifthe.Pennittee's ordinance does not authorize "dechlorinated 
swimming pool discharges", is tho Pennittee's ,program docurnentation and 
implem:entation consistent in .not allowing this dischargc(s)? 

__ Yes No 

r------··-·-·----··-·------·-- ·-·------··----·· 
3. Has the Permitkcdcveloped a list of occasional incidentnl non~ston11water d.ischarges, in 

addition to the list fll·ovicle(lin Part 1.B.3(a)(5) and (6) of the Permit; \v.hich are 
authorized .to discharge to t1:ie.MS4 and not addressed as ·an iHicitdischm'ge? lfthe 
answer is no, skip to question 5. · · 

I X Yes 
lN"o-

/-LJ-.. -D-c-le·;·ti;t;}>e;:;11iti~~~\~-j~egulatc-·}r_v_J_11_e_c1,-Ji..,..H-1i"'"sr-n"'"a-.L-tt_.,.h_o_r_iz...,.e.,....d"""i-sc.,....··i-la_r_g-cs-·· -to-t"'"l-J.e_M_. ·""s-'4....;.....o_f_a_,ll.,:..t_h-:e--1---··----···-·· 
i ~ J - _X~Ycs 
,

1

; discharges addressed in the Division's Low Risk P<>l[cy guidance documents (e.g., Low 
Risk Discharges of PcHable Water)? ffthe m1swer .is yes, skt!) HJ Parte. 

I-5-.-.I-f_Q_u_e_s_ti_o_n_3-,,-,a-s_a_n_s_w-·c._r_e_d-.-,N-o-": F~Jr ;l~;yofthe discharges addressed in the 
Yes 

No 

No 

L 
Divis~on': Low Risk Policy tl1~t are not a~1thorize~t to be discharged to the M~4 in the I 
~emuttee s r.egulatory. meclwms~n: does 1_;1e Penn:tt~e's prog:·mn docu~en~allon ~md · 

-···-··~n)p l e1 nem<}~ r ( m effect I vs:ly_ PE~Jl~ It the discharge( ~E._!::.-.:.g:.:. !l_t}~.f£r~'.~.li~~e '-~ -~~~~~:_~ance. _ _; . ___ ···············-········--··············-·····-··-] 
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does .not e;.:c!ude discharges ofpotab1c water that are in accordance with the Low Risk 
Polic,y gLtidancc li·om prohibitions on. illicit discharges, is the Pcrm.iuee's program 
documentation and iniplclilentation .consistent in not allowing the discharge(s)? 

e. Required Submittals: 

1. List as a sepai·ate at'tacl~n:ient, all non-stt11111watcr discharg~s R.~;.;ii~i"~i1-i11c.'i>c~:;11iii:ee-i·~ ... ~1otcffectively pr~I~il)ii"i'[}g ........ l 
through regulatory mcchanism(s). Provide the exact l<mguage used to identify ihe discharge in the regulatory 1 

n:wd1anism(s). 

2. Provide the following information as a separate attaclunent for c:my<fischarges that the Permittee's regulatory 
mcchm1ism does not address as itlicltdisclmrges(Lc., arc authorized W dis<:;hargeto the MS4) and that are not 
speciti.cally listed in Part I.B.3{ a)(5) or (6). 

a. Any information used by the Penniuee to evaluate or documentthat the dischar~~e is not a significant 
source ofpoUu1nnts to the MS4, because of either the nature ofthe discharges orconditions the 
Permittee has established for.ailowing these discharges to the MS4 (e.g., a charity car wash with 
appropriate controls on frequency; proximity to sensitive watcrhodies, BMPs, etc.). 

b. All documentation included in the Permittee's p1'ogram documenta!i<m or regulatory mechanism that 
identifies the local eQntrols or conditions tllaced on the discharges. 

Not<: that the goal ofPart c.2, above, is to collect infbtmation on tbe Permittee's decision making process. The 
Division is not necessarily collecting all information.thut may be needed to f\Jlly evaluate ifany added .discharges 
meet the standard of no.t being reasonab1y expected to be ,slgnlt}cant sources of ppllutants to the MS4. Following the 
Division review of respom;esprcwided by Permittees, such ev~iluation aml determination may occur in the future 
consistent with the third pamgraph of Part U3.3(a)(5) of the Pt:mnit ort!troughthe ~public process during permit 
renewaL 

f. ~~equired Actions:: Check the following that best l"CJ.Wescn:ts·your prognnutahiS at Hlc time o'f the 
October 15, 2012 respom;e date. 

i. _X_Questloris 2 and .5 were eithermis,,vered "yes"'., ordidJJoLrequire a response (i.e., H1e 
questions were skipped itT accordance with The directions). . 

U option L camwtbe accurately checked, th.en.check ii. and follow tli~ inst:rndions~ 

ii. __ Submit a Non-eori~plbmc.e iwtificatim:umd a program modification according to Part 
H.B.1( a:)( 1..;3) .and Pa:r:t l.E..2(a) of the Permit detaUing how the J'ermittec 's program wm be 
modified to match the ~ompliant option.represetited by i., above. 

4. Ern~rgem;y Fire fig'hting Uischarges 
a. Summary: Part l.BJ(a)(6)(i) ot' the Permit allows discharges frorn eincrgency fire fighting activities to be 

exdLtded fromJb:e prohibitions against non-,stonnwater discharges. The Division has.observed during 
program 11ue!its that pennitlees may not have the word '·emergency'' included with firefightlng discharges. If 
not limited to ''emergency firefighting" the definition <lf"firefighting'' may includcmaintcmmce ofJJre 
suppression systems., and training, \Vhichmay be reasonably expected to be significant sources Mpollutants 
to theMS4. 

b. Compliance Goal: Detennine if only<'emergency'' fire fighting discharges are excluded from. the 
prohibitions againstnon-stormwater discharges and to collect information mumy otherfire fighting rel<~ted 
dischal'ges for Division to fiJlly evaluate if any added discharges meet the standard of not being reasonnbly 
expected to be significant sources of pollutants to the MS4. 
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c. Questions: 

.------··--······-·---·········-·-···· .. ··---...... - .. -...... --·------------·-......................................... - ..... ----------,....1-l\-:·f-a_r_k_t_h_c 1;~~·j~onse -~ 

; h . I 

. . . . . . . . --~·----·-......... -............ -.................. _ .. _ .. _ ................ U~~;,~.~;;!:~~:~:-~:;mm I 
Does the Permittee's reguhttciry language nufhorize discharges to the MS4 Ji·om i X y , N ! 
firefight.ing activ.i:ies t~~~.ttare n~lt from .. '~eme.rgency flrefi.ghiin.gT: Note that the exac~. . I -' - · cs 

1 0 ,~ 
language used to Jdentllythe cllscharge m the regulatory mechantsm(s) must be prov1ded 
with the Required Submitwl in A.3.e.l, and if the authorizatiOn is not limited to I 
"'eme.·rgency f .. irefi.ghtin_g.'' Iftl:e an.swc: is "~o, ''skip the Required SubmittnJ sec lion 
below and proceed to Pan B, Cons!mctmn S1tcs Prqgmm. 

1 

1. 

'---------------:--~----:-----~-----------'-------·-···"'•""""""" __ ,. ______ ,_,_] 

d. RcquirciLSuhmittaJ: 

If the ~tnswcr to question 1, above; was yes, the fo11owing information must be provided as t1 separate aHachment. 
Note that this infonnation is in addition to thcinformationreqnirccUn Part A.3;e.2 of this questionnaire~ The 
l)ennittcc must provide documentation or further study ofany .category of fire-fighting related disdmrges that are l1.ot 
directly associated with: "'etnergency fircfighting" that provide a reasonable.hm:;is for a:tl.owing.theJinn..:stormwa!er 
discharge. The Division will evaluate the infonnation to dcterinine ifthe discharge must be required to be prohib.ited, 
in accoi'dance wilh the third paragraph {JfPort I.B.3(a)(5)trfthe T'ermiL Specifically, the Penrtittee nmstsubmit 
in:fomwtion J(Jr the disclmrges ihat would meet the standard ofnot being reasonably expected to he significant sources 
of pollutants to ihe MS4, 

B. Constructi13n Sites ·rrognuil 
1. Waivers, exemptions, exclusions from .construction·site pr{)gram requirements 

a. Smmilary: Partl.BA(a)( 1) oftheilerinit requires the I'ermittee to develop, impleim:ntand ~nforce a program 
to reduce pollutants in stonnwater runoff to the .MS4 J:ion1 construction acii vities that ·disturb one or more 
<Jeres; or less tlmn one· acre ifpart of a larger commQh plan ofdevelopment. Tl16Divisim1has observed 
during pro&rramaudits th.~1t speCific c~mstruction activities are Jlsted in fhe Perrnittee' s program documentation 
(e.g., codes, on;linance, program man'!..li~lsj as exempt .fi·om the Perhlttte.e 's. coii$truction s.ite program. Specific 
activities have been listed withe@ considering orrderencing the area ofdisturbance. Some activities have 
heenlis!ed withthe goa1 ofallowing the~app!icant to avoid obtaining multiplepemiits, however the language 
was not 'madi; clear that if ti cohstructicm .tlctivityis eX:erttpted fromlqca[ pe;.:mit requireme-tits, it is still 
covered bythePcrmittee's'constructi0n sites program fonmy site plan, inspection and enforcemt:nt 
teqilirements. 

b. ~>rojects on ,Stateland: In accordance with the MS4 regulations and permits, ifan'tv1S4 pennittee does not 
have the authority tmder State 6r loca'lhiwto require a facility operating 6n Strite !aitd to compfy '\vitli. the 
condhions.ofits Constmction Sites ordinances, then the MS4 permittee is not liable under the permit to do so. 

c. Exmi1ples ofa compliant Ilt'dgram; 
• The permittee 'sregulatory mechanism and program documentation includes allconsiructinti activities 

that disturb one or .rbore acres; or less. than one acre. if p~trt of a.larg~'T cm:nmon plan ofdevdopment in 
its Co.nstnlction sites Program. 

• The pe:rmittee's.consfruction.siies program requires a review of the construction site's storm water 
m<.magementplan for single :i~uriilydeve!oprt1ent and issuance ofa local stoni1water permit For types 
of pi·qjects that .are not. issued a local storniwntci' permit (e.g., iJtility \Vork), the permittee implements 
procedures for compliance assessment m~d compliance rtssuta!lce so that all construction activities lhat 
distm'b one or more; acres; or Jess than one acre ifpart ofa.larger comnion plan of development are in 
the permittee's Construction Sites Program. 

ti. Example of a mm-complinnt program: 
The peni1iHee's regulatory mechanism correctly states that aU construction activities that disturb one or 
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more acres; or less than one acre if par! of a larger common J.Jlan of development are covered by its 
Construction sites Program. IImvcvcr the program doc1m1entation (e.g., program manual) .or separate 
sections of the permil!ee's rult:s allows for waiver$, exemptions, or exclusions frmn program 
requirements for projects sueh as: 

• Utili iy wo:<k 
• Driveways 
• Single family lots 
• Activities exempted by the public works director based on site considerations 

Not<;lhat no Prc1gran1 Descriptiqns subn;ittcd by permitt~!es duri11g the 2008 MS4permit renc1vdl process 
aclmo1dedged the existence qj'waiFelw, exemptions or exclusions that have been subsequent/_F./(mnd during 
prhgram audifs. 

e. Compliance Goal: To have the Pcnnittee con11rm the presence or absence of \Vaive1' langiwge. If>vniver 
language is included, tl:wn the Permittee must have documenLation to expl<lin .and limit how the 1-vuiver can be 
applied, as necessmyto ensure that thnvaiver will not be applied in a manner that allows a construction site 
that distr1rbs t"me or ni.ore acres or less than .one acre when pmt ofa larger common p!rm of development to not 
be subject to the Permittee· s construction sites program for the :required site plan review, inspection and 
el11orcement. Note it is not a vJotation to haven waiver as long as it is dear t1mt the t:onsttuction site \Viil 
receive the required oversight. 

·f. Questilnts: 

Answering 'y~' or 'no' is not automatically associated witi1 ~6ll~pu;·~c~···o-1=-~o~~=············ .................. _ .. _.l .... :~:i}irk the response 
compliance. ··· 1 that matches the 

! Permittee's Jrouram ! f--.,...--··---·······-··-·······-····--···-·····-····-····-·-·-----------,-:--····--·"···--···--·----- ----+_;;;;_;;.,;;.,.;.;;;,;;.;;,.=.:::....:.::....~:: •••• _.!::!, ............. , •.... j 
t. Arethcre.trny \Vaivcrs, exemptions, exclusions, or similar aHowances in program ; 

I 
! .. 
I 
! 

Tegulations, code, or p:t1iicies regardingthc l{Jli()Wing elernents of the Permittee's 
construction .sites oVersightprogram for .!!:.!!Y sites that dist~rrh one or rnore acres ot 
kss t1Jan one acre ·when part ofa larger common ptmt:of development'( excluding 
sites' that qualify £bra R-Factor waiver)? 

I __ Yes 
Rcqttirements'to iri1plement appropriah:: erosion.and sediment control BMPs · · · 

! __ Yes 
Requirerhents to implement appropriate v?aste control B'MPs 

Complirmce at')sessment procedures 

Enforcement procedures 

J-.-~cs 
, __ V.cs 

! 

_x . .,._ No 

X No 

._fx_ No 

_X_ No 

~--:--:-'-----,--,----::-'----:--,-'-'-....::. '------'--:--:----:----------+....,..---····-···············-----·-.--· 
2. lf any subpart(s) of question 1 wt~rc answered "V cs": ls the progn:u1·1 I . Yes 

documentotion clear or is there supplemental progrmn docmnent~rtion (e.g., SOP) to l -­
d¢fihe, the Permittee's progrmn implementtltion for the <Jctivity and to ·clarify that the 
waivers cannot he applied in.n mam1et'ihot would avoid nlJ BMP requirernents and 
oversight (site inspection and/or' eriforcemept) f~)r any construction sites ihat disturb 
one or more acres; or .tess lhat1 <me acre if part of a larger conmmn plan of 
developmi:m1(exc1uding sites tlmt quality 1br a Jt.:.Fm:torwaiver)'? E.g., there may he 
a waiver frQm local fees and!or pcm1itting; '\vhite dearly stating thc.mechanism and 
procedures fl.1rthc required construction site HMP .requirements and oversight. 
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g. Required Suhmittal: 

L lf the answer to any subpxH·t(s) in Question 1, above, was "yes,'' provide as an attachment the spcci fie waiver 
language, including a reference tn where the waiveris located (e.g., cite the sectionqf code or the document}. 

2. If the answer to Ques!lon 2, above, was ''yes," provide Lhe program docutnentation languagethl:~t cli1rifies the 
waiver implementation, including a reference to >vhere it is located (e.g., cite the scctio.n ()f code or the 
document). 

h. Required Actions: Chccl> the following Hmt best reprcst~nts your prog1·ru11 status at the time of the 
October 15,2012 response date. 

r. AU subparts ofQuestionl were answered "No" 

u. ·---Any subpart(s} of Question l was ai1swered "Yes" and Questlow2 was answered "yes" 

If option i. or ii. carmotbe accurate!.y checked, then clw:kiii. and foUow the instructions. 

m. ___ Submit a Non-compliance notification ami a program modification acccmling to .Part 
H.B.1(a)(1-J) and Part l.E.2(a) of the Permit detailing h{nv the J>ermittee's progntm win be 
modified to match one oft he compliant options represented by i. or ii., above. 

i. Rc.commended Actions; 
• The Division recommends that penriiltees conduct a word search in prof:.rr<Un documentation Tor 

''waivers'', "exemptions'', and ''exclusions'' to determine if these potentially non-compliant elements 
exist. 

• Pennittees permitted under the COR.-080000 general permit arc cncournged to review the additional 
requirements detailed in Part IB.4(a)(3}ofthe Permit a11d con1par.; fhdrequirements to the Pennittee's 
program documentation and implementation o:f the construction sites program lhrGheny Creek Reservoir 
Basin disc:harges. 

2. ConstnictionStages Oversight 
a. Sumrnary:11art LB.4{a)(2)(i)(A) of the Perrnitreqtiires t!wt the Permittee hav.e iheregtt!atorymechanisxntc} 

ensurecon?pli£mce,.and fbllow an oversight process to manage. construction site erosion and sediment control 
for all stages of cmls1ntCtiott, i11cludl.ng individuti11otconstmction regardless of vvho owns the 1pt, to i:1nal 
stahiliza:lion. The Division observed during program audits and construction site screenings that some 
permittees <:Ire not implementing the construction sites oversight program for a !I stages of construction: In 
somejurisdietions, the reguJatory iinechanism did not dearly state fhat construction sites oversight is required 
Cor sites that disturb one or more acres or Jess than one acre vthen part of a larger common p]an of 
development. ]n some jurisdictions, the regi;Llatory mechf'mism liilllted construd:ion sites oversightto the 
overlot grading and public improvement stages and did not require oversight of.indivklua!lots in a 
sU:bdhiision once the lots were sold to buihkrs. 

h. Examples of compliant regulatory mecbmlisms: 
• The permittee has one working group and set ()frules that covers <ill ccinstruction activities that disturb 

one or more acres or less. than one acre vvheti part of a larger connnonplari of development from the 
tirne activities begin until the site :is finally stabilized. 

• The permittee has two different departments that rnanage constr'uctkm sites:······{ he engineering 
departrnent 1nanagcs t1Je ptibl ic improvcme1its, and the building c]Gpartn1;;;:nt manages individmillot 
construction. Both departments have developed, in1pletl.1ented) nnd documented proceduresfor 
con1pliance assessment and.assumnce. 

• ·rhe pem:1ittee' s construction sites program manages the public improvement mld development stages of 
construction; and the illicit discharge detection and elimination program would provide compliance 
assessment nnd assurance for lot levef construction. 
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c. Exa.mple of a. non~compliant regulatory mechanism: 
• The pem1ittee has a prOf:,'THm for sire assessment and assurance ti>r the public improvement and 

development stnge of construction, but has no oversight of the lot-levei construction. 

d. Compliance Goal: Coniinnlhat the regulatory mechanism and the program documentation Clearly requir'~ 
the Pennittee to implement an oversightpt'otess to .manage constmction site enision and sediment control for 
all stages of (!onstruct.ion, inCluding individuall6t construction reg~mJless Qfwho owns the Jot, to final 
st;;ibilization. 

<~. Questions: 

-··-··-··---·---·-------.. ---·--··--··-.. ----,----! Mark the-r~~j~o~i·;;;-.. --l 
f that J'llatcl1es the 

·----~-·------------·· . ·--· _. -. ·--....... _ ........ -... -JJ~£!:~;-~e"s p~~Ftm _ 
L Doe$ the Per·mittee have the regulatory rnecl1..:mism and program dot:umemath1n to 

implement the constructitm sites progrmn for an stages of construction from the 
time activities begin until final stabilization fix projects that disturb one or more 
acres: or less than <me acre if part of a larger common plnn ofdcvelopment? 
Oversight can be. prov.id.ed hy either the constn1ctinn sites program or the TDDE 
program. However the IDDE program imp.1ementation must still n1ee1 the 
conrpliat1ce oversight and assurance requirements for construction activities in Parts 
I.B.4(a)(2)(H) arid(iii) ofthe Permit. i 

·----............ ..,..-,.,...---- . . ... c ..... ,-··--·~--:,-.......... -···-·····--·"·"'·-•• .... ·-·--··;-... - .• -:-........ ,..;,-•. -.-· -. ·..,..--· ----1--.. --.... ,_·_ ... -c• .. - ... - .......... _ .... _ ........... . 

2. Confirm that the following speci.fi'~ activities are eovered by the requirements J · 

addressed in Question 1: I 
! 

a. .Slle grading 

b. Public improvements 

la._X~~cs __ No 

, h. _X_Ycs -. _ No 

c. Individual lots (developer owned) 

d. Individual lots .(builder owned) 

e. Tmiividual lots·(hon1eowner oWned) 

C Bank:/FD IC o:wned property 

c.~X_Ves 

d._X_Yes 

c. X Yes 

f.. Required Action: Check Jhe foUowingthatbest represents your p.rog1~am status at the time oftbc 
October 15, 2012response date. 

1. Ques1ions 1 and all st1bparts of Question Z were <itls\vered "yes.;' 

1f option i. cannot be accurately checked, then dmck U. aml:foHow the 1nstrnctions. 

No 

No 

No 

No 

i"i .. __ Stll~~ni~: a.Non:-co11~pllance notifi.cati.~~l an.d ~ Jlrogram.}nodific~ttiou ttccor{li·n·g to Part 
H.Rl(a)(l-3) and P$tttl.E.2(a) t>f the .Permit detailing how thc.l)ern:iittee's program will be 
modified to 1natch the complhm.t option reprt',.,cntcd by 1. nbovc. 

3. Construction Site Erosion, Sediment and Waste Control requirements: 
a. Sunmtary: Pmts LB.4(a)(2)(i)(B) and (C) ofthe Permit require thePermittee deyelo.p., implement and 

document requirements for construction site operators to implement approp!inte erosion, s(~diment and waste 
control BMPs. '!'he :Division h(ls observed during program m.;rdits that .some permittees have lacked the 
xegulatory mecha11ism nnd!or or progrmn documeniation to indicate that waste control B11vlPs were re<}uired 
on construction sites and compliance .assurance elements to address pollutant discharges associated with 
WilSie. 
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b. Examples of a compliant program: 
• The pen11ittee's regulatory mechanism states that ~~ros1on, scdimc11t and waste ccmtrol BMPs are 

required to be documented on site plans and implemented. 
• The pem1ittee's program docmi1entaiion states that erosim), sediment and \Vastc control BMPs are 

required to be implemented and the inspection form includes categories ofthcse required BMPs for 
inspectors to document during compliance assessment activities. 

c. Example of a non-compti:mt program: 
• The permittee's program documentati.on (regulatory mechanism, program m~mual, inspectinn f{mn, 

approved site plans) provide no, odnadequate, record.of waste control BMPsbeing required on 
ccmstruction sites. 

d. Coniplhmce Goal: Confhm that the .Permittee hns developed, implem.ent:ed, and documented require:rnents 
and complinnce assurance il:;r erosion, sediment and \Vasie control BMPs em construction sites. 

c. Questions: 
, ..................................... - ..• c ....................... : ................... , .... , ........ _ • .,, .. ,_ ................ - ............... , .... :....--"---·---.;_,--.. -·---'-'-·-'--~·-·--·-"··-··'·-·-··-............................ .,.. .............. --.... ,._, .. _______ . ·--·-·-·--··'"! 

Mark the. response I' 

that matches the , 

t .. _ ............. ·r: ........... r)~;·~;· .. itih)~e .... fP;·~e;;r:1n;;1i ittit:·eeee' s regula rory mech<~;~-is_m_. -~-m~l_p_r_og;:;;;,~{k~~~;·;~;;~tnt i~·;:; ... de~ri"y ..... _____ . . r;.r.~~~!~~-~ ... P!:9.g;~!!_ .. , 
· t~?,.:.~~9.~.i.:91.:1.: .. ~~l:J.:~~.~9..i!.~?.~!lt cc:intl'ol BMPs to be implemented on construc!.~~1_!!,_~i.!.9.~.L.L:::'~_ .. ::- cs 

0 I 
111e Permittee'sref,'1.llatnrymechanism.and program documentation clearly I X y , N j' 

. . ·E~ ... ~Y..~~.-~!:~·:·~ ... Q.t.:l.~t~?.LI:?.rv:~'s to be imJ?lcm~ntc.·d .on co.·I.1Sti:l}ct·i9_~ sit~? ... _ .. _____ ........ - ........................ L:: ... =.-.. ~~-----==-.· ~-
3. ~)o thcTern:ntee's con~pnance assessJ.nent procedures (s1te planrevtew and I X Yes No 

........ 1.!:\.~P~.'.:.!.l.S:l.l.JL!:l.:~'::.:\.t..!.~!.~ . .§E~S!.I.!.}:l.:~!t and croston cotltrol BMPs? .. . ............ __ ..[ -· -. .. ··-.-
4. Do the l'em1ittee 's comp1 iance nsse.<;sment procedures (site plan review and i 'X·· . :u , ,.,, I' 

. . . ) . l d . . 1 BMP ? ' • .1. es hO 

~--·----~~-:-.. ·-,~~1ll;~!w~~~~1t~~;;·;-~):~~~.i~~).l~.~~. S;tll~Ull~.~-procedu;:~;-t;Ti~wpl~Oc-;;sse.~ai~cl s"ti-;c.ii'(;·;i"S'""'"""''f"'=-x· . .. ... ~ .. ;-~ ...... _ ... __ .. __ . ...;;· .. -·, 
I d l . r .. l r ! . . . BMP . . ,, ; " .l es '~ 0 

r--.. --.. t<. )-~ ... , ...... ~E~.~§..!~~nco~np t. m.1c~ w 1t 1 s~E .. !!::~C:.:lt_. '.:~~~S. ... ~I:~.~-!E]lS:~:l!!!..<?.!.:..._i .. .:..._ .. !.~ltl!!:~!..~nt~-'---·~-=--. -=--. -·---~ .. ---·-~--.-! 
. 6~ Do the PermtHee·s,c?mphan~e assurmJce pro~~m~res all?w processes and sanctlQns ! X Yes No I 

to address ntmcomJ2.!1..~1.f~_::Y:.t!l\ .. :vaste t_ontn::_:J BI\1!.:£~..9.~Lrements? - .. -.- 1 ~ - -- ... -. _.J 

f. Reqt~i.red Action: ChecktiJefoHowing thar best re}ltesents your IH'Ogram status at fhe time ofthe 
October 15, 2fH 2 response date. · 

i ----'X- Questions .1 th.mugl1'6 were answered "Yes." 

If option .i. cannotbe accurately checked, then checkii. and follow theinstrudions. 

ii. __ Sul.nnit: a Non~compliance notification and a program modificatioi.t accordint,rto Part 
ILRl(a)(l-3) and Part LE.2(a)of the. Permit detailing how the .Permit1cc1s program \Vill be 
modified to match one of the compliant options r~preseutc:d by i. a1Jovc. 

g. Uccornmcnded Actions: TheDivisim1 reconimends th[il the Permittee rt-'\rie\v p!"ogram docttnients (<::;g., 
eonstruetion site mnnunL inspector rnanual, site plan checklist, inspection form} and training information to 
eonJ1rm thai information and procedures ar;; consistent. The Division has otlen discovered duri:ng audits that 
internal docmnentation and procedt:rh::s .are not consistent.and this. ha;> resutted in audit findings. Exaniples 
include: 

"' A construction site program manual may provide a list of the elements ar a checklist of items that nre 
required for n silc plan submittal; and the pem1i1tee does not consistcnlly confi.m1 that the required. 
site plan dements are submitted and reviewed. . 
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• A site inspection frequency is referenced in n manual or SOP, and inspections records indicate thnt 
constn!ction sites are not inspected according to the .frequency docurncnted in the Program 
Description. 

• Program documentation states that site plans ·will be reviewed and approved and any changes require 
approvrtl oft he public wm·ks engineer. )'et in practice, the site inspector allows changes \o the 
approved plan. The Division rec<)rrunends differentiating between how major and minor 
modiHcations to the approved plan will be approved by the permittee and classify the types of 
changes that arc considered minor nnd major modillcations, such as equivalent or imp.rovcd BMP 
changes versus chnnges in hydrology. The Division recommends that the permittee consider and 
define the "Approved Siie Plmf' as the initial plan that is approved by the permittee including 
changes to the approvedpkm that tire n:iadc within the parameters of Minor Modifications. Minoi· 
modifications can be ddli1ed ~1s BMP ·substitutions that are equivalent in pcrfonnanee or more 
suitable to thespecific: site co11ditions. 1v1aj6r J:nodificatim'ls can consist of changes in hych'ology to the 
approved plan, which .require reapprovaL This process allows minor modifications to he made during 
the operation ofthe site, and nvoids an 0dministrntive burden fbrminor site plan modi±i~ations. 

4. Regulatzyry Mechanism 1"<11~ Enforceability 
a. · Stmumu·y: Pari LB.4(a)(2) ofthe Pem1it requires the Permittee to develop and implement a program to 

.assure adequate design, impk:mcnfation and maintenance ofBMPs i1t construction sites. The Division 
obs.crved that constntction site operalors a1~c often provided a time frame to rnai!1tain, repair or modify BMPs 
(i.e, corre-.-et a "BMP violation'')~ The Permittee may provide a timefmrne W com:;ct a BMP violation; and 
lmvc procedures to further esc:a1ate enforccrnt~nt: when it is dctt:mi.ined thai cOn-cctions io noncompliance are 
-nol made immediately . .However, the t.imeframe to correct <tl3MPv:tolation .c~:umot be a. "grace period" 
from [Hlh'mtial e.nforceme.ut fort he pcrfotHt -takes io correct the deficiency. ·For permit corhpli;mcc 
purposes, a ''timeframe'' to mnitilain, repnir 6r m6dify a HMP is i.hetimeframe tlmt is provided ina n::gulatory 
mechanism or at the discretion ofthePennittee; and "grace period'' is ;vhen ttBI\·1P violation is identified and 
the rqgu:Iatory mechanism lacks the ~lut.hority for the Permittee to conduct enl(m>ement for the occnrrence of 
th.e BMP violation ifcorrectedwithin a "limefnnnc.to correct~' period, andlhercby allowing a lime ofJlon­
compilance - or a ''grace J)eri od'; frorn en fo rccmenL The Penni !tee's procedures and rules must resli.J t in .a 
BM1) violation being subJect l('i enforcement procedures ihr both the original f1nding offhe violation, as weH 
as during tlnyprovk!ed titn:efrarne to correct the violation. 

Alternatively, fhe Permittee may require that .l;l BMP violation be corrected "immediately" or "v>lithout del~!)'." 
ni1d dearly informs the owner i..1r operator rL'i>l:>bnsib1~ for the BtvlP violation that the BMP vio1atiot'tis 
considered an enforceable violation from the mom.ent it isldentitkd to theJnoment it is con·ected. ln such 
case, no."timeframe to coti'ecf' has b.ecn authoriz~~<J t1ncl no "grac;e per~o;d" fl:om potpftial.e.nforcemen!: has 
occurred. 

Note that the Petn1h dDes not require thi1l the Permittee actwlH;<{purs\.Je enlotcement for rill BI\1P vio!atioiJs 
that occur and are CO!Tected. The .Penn it requires that the regul.atory mechanism provide the Pennitteelhc 
legal ability and authori~y to]nmme enforccnfct!l for all BMP violations thntoccur even if they are 
corrected; in addition to the legal·ability and authority to escalate enforcernerit for HMP ''i6lations that the 
owner or operator does not correct uponinitial 119tification by the 1)ernJittee:. A1so,note that fht:I\:::rrrlildoc:s 
n\j! require, aiKl it fs not the Division's intent to irnpiy 1Iwougb this sun1n1ar)'; that the enforcen1ent rnechanism 
rely on a per~day~of~violation monetary pemtlty calculation methode) logy~ asJong as aU BMP violations 
identified hy the Pert11ittee are subjc,-ct to procedwes for enfoh::ement of control measutcs, regardless of when 
or if the B.MP virilation is din1inatcd. 

b. Examples of compliant regulatory m~chanisms: 
• A eonstmction site BMP violation is documented as beginning on April pt. The inspector notifies the 

owned operator and doct.n11ents thnt the BMP violation must bo corrected by AI1rill1 11
', which is the 10 

days stated in the regulatory mechanism. The inspector ~Jso documents that even iJthe Btv1P violation 
is co:n-ected (e.g., BJvfP i.s Jixed or installed) by April 11 111

, the property owncris subject to enforcement 
fbr the BMP vio.!ation and for the days that the l3MP vk">hltion occurred fi·om when it >vas identified to 
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whe.n the BMP violation was corrected. Theinspector fwther clarifies that if the BMP is not mainlnined 
by April I i d', that the response to the violation maybe escal<itcd and the original dale of April i si can be 
used as the reference date to mark tJw start ofrhe \iloiation. 'T'he Pem1ittee rnllst lmve the authority to 
implemcn( nppropriate entbrcement procedures and actions. and can determine if such actio11s ·will be 
pursued in accordrmce \vith the pen:niltce's procedures, even if the correction occurs within the time 
frame to correct the BMP violation. 

• A HMP violation is documented as beginning on April 1 ~'>~. The inspector .provides notification to the 
owne.r/opemtorand documents that the BMP violation m.ltst.be correclccl immcdintely bccausethe 
BMP v:io1ation is enlbrceable Crom the original date of violmion(April l~t). The Permittee mnyilave 
target thncframes i~)J· follow up (e.g., 1 day, 10 days, 2 weeks) to contirm thai the BMP has been 
maintained or to escalate the enforcement process. The Permittee musthavcthe mrthority to implement 
appropriate enforcement procedures <1nd actions, and cmt determine if such actions wiH be pnrst:ledin 
accordance with ibe pem1ittee's procedures, eveiJ ifthe cmTection occurs \.v.ithln the target time frames 
to eliminate the BMP violation. · 

c. I~xample of a non-compliant regulatory mechanism: 
• A BMP violation is docurnented ns beginning on Aptill"'t. The pcm1ittce infonns the owner' or opernlor 

that the BMP must be maintained by April 111
h. The regulatory mechanism does not allow the 

permittee to impk':ment procedures forenforcr.m1cnt of control rnc~1suresifthe' BivfP violation is 
corrected prior to AI)ril11 1

h. Theregulatory mccbuhism therefore allows the owner/operator to have a 
BMP vi(ilation and. to continue the BMP·violationuntil April 11 '!\without enforcement, and thcref0rc 
Pel'inittee has·not effectively .prohihit:ed.thm.J?MP violation. 

d. information for Counties that rely on the c~pabmtics of CR.S~ 3(!-28-124,5 to impleme.ntpermit 
requirements: CJLS. 30C:28-124.5 ptovides a prohibition .fl'Oli.1 enfi)rcement for findings corrected within 10 
days, which does not authorize cmmty mles that would meet the terms·ofthe permit as discussed above if 
implemented <'ts Jhe only mechanism to ef:fectively prohibh a. BMP violation, J.lowever, section 35;.15-
401(11 )(a)(l); C.R.S., provides counties with broad authority to adoptstormwater ordinnnces that '~develop, 
irnplemerit, and en/(Jrce the stormwatei' managementprogranJ required by rhc:pr:rmit." Under sectiot1 35-15-
404(11\ C.R.S,, counties have the authority to adoptordimmccs that implement these requirements as \Veil as 
enforce ag:1inst and penalize individmils .that violate these reguireinems. 'I'o be consistent with MS4 permit 
terxri.S that are writte!i ptm;uantto section 61.8(Ll)(a ){if), c()m.lty ordinances rhust provid.cthe authority to 
bring enforcement actions and issue penalties upon tl:lei:liseov.ery of a violation .. Therclbre~ a county relying 
011 C.R.S. 3tl-28~1245nmst prqvi<le additional Jnec'hanis111$ to provide f(u~ 1he authority tQ prohibit a violati()n 
upon ·.discovery, \Vhidt likely woukl1'eq nire the cotintyto adop\ new ordinances under C.R.K 35~ 15.-401, tlr 
through anattcnu1tive legalmechanismifidentified. · 

g. Compliance Goa.1: Contim1 that the Pennittee has a cornpHantregulatory mechanism that can effectively 
prohibit all BMP violations, including. those co1Tcclcd within a ,)et time period atler identificatiqn, A · 
Pennhtee that lacks authority to enforce against id.entified BMP violations upon discovery would Tl(itbe 
capable of implementing a preventative program to prohibit BMP violntions, nndwould .on!y have a , 
re~1J0i1sive prognnn. Note that the Division is confirming th~ cnpahiiitics of tbe regulatory medu1nisrn, 
not tbe ndual inspection ~md enfon::enH~nt implementation. 

b. Questions: 

\ Answering 'yes' or 'no' is not automaticaUy associated with compU~u~c--o'r-no~~:::-·--,-,--.-!'"':~ia.";k.-ii1e .. r~sponse 
\ compliance. i that matches the 

I . -·-·-·---·------ J 1
1
ermittee's ~gram, 

1 L D. oes th.·.e l\.·'.D1.1itte.e' s regulatory med1a.· nis.1. n clearlv. r.'.x.Iuirt.·" tl.1r:it constmc. ti<n1 site BMI. >s I j' 

I
! -- - • i. -. x_. Yes No I be impletnent.ed and mainlained in operable condition? 

12. ---·:o~e~._tJ~~P~~~iit~~;·;·~.-~~gt;i~t;;;:y·1~·~"i;-a;~i~m·-~;·~ctii~;;:~Ef~1j;-~f~~ig~;--;~~plementation, and . X y , ·······N·'········(····}·-··1 

! maintcna!1ce ~~Sl~liJ~ments allow for or require a timcii·~1:~e 1D_i:;Q'.!~~~_!_l?..i?. ... f~JJ~!~~-!~ .... --.J ... =~- ............. ~~----··-·.... _ . 
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3. 

implement or maintain n BMP in operational C!;r-{Ziition? !T'i!,:~···;;··;;~;·:;;·;-j;·;;;~;··;.\:·~~;(";;;·:;;;;·~-:~~-~~·;: .. ·-··-· 
ordhwnce .s:ratcs !Ita! BA1P violations arc considered mlfsances and will be en/breed 
til rough the Nuisance ordinance: anti rhe Nuisance ordinance states rhar a nuisance m11S! 

he correcfE!LlX(tf..Ij!1 !0 days, as soon as possibf(?, or similar language? 
U question 2 was answered "Yes": Does the Permittee's rcg:tHatory mcclmnism allow 
enforcement to occur even if a lnilure to adequately design, implement, or rnaint1lin a 
BivfP i.n operational condition is con·ected prior to. the.end of the thnef'rame provided in 
the regulatory mech<-mism or by the Permittee's program implementation'? (I.e., can 
enforcementlpen,zlties begin on the dme that the Permittee litis evidence tim( thejitilure 
to implement or maintain aBrV1P !11 operational condition began?) If enforcement cnn 
only begin if the BMP violation is not em-reeled within the timeframe to correct a .BrvlP 
violation provided in the i·cgulatory niec:hanism or by the Pemiittee':qJrogmm 

No 

'-~-ir_np)emcntatiml, matlc "no.". -,-c-·-:·-...,..--· ----~-. --·--·-~--......:-..· ''-·c·---·-'·--·--·· .. ----···'•···--· 

i. Required Submittal: 

lf ques1ion 1 was answered"yes;', the Pennittce must provide a citation and a !ink (if available online) to theper!inenl 
section oflhe PermiHce's regultitoryrnechanism thatrequitpscon$tructionsif.e BMPs to be implemented and 

h1 operable condition. · 

j. Rcquii·ed Adiom Check the following that best represents your program status atthe time of the 
October 15,2012 response tl.ate. 

1. ·--······-···-·· Questions .l, 2 and 3 were answered "Yes.,. 

n. ___ Question 1 .is answered ''yes;" question 2 is "NoY This represents a progmm that prohibits 
a BMP violution.and considers any BMP vkilation an enJ'orceabl;;: violation Ji·om the d!lte that !he 
BMP vioLation began and does not provide a time.JJ:ame to eliminate a BMP violation. 'T'he 
regulatory _mechanism dearly stai.es t11at BMP· violation mnst be-eliminated imn:\ediatdy or 
without delay. 

iii. Option.i or ii. cannot be ncttmite)y !;hecked; b~tt the P¢rmittee bas complied w itb the Permit 
thrd ugh . impl crr1entati on t1 f.a program. not · addressedin this qu.estionnain::. If this optfm1 is 
checkeci, the :Pennittce n1ust. siill answer the nb():ve·qucsti<:ms fbr !his Section, amlmust attach a 
detailed exp1anati<m ofhqw its pmgram m(;"lets the perrn.it requirements a(\drl¢sst(d in • this Section, 
including attaching: 0) All regulations that JXOhibit BMP violation and <mfhorizeenforcemcnt 
with diredreference to th{)se applicables¢c.tio11s; (2) AU written pr{)cedu:J'es that addn;;ss 
irnplernentalion of cnforcementrekvnnt to BMP violations with direct refere.nce to those 
app.licahle sections, A pernaiHee checking this Qption mustcont~ct the Division by July 15, 
2012 prior to submittal of this foni1.to discuss thi:S c:orlclusiorl and ensure Hmt theproper 
information is provided to expedite this process and avoid unnecessary compliance 
eorrespqndence for bcith parties. 

lf option i.1 H. (H' iit cannot be.accurately ch.ed<cd, thencheckiv. and follow the h1stmctions. 

iv. ___ Subnilt a Non-comrmancc notificatioiumd.a progrmn modification according to Pa!'t 
H.B.1(a)(1-3) and Part I.E.2(a) ofthe Pe:r.mii: detailing how the Permittee's program ,..,m he 
modified to match one oft be compliant options ~~eprc~ented. hy i., ii. or iii., above. 

C. PostConstruction 
L RcgulatoryMedtariism 

a. Summary: l)mt LB.5(a) of the Penni!. requires tbePennittee to ensure that controls are in pl<lce H.> prevent or 
tninirnize WEier quality impacts from st\)rmwater runoff fromnew developmenl and redevelopment projects 
that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, inc.lmlingprojccts less than one acre t!mt are part of a larger 
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common plan of ckveloprnent or sale, that discharge into the MS4. ·rhe Division has observed during: permit 
audits ihnt some permittees do not have the required regtilatory mecbanisrn. 

b. Kxample of compliant regulatory mechanisms: 
• The permittee's regulatory mechanism clearly states that new deve1opn1ent and n::developrnen! projects 

that disturb greater !lwn or eqttal to one acre, including p1·ojects less thrm one <1cre that are part of a lnrger 
common plan (lf developmet1t or sale are required to have penmmerit water quality BMPs, 

• The permittee's regulatory mechanism requires all new development and redeveloprnent pr(~jects to 
comply :~,vith a design standards manual for stormwater drainage. The referenced design standards mnnun[ 
requires new developl'nent mid redevelopment projects that disturb ~:-,rr:eater than or tl(JUal to one acre, 
including prqjects less Umn one acre that are part ofH largei' eommbt1 plan ofdcvc.lopment or sak arc 
required to h<ive permanent Willer quality BMPs 

c. Examples of twn-complhmtregadatory mechanisms: 
• The permittee requires that apern1ancnt water quality BMP must be maintained by the property owner, 

howeverthere is no companion requirement to construct the permanent water quality BMP. 
• The permlttee provides a Fk1w chart based on types of dcveh.1pment activities iind provides nn exclusion 

from permancm water quality Bl\:fPs for redevelopment pr(~iects I hat decrease ex.istingirnpervious area. 

d. Com!)liance Goal: To confinn that Pennittee:s have the required regulatory authority to implement the post 
construction water qualityBMP program. · · 

c. Question: c----- · · · · ··· · · · I Mark the response I 

I 
that mtttches the 

1 
.l'crmittees · rogram i _ ..... - ..... _ ........... _ ......... -..... -... -..... _,,_._ ................ ______ , ... ________ ........ ---·---..... _ ...... -.................. - .............. _ .... ____ p_~.~---.. --.-1 1 1. 

l 

Does the Pem1i_ttce's regulatory mechanism Clear~y convey tl:atperri1£ment water quality X Yes No I 
BMPs arereqmred for new orredeve1t~pment.proyects.(tl:tat dtsturb greaterthan orequa! - - · 1 
to one acre, including projects less than one acre th<lt arc part of a larger common:plan of · 
developmcilt or sale? 

i ·Nate thd l the l'e,\]xnrse tq this' q1ti:stiondoes nor need /(; r.iddress r<Jmhvay projects Hescribed 
! . .on the Divhiion rnemo dated l/2()/12 . .......................... ~ .. -.............................. _ .............. -.......... - ...... ::..:::..:::..:..... ___ "--'---------'----..:...----'--·-----~--------........1 

f. Required Submittal 

I Iflhc answerto Question 1 above was "yes," providetheore;gu!atory language and reference sect1onin applicable mlc 
! addressed in QucsLio11 l. lfthe 'rLtle references other sec Lions or n'lanuals which CQntain the p.ermanem water quality 1 

I . BM P requirements, include th c npp lL~~\2I.~...!!:l:~.l:..£P..~£e ~~~-~ .. :t.:~-~~E~~Q~~~:..frorJ.LH~?..~.~...£!<l~P.El.!:~!?.:~~-: ......................... _ ............. _ ...................................... _ ....................... ...l 

g. Required Action: Ched{ tbe following that best r~:pfesents your program status ztt the time ofthe 
Octobe.t l5, 2012 response date. · 

i. X Question 1 was answered "Yes." 

lf option i. cannot be accurately dace ked,. then ched\ ii. and follow the instructions. 

ii. __ Submit a Non-compliance notificnJion aml a pmgram modification according to l'art 
II.B.l(a)(l-3) and J>art I.E.2(a) ofthc J>enuit detailing bow the Permittee's progn!m will be 
mudified to match one of the compliant options represented by i., above. 
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2. Water Quality Strategy 
a. Summary: Parl LB5{a)( l) of the Permit requires a stnrtegy fL1r permanent Wttlcr quality wMer quality BMPs. 

,A design standard (e.g., UDFCD Volume 3- Water Quality Capture Volume) js an example of a \Vater 
qunl.ity strategy. 

h~ Example of a compliant program: 
• The pennittce's program manual :>lates that w<iier quality C<tp~w·c volmne (WQCV)and strllctuml 

BMPs [i,·om UDFCD Teelmical Criteria manual have been adopted as a design standard i'0r all 
devd(lpment projects. 

• The permittee's program manual states that water qualitycrtpture volt.m1e and structural HMI:is from 
T.JDFCD Technical Criteria manwlli1ave been adopted as a design standard fix new development 
projeets; and states that structural and non structural BMPs will be implemented for redeveloj)i11ent 
prqJects to achieve 80°/o TSS temovaL. Thepemiittee's progrm:n documentatio11 includes pcrformarrc:c 
docmnentmion of the nonstructura1 BMPs. details 11ow the pt~rmittee determines if the requirements for 
permanent water quality BMPs have been rnet. 

c. Example ofa non-compliant program; 
• The permittee's program nimmal states that water quality capture volume and structural BMPs from 

UDFCI1 Technical Criteria manual have been::ldqpted as.a design standard. However recle'velopment 
pn~jects are provided ·waivers .fl·om implementing water qwility BMPs designed ir1 accordance UDFCD 
Volume 3. 

• ThepenTJittee's prograrn has not established a desi~n standard or water quality strate~y. 

d. Complhmcc,Goal: The Division would like .tocqnfinn the Permittee's strmegyfor permanent water quality 
water quality BMPs. 

e. Questimi: 

I Mark the respm1sc I 
I Hmt matches tile ! , , , I 

~-+-'"-P...:.:cr'-'m.iJ~-~.~.'..§£~~Qg~~~.~ .. l 
i ,J, Does .. the Pen11ittee?s .water quality .strategy forpennanent water quality BMPs submitted. X . Yes No i 
. in the Program Description Doct.unent ittdude a desigr1 standard {e~g., Volume 3 WQCV) ~ - . . I 
l__,_~.c:f.C:.I.P.Cn..!lanent w;rtergt:a 1 i,!y BMP~:JIEJJ'.!.~:.!:5:~ied for al!·required projects? -·-·------,·-·-··-·-,··---'-,.-... -, ... _,_, 

I . I 

I 

f:.. Required Sulm:iittaJ: 

---·-------·-·--·· .. -··-·-·-.... ···----·· .... -........... ,--------·---·-.. --....... _,_, __ ... ,_ .... _, ... -.......... ___ ,_, _ _..,-------·:-----:------.. ·-----·-·-··--"·"'""' 
I. Provide the followinginfcmriation as .a set;m;nte attachment. 

a. If the Answer to Question 1, £\hove was~'yest p;nwide a copy oft he desif,l11 standard addressed by 
Question 1, or cite a third party design standard(s) (e.g., UDFCD V<;L 3 or CDOT). · 

b. 1ft he Answer to Question 1, above wns •·no,'' provide: 
i. .A summary of the\vat¢r quality strategy for permanent wa,ter quality BMPs 

.ii. A discussion ofthe standard or :process for. how the Pem1ittee.determiues.if the requirements I 
for permanent water quality BMPs have been meL The diSCl..lSSion must address how this. I 

i 
determinafiqn is .. enforceabk by the Permittee if it is detennined the fequirernenls were not 
meL 
~~~~~--~~~~ 

g. Rc<tuired Action: Check the following fhnt best represents yourprogrim.l status at the time Of the 
October 15,2012 response date. · · 

i. __ ... X ..... _ Question 1 was answered "yes." 

ii. __ Question 1 was answered "no," and the supporting documentation required by Required 
Submittall.b. identifies thestrntegy andh<)W·the sirategy is enf~irceabie, as· required by Parts 
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l.B.S(a)(I) and (5). 

lfoption i. or ii. cannot be accurately checked, then clJCck iii. and follow the instructions. 

m. ___ Submit a Non-compliance notification and a program .modifica.tion ll<~cording to Part 
H.H.l(a)(l-3) and Part I.E.2(a) of the Permit detailing how the Permittee's program will be 
modified to match one of the compliant options 1·epresentcd by i. or ii.j above. 

3. Waivers, exemptions, exclusions from post-construction site program requirements 
a. Summary~ Part LB.5(a) of tlle Permit reqt1ires the Penuittee to develop; implement and ent()rce a program to 

address siormvvater runoff from new development and redevelopment projects that disturb on.c tw more acres; 
or less than one acre if part of n larger common plan of deve:lopment The Division has observed during 
program audits that specific projects are listed in the Permittee's pTOgram documentation (e.g., codes, 
ordinance, :program manuals) as exempt from the Permittee's post-constmctioJu;ite program. 

h. Pro.iects on State hmd: In accordance with the MS4 regulations and pennits, ifan MS4 permjttee does not 
have the atithority under Slate or local law to require a facility opemting onState lt\nd to C(lt:J.1p[y with the 
conditions of its New-DevclopmentiRedevdopment ordinances, then the MS4 permittee is not liable nndet 
the permit to do S(l 

c. Example. of n compliant program: 
• The ,permittee's ref.,rulatory mechanism and pro1,rram documentation states that permanent water quality 

BMPs designed in accordance withlJDFCD VolumeJ, or other adopted specifications, Hre requirt::d tor 
projects that disturb one., or more itcres; or Jess than one acre if part of a larger common plan of 
devdopment. 

d. Exampleof a non-compliant program: 
• 'l'he pen:nittee 's pm,b'Tam manual lists activities that t\rc not required io in:ip!ement permanent water 

qualityBi\i1Ps without considering orrefercncing; the .area of disturbance. Examples of waivers; 
exemptio\"ts, exclusions include: 

o Single family lots 
o Project exempted hy thepttblic works director 
o Projccls exempted based on geologic conditions 
o Redevelopment pn~j ects that decrease irnpervious area 

Notetlmuw Program Descriptions submi!ted bypermft1ecs during the 2008lv15;4pennit renewalprocess 
ackno}vledged the existence c~twaivers, exemptions ol'.e,tc!usions thatlmv<iZJeen subsequemiy.fi:Junddurh1g 
program lflidits. 

c. Complillncc Goal:'~"<) have the Pennitiee cm1fim1 the pt·esence or absence of\vaiver lat1guilge. If waiver 
language is included, then the Permittee:nmsthave additional documentation to explain how the waiver can 
be applied and that the waiver will not he applied inn manner that allows a project that disturbs one ormore 
acres or less than one acre when part of a larger common plan of development to avoid implementing a 
permanent water quality BMP and being part of the Permittee's post~construction sites programi<wthe 
required site p!anrevicw, inspection and enf!Jrcement. Note it is.not aviohltion to J.mve a waiver as long as it 
is clear th11tthe 'Naiver v;iJl not be applied .in a manner that will result in failure to implement BtviPs, as 
required hy the I'~errnit or meet other· P elinit conditions. 

f. Questimts: 

r·c~~=::~~~~~~::~~:s~---·-~ 
----------·-·-----·--···--··-···-·-·-·-··---·-·--· ' Permittee ·-~-1>.~::~~_g~:~!!~~'-·l 

l. Are there any waivers .. exem1;tions, exclusions, or simil.ar allowances in 1)rogmm ,,. 
• 1 - __ '.CS 

regu1etinns, code, or policies from reqtiiremen!s to implement E~::':!:!l.~~~ni,'vater ·----- L--·--·-

~~- A~~w·~~:i;~·g:~-yes' u;-~:;;;-;·1;~~-(;{·~·~~·t~-~-~;ti~;;:iiy-;;;;m~;;·;;·t ed with compUa nee or mm-

1 compliance. 

X No 
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·····-········c1u~ifity.i3~ir~;T····(i:Lg., r·t;(J"0~~x;)pr.ncnt rroje~ts t·i;;;·i··~i~~(;;:~il$(~-·i;,p·;;;;;T(~~;;·~;-~-c;~·;:~--------T-

exernpt fi·om water quality B_Nff>s.) No~:c that the resp1~n~e lo this question do~s not 1 

need to address roadwav proJects descnbed on the DJvtsmn memo dated l/20; 12. 1 
• J . . . . . I 

2. Tf quesii·~;-;:;-·T·~~m; nnswered "Yes": ]s there progmm docnment~~tio;:;-·{e~~-~-···il"1~the···--·-·--·--··!········--·-······~·­
re&,'l:llatory mechanism or in separate procedures) to clm<ify that the waivers cannot he ~--· · cs 
applied in a 1mmner that would avoid imp.le111enting water quality B1'V1Ps ft.1r a new 1 

1 devclopm.cnt or redevolop.inent pr6ject that meets the Pern1ittce's st~ted water quaLity I 
! standard J(x any site that disturbs one or more acres; or less ihan one acre if pmt of a r 

L .. ·--··--···}-~yg£.!:.:::.S?!~:~.l:~!g_t.!J~.!EE.l..?..f.~\~vcl OJJmctlt? ·--···---··--·······-····-········-··--.. ·--·····--· ... -· ............... /. .......... ____ , ______ _ 

g. Reqnked Submittal: 

L Ir the mls\ver to Qi1estion l, above, was ;ycs;''·provide as an:attachmerit the-S.pecHi.c waiver ian!;,•lJage; 
including a reference to where the waiver is.located(e.g., cite the section ofcode or ihe do(..·urncnl). 

No 

2. lfthe ;.mswerto QuesticiJ12, above, was "yes," J'irtr\dde fhe program documentationkmgnage that clarifies the 
waiver implementation, including a reference to whereit is located (e.g .. cite the section of code or the 
d()CUmenl} 

h. Uequircd Action: Checkthc foUowing that best represents yom; program status atthe time ofth~ 
October 15,2012 response date. 

i. ___ )\._ QuesriQnl was answered "no;;, 

u: ___ Quest ion 1 w1:1s nns,vered "yes,'' and Question 2 was answered ''yes.'' 

U option i. or ii. cannot be accurately checked, then check iii. and follow the instt'i.tctions" 

'IlL __ Submit a Non~compliance notiiit~ltion and a program rnodifkatit:m according to Parr 
H.B.l(a){l-3) and Part tE.2(a) ofthe Permit dctailittg bow the Permittce'sprogram ,vm he 
modified to .tnatch one of the compliant options represented by i. or ii. ah.ove. 

i. Reco.tnmended. Action: 
• The Division recommends that permillees t::Oliduct a, word search 1n program doctmJt:ntation for 

"waivers'', "exemptions"; _and ":~xclusiont:'' to de\e.t;mine -ifthese potentially_11on-complli:u1t e1ements· 
exisL Permittees permitted underthe COR-080000genera! ;pem1i.t are encouraged to r:eview the additional 
tequiren::i.ents: det,'til e(i in pait LB .5, b and cor11p~\re tbere<Initem,ents w the Permittee's program 
documentation and.impicmentation ofthe:post-construdio.n sites progrmn forthe·par! of111c Pennittee's 
MS4 that drains into the Cherry :Creek I<.eservoirl~asl rt The Perni.ittee is encouraged to contL1ct the 
Divis inn pri6rto snbmitti:1l of this fnrm, 'if there :is ur'tcertaii1 compHtmcC\.\ihhthis elemQnt. 

20of20 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Gary Sears, City Manager 

THROUGH: Rick Kahm, Director of Public Works / 

FROM: Dave Henderson, Engineering/Capital Projects Administrator / 

DATE: September 12, 2012 

SUBJECT: XCEL ENERGY GAS SERVICE LINE REPLACEMENT 

Xcel Energy will be replacing gas service lines to many of their Englewood customers over 
the next 14-18 months. The service lines being replaced were installed between 1955 and 
the mid 1960's and are nearing the end of their useful life. Xcel is replacing the old 
Cellulous Acetate Butyrate (CAB) pipe with a modern high quality plastic pipe to provide 
continued reliable service to their customers. Xcel is still in the process of identifying the 
number and location of services requiring replacement. It will undoubtedly number in the 
hundreds. Xcel expects to provide us with an estimated number around the middle of next 
week. 

Staff has met with Xcel representatives to discuss logistics and notification to our residents. 
At our request, Xcel will work with us to schedule work in an orderly fashion, i.e. work on 
one street at a time from north to south, then moving to the next street. Xcel has agreed to 
provide notification via mail and door hangers. Attached are draft notification materials that 
will be revised to accommodate Englewood requirements. 

Public Works staff will attend the September 1 ih Study Session to discuss this Xcel Energy 
project. 

/It 
c: Lindsay Von Colditz 
attach: Draft notification materials 
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IMPORTANT NOTICE 

Dear Xcel Energy Customer, 

Over the next several years, Xcel Energy is replacing nearly 22,000 gas service lines in the Denver metro area. 
These replacements will result in continued reliable gas service for current and new customers. 

Xcel !=nergy has contracted with our company, NPL Construction Company, to replace gas services in your 
area. Work is scheduled to start in late August, although inclement weather and permitting issues may cause 
delays during the project. 

We anticipate that our permit from the city will allow us to work from 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. Monday through 
Friday with the possibility of some weekend work. Traffic control devices and "NO PARKING" signs will be 
placed on streets before work starts. Driveways may need to be blocked for short periods of time, and we 
apologize in advance for any inconvenience this may cause. By law, "NO PARKING" signs must be set out two 
working days before construction starts, and if vehicles are still parked in the no parking area 24 hours prior to 
construction, they will be towed by the Police Department. 

Please read the accompanying brochure that outlines what you can expect during this project. If your gas meter 
needs to be relocated, Xcel Energy, NPL or one of our contractors will contact you to set up an appointment. All 
Xcel Energy employees and contractors carry company ID badges, and we encourage you to ask them for 
identification before you provide them- or anyone else -access into your. home. 

Care will be taken to repair and/or replace any landscaping, concrete and/or asphalt that is disturbed during our 
work on your property. Because we are replacing an entire section of gas pipeline, we will make temporary 
repairs to streets and sidewalks until the new pipeline is pressure tested and all natural gas service is 
transferred from the old pipe. Then permanent sidewalk, street and other permanent repairs will be made. 

As NPL Construction Company's project coordinator, you can reach me or one of my. colleagues during normal 
business hours at 303-591.-7539 to discuss any concerns or to ask any questions you may have about this 
project. Xcel Energy also is available at all times at 1-800-895-2999. If you have questions, comments or 
concerns, send them to 
Thank you in advance for your cooperation and patience during this work. 

Sincerely, 
Brent Erps 
Superintendent 
NPL Construction Company 
Contact Phone No. 303-591·7539 
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Background on Residential Gas 
Service Replacemeot Program 
Over the next several years, Xcel Energy is replacing 22,000 
gas service lines h1 the Denver metro area. These replacements 
will result in continued reliable gas service for current and new 
customers. 

Soon we will start replacing gas line in your neighborhood. 
You will receive a letter from the project man'ager performing. 
the work that will include a 24/7 phone number specific to 
that project. ---1-_:_ __ __!,__!_ ______ ,,,,_, "' ' 

·~· 

. Wha~ to Expect . .. 
In the following weeks, this is what you can expect to see 
and' what kind of work is happening in your neighborhood: 

• Workers and equipment. All Xcel Energy and 
contractors working on the project carry 10 badges. 

• Mapping of existing underground gas line locations with': 
·yellow "Buried Gas Line" flags and yellow spray. paint on · · 
streets and sidewalks. 

• Marking of other existing utilities with the a'ppropriate ·. 
colored flags and/or paiAts: red= electric; blue= water;· 
orange= qommunication; and green =sewer. .. · 

' . 
·;t ; · • Trenches and/of:ho.les in streets and sidewalks so r:tew,· 

· t ·. polyethylene (PEl or steel pipe can be placed next to old pipe. 
~ . : 

• Moving gas meters, regulators and shut off valves from 
inside homes to outside to meet Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Gas Standards. 

• Replacing pipe running from some homes to the gas line. 

• Testing to e'nsure new pipe system is operating correctly. 





";,;: 

IF .YOU SUSPECT A NATURAl GAS LEAK 
(inside or outside using your senses: smell, sight and. sound) 

=Immediately leave your home or the area of the · . 
suspected leak . 

. • Never use a phone or cell phone inside, or near the 
outside suspected leak. Only when you are a safe. 
distance away should you call us at 1-800-895-2999; 
or 911 in an emergency. 

•If inside, never use any electrical switches, including 
lights and garage door openers, before you leave. 

• Never light a match or smoke. 

• Never use anything that may create s~atic or a spark. 

• Warn others and stay clear until we, or emergency officials, 
tell you it's safe to return. . ·. 

Depending on the location and size ofthe leak, any of 
the following can inpicate a gas leak: 

SMELL (mercaptan) 

SIGHT· 

• blowing dust, soil or debris 

• a fire or dead or discolored vegetation 

• bubbling in ponds or pools of water 

SOUND 

• slight hissing to a much louder blowing sound 



Memorandum 
City Manager's Office 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Mayor Penn and Members of City Council 

Gary Sears, City Manager 

Michael Flaherty, Deputy City Manager 

Alan White, Community Development Director 

Darren Hollingsworth, Economic Development Manager J( 
September 12, 2012 

Business Summit Discussion 

----···· 

City Council will discuss the 2013 Business Summit at its September 17 study session and 
provide staff with feedback and input on the upcoming event. The Business Summit is 
scheduled for Thursday, February 21, 2013. The proposed agenda is as follows: 

Working Agenda 

7:15- Networking and Continental Breakfast 
7:45 - Opening Remarks- Mayor Penn 
8:00- Tom Clark, Metro Denver Economic Development Corporation- Economic Development 
"our place in the big picture" (Confirmed) 
8:45 -Patty Silverstein, Development Research Partners - "Economic Outlook 2013" 
(Confirmed) 
9:30- 10:15- break 
10:15 to 11:00- Breakout 1: (To Be Determined) 
10:15 to 11:00- Breakout 2: Social Media and Marketing- Panel discussion "What businesses 
need to know" 
11:00-11:45- Business Forum- business Owner Q&A with Council (facilitated discussion) 

Space for the event is limited to approximately 150 attendees; therefore, we will utilize on-line 
registration for participants. Staff is seeking input and direction about the format of the event 
and the breakout sessions. Based on Council's feedback and input from members of the 
business community in addition to social media, other breakout session topic suggestions are as 
follows: 

• Energy Efficiency- Tax credits I funds for business energy efficiency 
• Funding options for small businesses 
• Health Care Law- what this means for your business 
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ACE has been asked to provide feedback on the proposed breakout sessions and concurrence 
on the proposed agenda. This information will be provided to Council verbally at the 
September 17 study session. 

Involvement of Outside Organizations 

The Greater Englewood Chamber of Commerce (GECC) has been approached to be a part of 
this event. The Chamber, BID and members of Englewood's business community will be sent 
invitations to attend the free event about 1 week before the event is marketed outside of 
Englewood. As the event becomes solidified, the GECC and BID will be involved in promoting 
the event to their respective members. 

The South Metro Denver Chamber of Commerce (SMDCC) has also agreed to assist in 
marketing the event and in identifying speakers for the topics that Council deems appropriate 
for Englewood's Business Summit. The attached Strategic Interaction Plan names a specific goal 
of assisting the City of Englewood in planning and consulting to support the Business Summit, 
both with the business forum and other business related matters. 

The first portion of the summit involves two high profile speakers: Tom Clark, Metro Denver 
Economic Development Corporation and Patty Silverstein, Development Research Partners. 
Because these speakers have the potential to be a 'draw' for the event, this might be an 
opportunity for Englewood to invite council members from neighboring jurisdictions to hear 
the presentation. 

Marketing the Event 

The event will be marketed through the Citizen Newsletter, City website, Greater Englewood 
Chamber of Commerce, and South Metro Denver Chamber of Commerce. The first round of 
marketing efforts will focus on Englewood businesses. We recognize that this could draw the 
attention and participation from businesses outside the community, who will be invited to 
participate on a space available basis. 

Attachment: South Metro Denver Chamber of Commerce Strategic Interaction Plan for the 
City of Englewood · 



Strategic Interaction Plan For The: 

City of Englewood 

The South Metro Denver Chamber: 
• Is the ONLY Chamber the in the State of Colorado who develops a customized strategic interaction plan for each 

and every one of our unique investors. 
• Is a regional Chamber that reaches across geographic lines to connect people and create opportunities 

throughout the Metro Denver Region - including Arapahoe, Denver, Douglas, and Jefferson Counties. 
• Currently partners with over 1500 businesses, representing over 100,000 employees in our community. 

The City of Englewood: 
Englewood is a full-service City that prides itself on providing residents and businesses with quality municipal services. 
Centrally located within the Denver Metropolitan area, Englewood is ideally situated for citizens, business people, and 
visitors. Englewood offers a small town atmosphere with all the benefits of a larger metropolitan area. 

Specific Goals and Objectives of the City of Englewood's Strategic Interaction Plan at the $5,000 MVP Level of 
Investment: 

• The Chamber and its Economic Development Group (EDG) will partner and support the business outreach and 
economic development activities of the City of Englewood. 

• The EDG will report, as requested, business retention data gathered from our Business Retention and Expansion 
(BRE) Ambassador Program to Staff, City Council, and/or Community Stakeholders. In addition, the EDG will 
directly engage the City of Englewood elected officials/staff in BRE interviews with primary and major employers 
within the City and in the South Metro Denver Region as a whole. 

• The EDG and Chamber will assist with event planning and consulting for the "Englewood Business Summit" 
planned for Winter/Spring 2013. 

• Membership on the recently initiated "EDG Board of Directors." 

Additional MVP Investment Opportunities provided for the City of Englewood: 
• All inclusive Membership in the South Metro Denver Chamber 
• Membership in the Chamber's Economic Development Group 

The Economic Development Group is comprised of corporate and governmental members in the medical, 
banking, real estate, and development industries. This group commonly influences business retention, job 
creation, corporate relocations, and legislation affecting the business community. 

• One Table for 10 at 2 of our Major Annual Chamber Events (and 4 tickets to remaining Major Annual 
Chamber Events) 
Economic Forecast Breakfast (Winter), Small Business Leadership Awards (Spring), Real Estate Breakfast 
(Summer), and Annual Meeting and Volunteer Awards Luncheon (Fall). 

• MVP Executive Roundtables -Host Up to 4 per Year at Your Location 
The Chamber's Executive Roundtables are constructive meetings between ten to twelve C Level executives of 
small, medium, and large companies to discuss focused and defined issues important to the business 
community. Each executive is able to share his or her own unique knowledge which enhances the discussion and 
allows all involved to learn more about the specific topic. This event will only be available through our exclusive 
South Metro Denver Chamber MVP Meet Up site, thus attracting an executive level of clientele to the event. 

• Exclusive MVP Event Invitations 
MVP Events Organized and Coordinated by John Brackney, President and CEO of the Chamber, focused on 
highlighting special clients/events via the MVP Meet Up platform. 

• % Page Full Color Advertisement in Chamber quarterly magazine 
The South Metro Denver Chamber Quarterly Magazine is one of many ways that we communicate to our current 
investors and prospective clients about how our business partners are contributing to the community, economic 
development, and upcoming events in the South Metro Denver region. 
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