AGENDA
LOVELAND CITY COUNCIL
STUDY SESSION
TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 2014
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
500 EAST THIRD STREET
LOVELAND, COLORADO

The City of Loveland is committed to providing an equal opportunity for citizens and does not discriminate
on the basis of disability, race, age, color, national origin, religion, sexual orientation or gender. The City will
make reasonable accommodations for citizens in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. For
more information, please contact the City’s ADA Coordinator at bettie.greenberg@cityofloveland.org or 970-
962-3319.

6:30 P.M. STUDY SESSION - City Council Chambers

STUDY SESSION AGENDA

1. PUBLIC WORKS (presenter: Dave Klockeman, 60 min)
[-25/US 34 INTERCHANGE PROJECT UPDATE
This is an informational presentation to update the project Status of the proposed plans
for the improvements to the I-25/US 34 Interchange including:
1. Project Status Overview;
2. Presentation of the Proposed Updated Interchange Concept

2. CITY ATTORNEY/CITY MANAGER (presenters: John Duval, Alan Krcmarik,
60 min)
CENTERRA RETROSPECTIVE
The Centerra Master Financing Agreement (MFA) and other documents related to the
Centerra URA have been in effect for ten years. The Centerra URA and the MFA will
continue in effect for another fifteen years. This item will include presentations from the
City Attorney and the Executive Fiscal Advisor concerning the background, history and
likely the future of the Centerra URA and its operation under the MFA.

ADJOURN

The password to the public access wireless network (colguest) is accesswifi
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CITY OF LOVELAND
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

City of Loveland

AGENDA ITEM: 1

MEETING DATE: 3/25/2014

TO: City Council

FROM: David Klockeman, Public Works

PRESENTERS: Richard Christy, CDOT; James Flohr, CDOT, Alan Eckman, AECOM,;

Corey Lang, AECOM

TITLE:
I-25/US 34 Interchange Project Update

SUMMARY:

This is an informational presentation to update the project Status of the proposed plans for the
improvements to the 1-25/US 34 Interchange including:

1. Project Status Overview;

2. Presentation of the Proposed Updated Interchange Concept

BACKGROUND:

A Value Engineering process has been used to identify enhancements to the conceptual design
of the 1-25/US 34 interchange that were identified in the North I-25 Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS). The Value Engineering process has been completed and is concluding with a
proposed updated interchange concept that improves function and reduces cost.

The project team is working to advance project development activities so that when funding
opportunities are identified, the project is in better position for implementation.

The project team will continue to communicate progress to the agencies, stakeholders, and
property owners in the project vicinity.

REVIEWED BY CITY MANAGER:

Lo taartpladatl

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS:
1. 1-25/US 34 Project Update; PowerPoint presentation; Interchange Concept

City of Loveland Council Meeting Agenda Page 1 of 1



1-25/US 34 Interchange
Project Update

™

PROJECT STATUS OVERVIEW

To date the Project Team has completed:

» Data collection including topographic surveys, updated traffic counts and forecasts,
safety statistics, and existing structure inventories and conditions.

* An extensive Value Engineering process that identified enhancements to the conceptual
design of the 1-25/US 34 interchange.

The Project Team is now in a position to communicate the updated interchange concept that is
advancing to the next phase of outreach and design.

Funding has not yet been identified for construction. Project Development activities are
advancing to increase project readiness for future funding opportunities.

FEEDBACK WE'VE HEARD — ENHANCEMENTS WE’VE MADE

$300M+ for EIS baseline concept is high — new concept reduces cost by $70M

Vertical scale/visibility to properties is a concern — new concept reduces height by 20’+
Access to properties/local roadways is important — new concept allows more local access
US 34 is an important regional facility — new concept has more future traffic capacity
US 34 is important for local mobility - new concept has no stops on US 34

MEET THE PROJECT TEAM

The project team is comprised of CDOT Leadership and consultant support from AECOM and
partner subconsultants.

CDOT Project Team AECOM Project Team

Corey Stewart — North Program Engineer Alan Eckman - Project Manager

James Flohr — Resident Engineer Corey Lang — Technical Manager

Richard Christy — Project Manager Subconsultant Partners: FHU, TI&Company,
105 West, EES, BDG Engineering, Yeh &
Associates

DISCOVER MORE AT

www.coloradodot.info/projects/Northl-25
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1-25/US 34 Interchange
Project Update

125/US 34 DESIGN IN PROGRESS

Through the Value Engineering process, the Project
Team has identified enhancements to the interchange
that achieve the following:

Substantially less capital cost (preliminary estimates of Reduces size of Big Thompson bridge and environmental
$70M in savings). footprint.

e Reduces wall height and length in front of private e Allows all ramp grades to be no steeper than 4% for
properties. improved operations of heavy trucks.

e Reduces interchange overall height by 20+ feet and e Reduces weaving and stops/delays on US 34.

increases visibility to adjacent commercial properties. . . . o
y J prop 0 Less driver confusion—no duplicate destination ramps.

The Project Team is excited to communicate these enhancements to the agencies, stakeholders, and property owners
in the project vicinity.

Loveland_
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w SW Perspective: I-25/US 34 Interchange complex

DISCOVER MORE AT

www.coloradodot.info/projects/Northl-25
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[-25/US 34 Interchange
Loveland City Council Update 3/25/2014
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Agenda

Overview of Project Life Cycle

Value Engineering Process

Local Roadway Network Integration
Bicycle/Pedestrian and Transit Integration
Next Steps

Q/A

3/10/2014



Overview — Project Lifecycle

We Are Here

Corridor EIS Project Packaging for Active

Design Construction Construction
Purpose & Need Right of Way Funding/Finance Contractor Hired
75-Yr Plan Utilities Delivery Method Traffic Controls
Base Concepts Interchanges Contracts Inspections
Transit Bridge Design Legal
Phased ROD Road Design

Long-Term
Operations

Pavements
Signals

ITS

Snow Plow

Continuous Communication at All Levels

LEGEND

— Tolled Expre:

B Commuter Bus Operational

o —

@y Number of Lanes @  FasTracks / RTD Transit Staton)
General Purpose/

Tolled Express.

EIS Purpose
& Need

Purpose | P E—

« Meet long-term travel needs between :
the Denver metropolitan area and the s | B
rapidly growing population centers | ©
along the 1-25 corridor north to Fort
Collins-Wellington area.

Need

¢ Safety concerns

e Aging infrastructure

* Mobility & accessibility

* Modal alternatives

Preferred Alternative

3/10/2014



LEGEND
= Commuter Bus & Stlions

O il |25 Express Bus  Statons
D Commuter Rail ROW Preservation
ROW owned by RTD

Continuous AcceliDecel Lanes
— Tolled Express Lanes

Fort Ga
O Interchange Reconsiructon Phase 1 includes. 18
@ NFRSeparate Acton Interchange Stop at Existing g L sevance
UpgradeNo-Acton Aliemative] Transit Center

FasTracks Rail Line
FasTracks /RTD Transit Station

Phased ———

 Express Bus-
On-Street Stop Only

Record of .
- - rise | Phase 1 includes only
DeC|S|On = i %fguua%fgusu/
b - R WELS Centerra Parkway

Current funding not sufficient to
implement the entire project
Collaborative decision-making process
Consensus reached on Phase 1 plan
Phasing can change if funding
becomes available

Phase 1 ROD

Improve Function
Fit Context

Value

Engineering Reduce Cost

What is it?
¢ Ateam process to think differently and add value

What does it set out to accomplish?
¢ Improve function/quality and reduce cost

How did we do it?

¢ Pre-Study; Data Collection on Safety, Traffic, Structures
¢ Outreach and workshops

¢ Team perspectives, past and present

3/10/2014’



3/10/2014°

aseline Concept
: i

Dual Ramp Configuration
Ramp Grades and Height
Weaving on US 34

Understanding Baseline Concept
EIS Preferred Alternative Construction Cost

Urban Desgin/Landscape
Removals

Unforseen Conditions
Barrrier (Guardrail, Cablerail)
Lighting/Traffic Signals/ITS/Signs&Stripe
Miscellaneous

Utilities

Mobilization
Construction Traffic Control

Draianage/Erosion Control

Pavement (HMA & ABC)

Earthwork

Retaining Walls

R/IW

60%+ of cost

$10,000,000 $20,000,000 $30,000,000 $40,000,000 $50,000,000 $60,000,000

Bridges

$-




The Value Engineering Process

Outreach with Agencies/Stakeholders
Generated ideas to improve operations/reduce cost
Reduced and combined ideas
Creative Phase Change Phase Package Phase Present Phase

EXp I [0} I’ed Initial VE Workshop Analysis Final VE Workshop Implement

— Pros/Cons
¢ Phasing/Costs 5 -
« Operational Benefits @ .E ’ =y

* Longevity
¢ Risks and Next Steps
Outreach with Agencies/Stakeholders

Updated Interchange Concept

nTERSECTION DETAL

osioh
L2415 34 NTERCHANGE COMPLEX
(PRELIMINARY - NOT FOR CONSTRUGTION)

3/10/2014°



s
NW PERSPECTIVE - 1-25/US 34 INTERCHANGE COMPLEX / /

SW PERSPECTIVE - |-25/US 34 INTERCHANGE COMPLEX

3/10/201%



3/10/2014"

Benefits of Updated
Interchange Design

* Reduces height and increases visibility

* Reduces Big Thompson bridge and
environmental footprint

< All ramp grades improved operations for
heavy trucks

¢ Reduces weaving and stops/delays on US 34 =

« Less driver confusion/no duplicate
destination ramps

« Additional future capacity

« Substantially less capital cost, 25%

Updated Interchange Concept

(enterra Pkwy.

LOS C/C - LOS B/B ( ) LOS C/C
|of v /] W ‘

Rocky Mountain Ave.
Thompson Pkwy.

Longevity
Additional capacity remaining beyond 2035.




3/10/2017

Concept Video of Operations

Local -
Roadway
Network
Integration

Planned Nearby Facilities

¢ Kendall Pkwy Underpass

¢ Kendall Pkwy Extension
to US 34 and Boyd Lake
Ave

i | R— % X % K

- ' oy ) . » -
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Kendall Pa‘rkway Underpass Study, 2013




Bicycle/Pedestrian Integration

FIGURE 3-2: COMBINED DESTINATIONS

Fasbway Desigpatioss
— ey
M

Destination Dessity

=3 Hone

g -

-t B “Loveland Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan

Pedestrian
Integration

Planned Nearby Facilities

¢ Kendall Underpass

¢ LCR 20E/SE Frontage Road

¢ Big Thompson Recreation Trail

Legend

High Priority Improvements
®  New Intersection Improvements.
— New Sidewalks
Wecium Prioity Improvements
New Intersection Improvements
New Sidewalks
ff New Commuter Trail Grossing
Low Priority Improvements
©  Newlntersection Improvements
New Sidzwalke

Developer Responsible Improvements

— Mo Sidewalks.

Future Planned Improvements

New Recreation Trails

Loveland Proposed Pedestriah Plan Map

3/10/201%
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Bicycle
Integration

Planned Nearby Facilities

¢ Kendall Underpass

¢ NW Frontage Road

¢ LCR 20E/SE Frontage Road

¢ Big Thompson Recreation Trail

|1

m : ——= ! * Lovel
Loveland Proposed Bicycle Plan Map ™
I

Jan
"

Transit Integration

Near-Term Express Bus (CDOT Division of Transit and Rail Project)
¢ Continue using existing Park-N-Ride location at 1-25/US 34
- Potential Park-N-Ride modifications to allow for buses

Long-Term Express Bus
¢ Use EIS identified Express Bus Stop on [-25 between US

34/Crossroads, near proposed Kendall Pkwy Underpass
- Could be operated with or without I-25 Bus Slip Ramps, although
1-25 Bus Slip Ramps would provide highest bus efficiency

3/10/2014"
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Next Steps / QA

- Continue design for better understanding of R.O.W.,
utilities, costs, phasing and packaged implementation.

» Complete the FHWA documentation and procedures to
advance the design concept

» Work with local agencies, property owners/ developers to
continue to refine details and define partnerships

» Seek funding and phased implementation opportunities

3/10/201%
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éég ‘ COLORADO -25/US 34 Interchange Project P. 16
Y | bt Value Engineering: Updated Interchange Design Concept
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Challenges of Baseline Concept Benefits of Updated Concept

1. Height of walls, vertical scale, and visibility to properties 1. Reduced walls and overall height of interchange by over 20
feet

2. Multiple ramp exit/entry from 1-25 and US 34 2. Less driver confusion - no duplicate ramps

3. Long (over 1-mile) and steep single lane ramps on 3. Shorter and reduced grade ramps with fewer structures

elevated structures

4. Length of ramps causes increased footprint, difficulty in 4. Shorter ramps reduce footprint, maintain better road
maintaining road access, and higher Right of Way costs access, and lower Right of Way costs

5. Signals/stops on US 34 causes higher emissions and safety 5. No signals/stops on US 34 with reduced emissions and
concerns improved safety

6. Weaving and signals on US 34 constrain future capacity 6. Reduces weaving and signals on US 34 and allows
additional future capacity

7. High cost - over $300M 7. Reduces cost by Approx.. $70M
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CITY OF LOVELAND
CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

City of Loveland

AGENDA ITEM: 2

MEETING DATE: 3/25/2014

TO: City Council

FROM: John Duval, City Attorney, and Alan Krcmarik, Executive Fiscal
Advisor

PRESENTERS: John Duval and Alan Krcmarik

TITLE:

Centerra Retrospective

SUMMARY:

The Centerra Master Financing Agreement (MFA) and other documents related to the Centerra
URA have been in effect for ten years. The Centerra URA and the MFA will continue in effect for
another fifteen years. This item will include presentations from the City Attorney and the
Executive Fiscal Advisor concerning the background, history and likely the future of the
Centerra URA and its operation under the MFA.

BACKGROUND:
The background for this item is in the two attached memorandums.

REVIEWED BY CITY MANAGER:

Lo teartpladatl

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS:

1. City Attorney’'s Memorandum dated March 20, 2014.

2. City's Executive Fiscal Advisor's Memorandum dated March 19, 2014.
3. PowerPoint Presentation

City of Loveland Council Meeting Agenda Page 1 of 1



Office of the City Attorney

Civic Center « 500 East Third Street, Suite 330 « Loveland, CO 80537
(970) 962-2540 « Fax (970) 962-2900 « TDD (970) 962-2620

City of Loveland www.cityofloveland.org
Memorandum
TO: Mayor and City Council
FROM: John Duval, City Attorney N\/\“
RE: Centerra Retrospective
DATE: March 20, 2014

I INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the City Council (“Council”) with
background information and history concerning the Centerra Master Financing Agreement that
the City entered into on January 20, 2004 (“MFA”) and its subsequent amendments. This
memorandum will also address the various other controlling documents related to the MFA that
Council approved in 2004, together with their subsequent amendments and modifications. As
Council knows, over the past ten years the MFA has played a key role in the commercial
development of the Centerra area. It is therefore useful to understand how the MFA and the other
controlling documents have functioned and affected Centerra’s development these past ten years
and to anticipate what they mean for Centerra’s future development.

IL. BACKGROUND

In 2002, the Council established the Loveland Urban Renewal Authority (“LURA”). The
Council did so in accordance with the Colorado Urban Renewal Law, C.R.S. Section 31-25-101,
et seq. (“Urban Renewal Law”). In creating LURA, the Council designated itself as LURA’s
governing Board of Commissioners.

There are two aspects of urban renewal authorities that make them particularly valuable
tools for municipalities to use in fostering economic development and redevelopment within
their communities. The first relates to the revenues that are available to urban renewal
authorities. The second relates to their ability to agree to multiple-fiscal year debt without an
election.

After an urban renewal plan is approved for a particular land area within a municipality
to be developed or redeveloped, an urban renewal authority can collect property tax increment

1
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revenues and municipal sales taxes generated from the real property that is included within that
urban renewal plan area. The property tax increment revenues available are all of the property
taxes levied and collected on the increased assessed value of the property in the urban renewal
plan area resulting from the development of the property.' The municipal sales taxes that the
urban renewal authority can collect are the additional municipal sales taxes generated by the new
development within the urban renewal plan area. These anticipated tax increment revenues, both
property taxes and municipal sales taxes, can then be used by the urban renewal authority in a
variety of ways, including to provide funds for the construction of public improvements to
encourage the new development or redevelopment contemplated under the urban renewal plan.

Once the tax increment revenues are available to be generated from the urban renewal
plan area, the second helpful aspect of urban renewal authorities comes into play. This relates to
the fact that the Colorado courts have held that urban renewal authorities are not a “district” for
purposes of the Colorado Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights in Section 20, Article X of the Colorado
Constitution (“TABOR”).2 This is significant because “districts,” as defined in TABOR, cannot
enter into multiple-fiscal year debt obligations (longer than one year) without an election of the
eligible voters within the district’s boundaries. This means that urban renewal authorities, not
being a TABOR district, can legally agree to long-term debt obligations without an election.
With this ability to agree to long-term debt, an urban renewal authority can more easily pledge,
or commit, its tax increment revenues to an urban renewal authority project that furthers the
purposes of the urban renewal authority’s approved urban renewal plan.

III. HISTORY

A. 2004 Approvals of Centerra URA Plan, MFA and Metro District Service
Plan.

On January 20, 2004, the Council adopted Resolution #R-8-2004 approving the US 34 /
Crossroads Corridor Renewal Plan (“Original URA Plan”) which included approximately 1,379
acres of the Centerra development as depicted on the map attached as Exhibit “A” (“Original
URA Plan Area”).’

To implement the Original URA Plan, the Council also approved on January 20, 2004, as
itself and as LURA’s Board of Commissioners, the MFA. The other parties to the MFA are
Centerra Properties West, LLC (“Developer”), Centerra Metropolitan District No. 1 (“Service
District”), the Centerra Public Improvement Collection Corporation (“PIC”) and the Centerra
Public Improvement Development Corporation (“PID”).

' These property taxes include not only the municipality’s property taxes but all of the property taxes levied in the
urban renewal plan area by other governmental entities, such as counties, school districts and metropolitan districts.
2 Olson v. City of Golden, 53 P.3d 747 (Colo. App. 2002).

? The Original URA Plan was the second urban renewal plan approved by the Council. The Council adopted its first
urban renewal plan on October 1, 2002, for the Loveland downtown area. On April 26, 2005, the Council approved
a third urban renewal plan for the downtown Lincoln Place development, which plan area was recently modified to
include the downtown Brinkman project and the existing Larimer County building downtown.

2



The MFA sets forth in considerable detail the terms and conditions under which LURA
has pledged to the Service District all of the property tax increment revenues, with two minor
exclusions,’ that LURA would begin receiving after January 20, 2004, and ending on January 20,
2029, from the Original URA Plan Area. The MFA restricts the Service District’s use of these
revenues, allowing them only to be used by the Service District to pay for the public
improvements specifically defined in the MFA®. It is also important to understand that LURA’s
pledge of tax increment revenues to the Service District is not for a specific amount, but only for
those tax increment revenues actually received by LURA. Therefore, LURA’s long-term
obligation under the MFA to pay its tax increment revenues to the Service District is only legally
enforceable to the extent LURA actually collects such revenues.

The MFA also grants the Developer a credit against the collection of the City’s sales tax
equal to 1.25% of all retail sales that will be made within the Original URA Plan Area (“Sales
Tax Credit”).® However, in place of this Sales Tax Credit, the MFA requires the Developer to
impose on all the real property in the Original URA Plan Area, by a recorded real estate
covenant, a 1.25% Public Improvement Fee (“PIF”) on all retail sales in the Original URA Plan
Area (“PIF Covenant”).” The MFA requires the PIF to be collected under the PIF Covenant by
the PIC to be used by the PIC to help the Service District finance the District’s authorized public
improvements. The PIF can also be used by the PIC to help the PID finance the public
improvements it is authorized under the MFA to construct.

The PIF and the PID were created to contract and pay for the construction of those public
improvements that are authorized in the MFA to be constructed, but which under the Urban
Renewal Law cannot be constructed with LURA’s property tax increment revenues or that the
Service District does not have the legal authority to build. For example, in 2004 there were
portions of the public improvements defined in the MFA as “Regional Improvements” that were
located outside the Original URA Plan Area and the Urban Renewal Law then did not allow
public improvements constructed outside of an urban renewal plan area to be funded with urban
renewal authority revenues.®

The Regional Improvements are another important aspect of the MFA. The Regional
Improvements were originally five major public transportation projects defined in the MFA, such
as the “Interim I-25 and US 34 Interchange Improvements” and the “I-25 and Crossroads
Boulevard Interchange Improvements.” The MFA requires that two of the Regional

* The two minor exclusions are the “School Increment” discussed later and the “LURA Administrative Fee”
(defined in MFA Section 1.56) used to cover LURA’s reasonable costs to administer the MFA and the Original
URA Plan.

* The Service District has borrowed approximately $130,000,000 to pay for the construction of the MFA authorized
public improvements. This loan is held by a group of banks and the Service District pays its debt service with the
property tax increment and PIF revenues pledged to it under the MFA.

® This Sales Tax Credit is authorized in City Code Section 3.16.590.

7 This PIF Covenant was later amended to extend to the “Flex URA Properties” when they were added to the
Original URA Plan Area in 2008, as later discussed. This amendment was approved by Council in Resolution #R-
103-2008 on September 2, 2008.

* In addition, certain portions of the Regional Improvements were not included in the Original URA Plan Area
because in January 2004 they were not then annexed into the City and the Urban Renewal Law does not permit land
outside a municipality to be included within an urban renewal plan area. C.R.S. § 31-25-104(1)(b).

? As later described, three additional Regional Improvements have been added to the list of the original five.
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Improvements must be constructed or funded before the Service District can issue more than
$110,500,000 of debt.'® The remaining Regional Improvements are to be funded, in whole or
part to the extent funds are available, with the property tax and PIF revenues generated from the
Original URA Plan Area under the “Regional Allocation” formula set out in the MFA."" The
MFA requires these allocated revenues to be deposited with LURA in a Regional Fund to be
used by LURA for the future construction of the remaining Regional Improvements.'?

As discussed above, one of the parties to the MFA is the Service District. When the
Original URA Plan and the MFA were approved by the Council on January 20, 2004, the
Council also approved the Consolidated Service Plan for Centerra Metropolitan Districts Nos. 1,
2, 3 and 4 (“Service Plan™)."® The Service Plan is the governing document of the Service District
and of the other three Centerra metro districts. The Service Plan sets the limits of the legal
authority of these metro districts for such things as the kinds of public improvements they are
authorized to construct, the maximum amount of debt they may incur, and the maximum number
of mills they can levy for property taxes. The Service Plan, as approved in 2004, was drafted to
ensure that the Service District would have the legal authority to meet all of its obligations under
the MFA.

B. Original URA Plan Modifications.

Since 2004, the Council has approved six modifications to the Original URA Plan. Five
of these modifications were determined by Council under the Urban Renewal Law not to be
substantial modifications. This meant that the Council could approve them without a noticed
public hearing and without making the blight findings that were required of Council under the
Urban Renewal Law when it adopted the Original URA Plan.'* These non-substantial
modifications to the Original URA Plan have been:

e Resolution #R-13-2004 adopted January 20, 2004, adding to the Original URA Plan Area
the approximately 52 acres of land constituting Thompson R2-J School District’s

' This condition has been met by the construction of the “Interim 1-25 and US 34 Interchange Improvements” and
the “Centerra Parkway/Crossroads Extension” Regional Improvements. It is also important to note that in order for
the Centerra Parkway/Crossroads Extension to be counted as a Regional Improvement, the Service District also had
to fund the construction of the I-25/Crossroads Boulevard roundabouts.

! The “Regional Allocation” formula is defined in MFA Section 1.90 and is described in more detail in MFA
Exhibit H.

'2 MFA Section 11 describes how the Regional Allocation funds are to be used.

13 Centerra Metro District No. 1, already identified as the “Service District,” is the metro district created to be the
operational district that is responsible for funding and building the public improvements under the MFA. Metro
District No. 2 is the district that imposes the property tax mill levy on the property in the Original URA Plan Area,
which tax increment is collected by LURA and paid to the Service District under the MFA. Metro District No. 3 is a
district consisting of areas of future residential development in Centerra and this district is required to pay five of its
property tax mills to the Service District in recognition of the indirect benefits it receives from the Service District’s
construction of public improvements in Centerra. Metro District No. 4 was created to be the “Regional Improvement
District” to be used as a future tool, if needed, for construction of the Regional Improvements. So far, District No. 4
has not been so used.

" Under C.RS. § 31-25-107(7), an urban renewal plan may be modified by a city council without a public hearing,
and without making blight findings, if the council finds that the modifications will not “substantially change the
urban renewal plan in land area, land use, design, building requirements, timing, or procedure, as previously
approved....”

P.21



Mountain View High School. This addition was contemplated in MFA Section 10.1. This
property and the Thompson R2-J School District (“School District”) property described
in the next bullet, were added to the Original URA Plan because under MFA Section 10
certain LURA property tax increment revenues (defined in MFA Section 1.103 as the
“School Increment”) are to be made available in the future to the School District for the
District’s construction projects on these properties, but not for paying its administrative
and instructional expenses.'

e Resolution #R-39-2005 adopted May 3, 2005, adding another 29 acres of School District
property to the Original URA Plan Area, again as contemplated in the MFA.'¢

e Resolution #R-76-2005 adopted September 20, 2005, excluding from the Original URA
Plan Area approximately two acres of privately-owned land that is not part of the
Centerra development, but was mistakenly included in the Original URA Plan Area.

e Resolution #R-24-2008 adopted March 4, 2008, adding to the Original URA Plan Area
approximately 83 acres of the I-25 / US 34 Interchange and approximately six acres of
the Centerra Parkway extension north to Crossroads Boulevard. These acres were added
to the Original URA Plan Area because the I-25 / US 34 Interchange and the Centerra
Parkway extension are both Regional Improvements under the MFA.

e Resolution #R-145-2008 adopted December 16, 2008, adding to the Original URA Plan
Area 1.628 acres that were inadvertently not included in the “Flex URA Plan
Modification” described below.

These five non-substantial modifications will be referred to collectively as the “Non-Substantial
URA Plan Modifications.”

On September 2, 2008, the Council adopted Resolution #R-98-2008 approving a
modification to the Original URA Plan that did include substantial changes. This involved
adding approximately 509 acres to the Original URA Plan Area. The purpose of this substantial
modification was to provide maximum land use flexibility for future commercial development in
Centerra while not increasing the net developable acreage eligible to benefit from property tax
increment revenues beyond that originally permitted by the Original URA Plan (“Flex URA Plan
Modification™).!” These 509 acres that were added to the Original URA Plan Area are depicted
on the map attached as Exhibit “B” (“Flex URA Properties™).

1> C.R.S. § 31-25-112 authorizes urban renewal authorities to enter into agreements with school districts and other
governmental entities to cooperate in the planning and undertaking of an urban renewal plan. This agreement for
LURA to collect and pay the School Increment to the School District was further formalized in an
Intergovernmental Agreement dated December 22, 2006, between the parties that was approved by the LURA Board
in Resolution #R-132-2006.

'8 This parcel of land is located in the Van de Water development and was donated to the School District by the Van
de Water developer for a future middle school.

' For this Flex URA Plan Modification to occur with Larimer County’s cooperation (although that cooperation was
not legally required by the Urban Renewal Law), the Council and the LURA Board approved by Resolutions #R-99-
2008 and #R-100-2008, respectively, an “Intergovernmental Agreement Regarding the US 34/Crossroads Corridor
Renewal Plan” with Larimer County (“County IGA”), which was entered into by the parties on September 16, 2008.

5

P.22



The Original URA Plan, as modified by the Non-Substantial URA Plan Modifications
and the Flex URA Plan Modification, will be referred to as the “Current URA Plan.” The
Original URA Plan Area, as changed by those modifications, is depicted on the map attached as
Exhibit “C” and consists of approximately 2,070 acres (“Current URA Plan Area”).'8

C. MFA Amendments.

The MFA has been amended six times since 2004. These amendments are:

e Resolution #R-114-2006 adopted November 21, 2006, approving the first MFA
amendment entered into by the parties on December 5, 2006 (“First MFA Amendment”).
The First MFA Amendment added a sixth Regional Improvement to the MFA. The
Regional Improvement added was the extension of the then existing Centerra Parkway
(formerly County Road 5) from the Union Pacific Railroad tracks north to Crossroads
Boulevard. However, for this extension to be counted as a Regional Improvement, the
Service District was also required to construct the “Crossroads Interchange Roundabouts”
as defined in MFA Section 1.29.1.

o Resolution #R-75-2007 adopted October 23, 2007, approving the second MFA
amendment entered into by the parties on November 20, 2007 (“the Second MFA
Amendment”). The Second MFA Amendment modified the MFA in two major respects.
First, it allows certain parking improvements to be constructed by the Service District for
the then proposed Grand Station development to be considered public improvements
eligible for funding under the MFA, subject to several pre-conditions. Second, the
Service District agreed, contingent on the Service District obtaining certain bond
financing for its construction of the Grand Station public improvements, to make
accelerated payments to LURA above those previously required in the MFA under the
formula for the “Regional Allocation,” to be deposited in the Regional Fund and used for
the future construction of Regional Improvements.

e Resolution #R-101-2008 adopted September 2, 2008, approving the third MFA
amendment entered into by the parties on October 28, 2008 (“Third MFA Amendment”).
The Third MFA Amendment was needed as a result of the Flex URA Plan

The County IGA requires LURA to rebate to the County its property tax increment revenues generated and collected
by LURA on future development in the Current URA Plan Area on any acreage in excess of the maximum 969.58
“Net Developable Acres” described in the County IGA. The County IGA also requires the Service District to rebate
to the County property tax increment collected from residential properties located in the Centerra URA Plan Area.
On January 15, 2009, the City entered into a similar intergovernmental agreement with the Service District for some
of those same residential properties, which agreement the Council approved in Resolution #R-150-2008 on
December 16, 2008.

'® City staff will soon be presenting to the Council a resolution to modify the Current URA Plan by expanding the
Current URA Plan Area with the addition of: (1) an elementary school site the School District now owns in
Centerra; (2) the property for the future “Boyd Lake Avenue” Regional Improvement later discussed; and (3) the
north half and adjacent areas needed for the future [-25/Crossroads Boulevard Interchange Regional Improvement.
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Modification.'® The Third MFA Amendment primarily added the Flex URA Properties to
the MFA “Commercial Area,” which is defined in MFA Section 1.21 and is the same
area as the Current URA Plan Area.

e Resolution #R-32-2009 adopted March 24, 2009, approving the fourth MFA amendment
entered into by the parties on April 7, 2009 (“Fourth MFA Amendment”). The purpose of
the Fourth MFA Amendment was to accommodate the 2008 establishment of Centerra
Metropolitan District No. 5 (“Metro District No. 5”). Metro District No. 5 includes within
its boundaries one of the parcels of the Flex URA Properties. Metro District No. 5 was
created to impose on its properties, which are zoned for light industrial use, a lower
property tax mill levy than that imposed by the other Centerra metro districts on the
properties within their boundaries, which are mostly zoned for office and retail uses.

e Resolution #R-96-2013 adopted November 5, 2013, approving the fifth MFA amendment
entered into by the parties on November 5, 2013 (“Fifth MFA Amendment”). The Fifth
MFA Amendment added two new Regional Improvements to the MFA. It added the
improvement of Boyd Lake Avenue from U.S. Highway 34 north to Kendall Parkway
(now 37™ Street) and the construction of Kendall Parkway from U.S. Highway 34
northwest to Boyd Lake Avenue, including an underpass at Kendall Parkway and I-25.

e Resolution #R-10-2014 adopted February 4, 2014, approving the sixth MFA amendment
entered into by the parties on February 4, 2014 (“Sixth MFA Amendment”). The Sixth
MFA Amendment did two things. First, it authorizes the Service District to use its MFA
revenues to fund the construction of the public parking improvements for the retail
development east of I-25 in Centerra that will include a Bass Pro Shops store. Second, it
authorizes the Service District to use MFA revenues to pay the reimbursement that will
be owed to the City for the water line previously installed by the City in conjunction with
the construction of Medical Center of the Rockies. This water line is located partly in the
existing Boyd Lake Avenue right-of-way and partly in the future Kendall Parkway right-
of-way.

The MFA, as amended by the First MFA Amendment, Second MFA Amendment, Third MFA
Amendment, Fourth MFA Amendment, Fifth MFA Amendment and Sixth MFA Amendment
will be referred to as “the Current MFA.”

D. Service Plan Modifications.

The modifications to the Service Plan that Council has approved since 2004 have been:

e Resolution #R-75-2005 adopted September 20, 2005, authorizing the exclusion of
approximately two acres of privately-owned land not within the Centerra development
that had been mistakenly included in the boundaries of Centerra Metro Districts Nos. 2
and 4 under the Service Plan.

' On January 15, 2009, the parties agreed to a minor modification to the Third MFA Amendment to address the
failure to include the 1.628 acre parcel in the Flex URA Plan Modification that was corrected by Council Resolution
#R-145-2008.



e Resolution #R-122-2006 adopted December 5, 2006, authorizing the exclusion of
approximately eight acres of land from the boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4
that had been developed as multi-family residential. As originally contemplated in the
Service Plan, Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4 were intended to include only commercial
development, not residential development.

e Resolution #R-22-2007 adopted March 6, 2007, authorizing the maximum mill levy cap
as originally set in the Service Plan for Metro District No. 2 to be increased from 35 mills
to 72 mills.

o Resolution #R-48-2007 adopted June 5, 2007, modifying the Service Plan to exclude
from the boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4 future residential units then
contemplated to be built within the Grand Station development.

o Resolution #R-104-2008 adopted September 2, 2008, authorizing the inclusion into the
boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4 some of the Flex URA Properties. It also
authorized the exclusion of a parcel from the boundaries of Metro District No. 3 to be
added to the boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4 and the exclusion of Equalizer
Lake from the boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4.

o Resolution #R-98-2009 adopted October 20, 2009, modifying the Service Plan to exclude
from the boundaries of Metro Districts Nos. 2 and 4 certain residential units authorized
for future construction on the Flex URA Properties.

The Service Plan, as amended by the resolutions listed above, will be referred to as “the Current
Service Plan.”

In addition to Council approving the Service Plan and its various modifications, on
September 16, 2008, the Council adopted Resolution #R-109-2008 approving the Service Plan
for Centerra Metro District No. 5. On March 24, 2009, the Council adopted Resolution #R-31-
2009 approving an “Amended and Restated Service Plan” for Metro District No. 5.

E. Millennium Amended and Restated Annexation and Development
Agreement & Millennium GDP

The area that constituted Centerra in 2004, was annexed into the City during the prior
years through several separate annexations. Consequently, in 2004 the Centerra area was
governed by a number of different annexation and development agreements and by different
zoning approvals, most of which were an approved general development plan for a planned unit
development (“GDP”). This sometimes resulted in conflicting and confusing annexation and
development agreements and GDPs.

The parties to the MFA recognized in 2004 that in order for Centerra to develop more

effectively and to achieve the goals of the MFA and the Original URA Plan, it would be
beneficial to all parties if this area developed as a master-planned development with a
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consolidated annexation and development agreement and GDP. However, this would be a time
consuming and complex task that could not be accomplished within the time constraints that
existed at the time for approval of the MFA, Original URA Plan and the Service Plan. The
parties therefore acknowledged this problem in the MFA and proposed in the MFA its future
solution.

In MFA Section 2.1 of the Recitals, the parties acknowledge that it would be in the best
interest of the City and of the areas of Centerra affected by the MFA and the other controlling
documents if such areas were “governed by one development agreement and general
development plan.” The parties therefore agreed in MFA Section 13 that the City and the
Developer would work together to accomplish this within a reasonable time after the MFA was
entered into in 2004.

On June 13, 2006, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 5096 approving an “Amended and
Restated Annexation and Development Agreement for the Millennium General Development
Plan,” which was signed by the owners of all the affected real properties and then recorded on
July 11, 2006, at Reception #20060051708 of the Larimer County records (“Millennium
Development Agreement”). The Council also approved in the Ordinance the consolidated
Millennium General Development Plan (“Millennium GDP”).

The Millennium Development Agreement addresses numerous issues regarding the
development and use of essentially all of the parcels of real property in Centerra, including those
in the Current URA Plan Area. One of the key issues addressed in the Millennium Development
Agreement is the establishment of long-term vested property rights for these parcels ranging
from fifteen to twenty-five years, as set out in Section 7 and in Exhibits N-1 and N-2 of the
Millennium Development Agreement. The Millennium GDP primarily addresses the specifically
allowed land uses for these parcels of property and the specific development standards applicable
to each of them.?

On July 1, 2008, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 5333 to annex some of the Flex
URA Properties. It also approved a First Amendment to the Millennium Development
Agreement to add these annexed properties to the Millennium Development Agreement, which
First Amendment was recorded on September 23, 2008, at Reception #20080060421 of the
Larimer County records. The Ordinance also amended the Millennium GDP to add these
annexed properties to the GDP to regulate their future use and development.

On May 5, 2009, the Council adopted Ordinance No. 5417 to approve a Second
Amendment to the Millennium Development Agreement, which Second Amendment was
recorded on June 3, 2009, at Reception #20090035948 of the Larimer County records. This
Second Amendment to the Millennium Development Agreement addressed the development of
certain residential properties within Centerra. The Millennium GDP was also amended in the
Ordinance to address these same residential properties.

20 The Millennium GDP was further amended by Council in Ordinance No. 5195 adopted on June 5, 2007 to add
some allowable land uses related to the Grand Station project.
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IV.  CONCLUSION

As this memorandum demonstrates, the MFA, the Original URA Plan, and the Service
Plan have all proven to be flexible, living documents capable of being amended and modified as
circumstances changed in the economy and as development opportunities presented themselves.
This will no doubt continue to be the case for the Current MFA, the Current URA Plan and the
Current Service Plan, as well as for the Millennium Development Agreement and the
Millennium GDP. There will be, however, one important limiting factor to the continued use of
the economic and development structure created by these controlling documents. That factor is
time.

The Current URA Plan will expire on January 20, 2029, less than fifteen years from now.
This will end LURA’s collection of tax increment revenues from Centerra and end its obligation
to pay those revenues to the Service District.?! Consequently, future borrowings by the Service
District that are dependent on the availability of LURA’s tax increment revenues will see ever
shorter payback periods. Of course, as more private development occurs in Centerra, such as the
retail development that includes a Bass Pro Shops store, this will increase the amount of
available tax increment revenues, but again during an ever shortening time period.

Nevertheless, there have been and will continue to be many positives to Loveland in the
form of new jobs, public and private services, and increased tax revenues coming from the
current and future development in Centerra that is and will be supported by the public
improvements the Service District is able to fund and build under the Current MFA, such as the
Regional Improvements, two of which have been built. And, just as important, beginning in 2029
all of the other governmental entities, such as Larimer County and the School District, that have
had their property taxes used to finance these public improvements, will start to receive the full
benefit of the property tax revenues that will be generated from Centerra for many years to come.

JRD/Ims

ec:  Bill Cahill, City Manager
Alan Kremarik, Executive Fiscal Advisor
Steve Adams, Water & Power Director
Brent Worthington, Finance Director
Greg George, Development Services Director
Dave Klockeman, Acting Public Works Director
Judy Schmidt, Deputy City Attorney
Sharon Citino, Assistant City Attorney

1 1t is important to note that the Centerra metro districts will likely continue to exist and operate after the expiration
of the Current URA Plan to provide the public services and improvements they are authorized, and in some cases
required, to provide under the Current Service Plan.
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EXHIBIT “A”

The Original URA Plan Area
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EXHIBIT “B”

The Flex URA Properties
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EXHIBIT “C”

The Current URA Plan Area
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CENTERRA
RETROSPECTIVE

March 25, 2014

PRESENTED TO COUNCIL BY JOHN DUVAL, CITY ATTORNEY
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Original URA Plan

Adopted by Council January 20, 2004 — 1,379
acres

Modified Six Times — Mostly Adding
Properties

In 2008, Major Modification for the Flex URA
— Added 509 acres

Currently Consists of 2,070 acres

N
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Original URA Plan Area Map
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Flex URA Properties Map
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Current URA Plan Area Map
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MFA

Approved by Council January 20, 2004, and Amended Six
Times

First Amendment — Added Centerra Parkway Extension as
a Regional Improvement and Required Construction of I-
25/Crossroads Roundabouts

Second Amendment — Grand Station Amendments for
public parking and accellerated “Regional Allocation”
payments

Third Amendment — Flex URA Modification Adding 509
Acres to “Commercial Area”

Fourth Amendment - Accommodate newly created
Centerra Metro District No. 5, to allow lower mill levy for
B Li1ght Industrial Uses
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MFA (con’t)

Fifth Amendment — Added “Boyd Lake
Avenue” and “Kendall Parkway” as
Regional Improvements

Sixth Amendment — Allows use of MFA

revenues for public parking in retail
development that will include Bass Pro
Shops store and for Boyd Lake
Waterline reimbursement to City
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Metro Districts Service Plan

Consolidated Service Plan Approved by Council January 20,
2004 — Modified Six Times

In addition to state statutes and MFA, Service Plan 1s Metro
Districts’ governing document

Currently Five Centerra Metro Districts
District No. 1 — “Service District”
District No. 2 — “Commercial District”
District No. 3 — “Residential District”
District No. 4 — “Regional Improvement District”
District No. 5 — “Light Industrial District”

Service Plan modified several times, mostly related to
inclusion and exclusion of real property into and from
boundaries of Districts Nos. 2 and 4
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Metro Districts Service Plan (con’t)

In 2007, the Council authorized District
No. 2 (Commercial District) to increase
1ts available mill levy from 35 to 72
mills

Metro Districts will continue to exist

and operate after expiration of Current
URA Plan and MFA termination
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Millennium Amended and Restated Annexation
and Development Agreement and Millennium GDP

In 2004, the parties to the MFA recognized and addressed in
the MFA the need for a consolidated Millennium
Development Agreement and GDP

In 2006, the Council approved the consolidated Millennium
Development Agreement and GDP

Long-Term Vested Rights granted in Development Agreement

GDP sets out detailed and specific land-use restrictions and
development standards for Millennium properties

The Development Agreement and GDP were drafted with the
requirements of the MFA and the Original URA Plan in mind
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CITY OF LOVELAND
CITY MANAGER’S OFFICE

Civic Center e 500 East Third e Loveland, Colorado 80537
(970) 962-2303 ¢ FAX (970) 962-2900 ¢ TDD (970) 962-2620

City of Loveland

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Centerra Project Financial Performance 2004 to 2013
DATE: 3/19/2014
TO: City Council
FROM: Alan Krcmarik, Executive Fiscal Advisor

PURPOSE: The development at I-25 and Highway 34, the “Centerra Project,” is a public-
private partnership implemented through an urban renewal authority (“URA”) using tax
increment from property tax and from City sales tax. The URA recently completed the tenth of
its 25 years. This memorandum is intended to be a high-level financial summary to inform the
Council about how the Centerra Project is performing in the context of the expectations at its
formation. The City’s Finance Department, based on an estimate of development buildout,
prepared a 25-year projection of revenue to be received by the Project and by the City.

The general conclusion is that the Centerra Project has been a significant addition to the
City's property and sales tax base. After a start that did not reach the projected revenues in the
first two years, the Project exceeded the revenue projections in years three through six. The
economic recession constrained revenue growth in the following four years. Total revenue for
the Project (includes property tax increment and a share of the City’s sales tax designated as a
“Public Improvement Fee” or “PIF") at the end of 10 years is about 92% of the projection. Total
expected revenue to the City through sales tax is at 67.2% of the projection.

The Revenue Sources in the 25-year Projection

City Revenue to be contributed to the Project

According to the Master Financing Agreement (“MFA” and more fully discussed in John Duval's
memorandum) the City agreed to support the Project financially through the application of two
revenue sources.

Sales Tax. The City’s base sales tax rate is 3.0%. The City agreed to use 1.25% of the base to
flow to the Project. The sales tax was labeled Public Improvement Fee (“PIF”). The remaining
1.75% of the sales tax base continued to flow to the City. Over the first 25 years of the Project,
the total PIF contribution was expected to be $122.8 million. In the first 10 years, the total PIF
contribution was expected to be $29.2 million.

The actual PIF revenues for the first ten years are $19.5 million.
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Property Tax Increment. The City’s mill levy is (and has been through the first ten years of the
Project) 9.564 mills. Through the creation of the URA, the property tax increment from the City
flows to the Project. The 25-year projection for this revenue source was $37.5 million. In the
first ten years the City’s TIF contribution was expected to be $5,352,100.

The actual Property Tax Increment from the City’s mill levy for the first ten years totals
$5,509,000.

Metro District Revenue for the Project

According to the Metro District Service Plan, the beginning mill levy in the district was planned
to be 35 mills; this was subsequently increased to 42 mills. Council amended the Metro District
Service Plan to allow the mill levy to be adjusted upwards.

The 25-year projection for this revenue source was $142.1 million. In the first ten years the
Metro District property tax contribution was expected to be $20.4 million.

For the first ten years, the actual property tax contribution to the Project from the Metro District
levy totals $24.8 million.

Tax Increment from the other taxing jurisdictions in the Urban Renewal Authority

In addition to the City and the Metro District, there are five other entities that levy property taxes
in the Urban Renewal Authority. This includes the School District, the County, the Thompson
Valley Health Services District, the Northern Colorado Water Conservancy District, and Larimer
County Pest Control. Mill levies can change over time. The financial projection from 2004
shows that at the beginning of the URA, the combined mill levies for five jurisdictions was
73.689 mills. The current mill levy of the five jurisdictions is 65.748.

For the 25-year projection, property tax increment for the other taxing jurisdictions was projected
to total $288.7 million. In the first ten years, the TIF from the other jurisdictions was projected to
be $41.2 million.

For the first ten years, the actual property tax increment to the Project from the other taxing
jurisdictions totals $38.6 million.

Combined Revenue Sources for the Project

Using the first ten years of the 25 year projection for revenues for the Centerra Project compiled
by the Finance Department and the actual revenues collected, the following table was prepared:

Centerra Project Performance Page 2 of 6
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Centerra Revenue Sources for the First Ten Years of the 25 Year Projection
Annual Table 2004 to 2013

Actual Forecast Variance

2004 8,974 40,500 (31,526)
2005 86,581 462,900 (376,319)
2006 2,516,063 1,369,800 1,146,263
2007 6,717,591 3,694,100 3,023,491
2008 11,527,216 7,220,800 4,306,416
2009 12,284,331 10,936,800 1,347,531
2010 13,560,763 14,418,700 (857,937)
2011 13,622,227 17,028,400 (3,406,173)
2012 13,998,944 19,366,200 (5,367,256)
2013 14,150,038 21,675,100 (7,525,062)

)

10 year total 88,472,728 96,213,300 (7,740,572

In the following pages, there are three charts to illustrate some additional information about the
financing of the Centerra Project.

Looking Forward

Given the nature of long range projections and the likelihood of economic fluctuations, it is
remarkable that the total collections at year ten are 92% of the original projection.

The Centerra Project has 15 years left in the Urban Renewal Authority. The recession had a
strong dampening effect on the overall revenue performance. While there are several
components of development that are occurring and planned for the Project, it seems unlikely
that the original projections will be fully met. The one-year gap between forecast and actuals in
2013 is over $7.5 million and this gap expands over time.
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Revenues include Metro District Property Tax,
Property Tax Increment and Public Improvement Fee
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/' Public Improvement Fee,
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Centerra Project Perfomance

2004 — 2013

Original Projections compared to
Actual Collections
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Combined Revenues

Annual Table 2004 to 2013

Actual Forecast Variance

2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

10 year total

8,974
86,581
2,516,063
6,717,591
11,527,216
12,284,331
13,560,763
13,622,227
13,998,944
14,150,038
88,472,728

40,500
462,900
1,369,800
3,694,100
7,220,800
10,936,800
14,418,700
17,028,400
19,366,200
21,675,100
96,213,300

(31,526)
(376,319)
1,146,263
3,023,491
4,306,416
1,347,531
(857,937)
(3,406,173)
(5,367,256)
(7,525,062)
(7,740,572)
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Year by Year Revenue Collections

Centerra Actual to Forecast
Year by year collections 2004 to 2013
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Cumulative Presentation of Revenues

Centerra Actual Revenue Compared to City Forecast
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Revenue by Jurisdiction

Centerra Revenue Sources 2004 - 2013
Total = $88.5 million

Public Improvement Fee,
$19,517,596, 22%

Metro District Property Tax,
$24,843,560, 28%

City Property Tax
Increment, $5,508,962, 6%
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