
Citizen Budget Advisory Committee 
5:00 – 6:30 PM, August 27th, 2025 

1001 11th Ave, Greeley, CO 80631 
2nd Floor Colorado Conference Room 227 

Zoom Meeting:   https://greeleygov.zoom.us/j/82522074466 
Meeting ID: 825 2207 4466 

CBAC meets on the fourth Wednesday every month at 5:00PM.  For information on how to place an item on the agenda, email: 
Laura.Delp@Greeleygov.com at least one week prior to the scheduled meeting date. 

  AGENDA 
• CALL TO ORDER

• ATTENDANCE & ANNOUNCEMENTS

• APPROVE MINUTES FROM JULY 23, 2025

• DISCUSSION ITEMS

o W&S Budget Overview – Virgil Pierce & Erik Dial
o Capital Improvement Plan – Kalen Myers

• OTHER BUSINESS

• PUBLIC INPUT

• ADJOURNMENT

https://greeleygov.zoom.us/j/82522074466


CITIZEN BUDGET ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
                

Wednesday, July 23, 2025 -- 5:00 p.m. 
                

Attending Guests & City Personnel: 

 Kalen Myers: Interim Budget & Policy Director 

   Laura Delp 

 Mandy Shreve: Director, Homelessness Solutions  

 Deb Callies: Director, Housing Solutions 

 Robert Miller, Treasurer  

 

 

 

CALL TO ORDER - The meeting was called to order by Barry Eastman at 5:00 PM.  
  
ATTENDANCE & ANNOUNCEMENTS - The agenda was amended to include the acceptance of Javier’s 
resignation.  Mr. Eastman made a motion to accept the resignation, which was seconded by Merrie Foreman 
and passed without opposition.  
 
APPROVE MINUTES FROM MAY 28, 2025, AND JUNE 25, 2025 - The minutes from the May and June 
meetings were approved following a motion by Mr. Eastman and a second from Lori Williams; there was no 
discussion or opposition. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 

Homelessness Solutions Update – Mandy Shreve 
Mandy Shreve, Director of Homelessness Solutions, provided an in-depth overview of the city's 
homeless response system. Ms. Shreve emphasized that homelessness is a dynamic and ongoing 
issue in Greeley, with approximately 820 individuals experiencing homelessness annually, including 
about 145 families and a segment of long-term stayers with complex needs. She clarified that the Point-
in-Time count, often referenced publicly, underrepresents the broader scope of the issue. Ms. Shreve 
highlighted that many individuals resolve their housing crises with short-term support, while 
approximately 15–20% require more sustained interventions such as rapid rehousing or permanent 
supportive housing. She illustrated the system’s approach using a case example of a man with 
significant mental impairments and another hypothetical case study involving a single father named Paul 
who was helped through various stages of the system.  
 
Ms. Shreve explained that the City’s Outreach Team is often the first point of contact and plays a critical 
role in connecting individuals with resources. The team has successfully placed 59 households on the 
housing priority list and has supported working individuals through temporary accommodations such as 
hotel stays while longer-term housing solutions are secured. The city also operates a rapid rehousing 
program, primarily assisting newly homeless families, and offers case management services tied to 
state-funded permanent supportive housing programs for individuals with significant disabilities.  
 
She provided a detailed analysis of the city’s system capacity versus need, revealing significant service 
gaps, particularly in emergency shelter, transitional housing, and permanent supportive housing. Graphs 
and charts illustrated how current inventory falls short, and Ms. Shreve emphasized the urgency of 
maintaining and expanding these services, especially as much of the current capacity is funded by 

Committee Members Present Absent 

Barry Eastman X  
Tyler Mowery X  

Anthony McCune X  
John Schull  X 

  Merrie Foreman X  
Lori Williams X         

Javier Alvarado Vega  X 
Khalil N Bhanji  X 



grants that are set to expire in 2026. Without new funding, the Outreach Team, rapid rehousing staff, and 
key services offered by United Way (such as the day shelter and housing navigation) are at risk, which 
could increase the homeless population due to diminished exit pathways.  
 
Ms. Shreve also referenced the Mayor’s Task Force on Homelessness, which has been active for two 
years and recently exceeded its goal to reduce the chronically homeless population by 70 individuals—
achieving a reduction of 83. Mr. Eastman raised concerns about Greeley becoming a regional 
destination for homeless services and whether that might encourage migration from other communities. 
Ms. Shreve responded that while the homeless population is inherently transient, there is no evidence of 
other cities “offloading” individuals into Greeley. She offered to share data from the United Way shelter 
showing that the majority of clients have resided in Greeley for a significant period. 
 
Kalen Myers provided additional fiscal context, noting that the Homelessness services currently employ 
about 30 staff members, but that number will fall to just 7 if grants are not renewed. The expiration of 
these grants would eliminate two-thirds of the city's homeless response programming. Kalen 
emphasized that although the grants were always intended to launch the programs, the city now faces 
structural funding challenges due to slower-than-expected sales tax revenue growth. Council is actively 
discussing whether and how to transition these programs to sustainable general fund support as part of 
the 2026 budget planning. 
 
Housing Overview – Deb Callies 
Following Ms. Shreve’s presentation, Deb Callies, Housing Director for the City of Greeley, presented a 
preview of the Housing Solutions Department’s Strategic Plan. She noted that her department was 
created with one-time funding to address Council’s Housing For All priority. The plan is built around three 
primary goals: (1) promoting full-spectrum, mixed-income housing development throughout the city; (2) 
expanding city capacity and partnerships with developers and nonprofits; and (3) aligning housing 
initiatives with Greeley’s long-term economic development goals. 
 
Ms. Callies described how inclusive neighborhood design can reduce segregation and improve social 
cohesion, safety, and health outcomes. To achieve affordability, the city must offer development 
incentives such as land use, water access, fee deferrals, or other offsets. She emphasized that creating 
executive-level housing and affordable housing both require different forms of developer support. Ms. 
Callies also expressed concern about the city’s over-reliance on federal funds, which are increasingly at 
risk of being cut, and stressed the need for ongoing local investment. 
 
She presented a staffing model showing that the Housing Solutions team ideally needs 12 staff to 
implement the plan, though they currently have 8 staff—5 of whom are in term-limited positions. If 
additional funding is not secured, staffing will drop to just 3 in 2026, limiting the department’s ability to 
engage with developers or administer incentives. Ms. Callies stated that while her team has completed 
the strategic planning phase, implementing it over the next five years will require dedicated project 
managers, especially to pursue redevelopment opportunities in aging parts of the city and to preserve 
housing stock for seniors and low-income residents. She discussed the need for down payment 
assistance and housing rehabilitation programs as complementary tools. 
 
Ms. Callies showcased examples of successful mixed-income communities such as Beeler Park in 
Denver, the Lowry redevelopment, and Green Valley Ranch. These models demonstrate that it is 
possible to build high-quality, visually cohesive neighborhoods with a broad income mix. She noted that 
such developments provide equal access to schools, jobs, transportation, and services, and that similar 
outcomes could be achieved in Greeley given the city’s available green space and future growth. 
 
Mr. Eastman asked if the downtown civic campus and Justice Center project could impact housing 
strategies. Ms. Callies confirmed that such catalytic developments would support broader housing efforts 
and increase demand in downtown areas, but reiterated that without funding for staff, the department 
lacks the capacity to act on these opportunities. She concluded by emphasizing that even maintaining 
current staffing levels would allow for continued progress in 2026, but any expansion would depend on 



the city’s budgetary decisions. 
 
Kalen closed with a reminder that both homelessness and housing initiatives—although distinct—are 
deeply interconnected and face the same fundamental challenge: the expiration of critical grant funding 
and an urgent need for sustained local investment. Mr. Eastman thanked both Ms. Shreve and Ms. 
Callies for their presentations, recognizing the importance of their work and the difficult funding realities 
ahead. The meeting then moved to the next agenda item. 
 
Ballot Measures – Kalen Myers 
Kalen Myers opened the discussion by noting a rearrangement of the agenda to accommodate Ms. 
Callies and Ms. Shreve’s presentations, which aligned with broader concerns about funding loss and the 
critical need for a dedicated funding source. This led into a comprehensive overview of potential ballot 
measures that had just been discussed with City Council the previous evening. While the purpose of the 
presentation was originally to inform and prepare for Council’s decision, Council had unexpectedly 
decided not to proceed with any of the proposed measures, a result that surprised some staff members. 
Despite this, Ms. Myers proceeded with the presentation to provide context and offer the opportunity for 
the committee to submit feedback or a memo to Council, as they had done in the previous year. 
 
Four ballot measures were under consideration, each proposing a 0.50% sales tax increase that could 
generate approximately $12–14 million in annual revenue. 
- Public Safety Tax Measure: This proposal aimed to fund increased staffing in fire and police 

services. It included hiring nine additional firefighters to meet minimum staffing relief requirements, 
additional fire prevention and EMS personnel, and an alternative response model involving a peak 
demand unit of six tactical firefighters. For police, it proposed expanding support services such as 
body-worn camera technicians, the Real-Time Information Center, and establishing a drone-as-first-
responder program. It also included plans for additional patrol vehicles, the replacement of Fire 
Station 4 (built in the 1970s), and the construction of a joint public safety complex in West Greeley. 
Ms. Myers emphasized that while some council members believe public safety should be funded 
solely through the General Fund, others recognized the strain that current resources place on 
maintaining adequate services. Council’s reluctance to pursue a tax increase for public safety may 
have stemmed from this internal division. 

- Housing and Homelessness Tax Measure: This proposal focused on sustaining and expanding 
the city’s housing and homelessness teams, many of which are currently grant-funded. It would fund 
the continuation of the Housing Solutions team, expansion to match an ideal staffing model, and 
programming for housing rehabilitation, down payment assistance, and affordable housing 
development. Ms. Myers stressed that without this funding source, these teams face an uncertain 
future. 

- Combined Public Safety and Homelessness Measure: Due to Colorado’s TABOR single-subject 
rule, a combined housing and homelessness measure was not legally viable, but combining public 
safety with homelessness was allowed due to their shared nexus in public health and emergency 
response. This measure combined scaled-down elements from both original proposals. Ms. Myers 
acknowledged the trade-off between breadth and depth—while the combined measure would have 
broader voter appeal, it offered fewer resources for each area. Nonetheless, this measure had the 
most viable polling results and was recommended by the polling consultant as the single best option, 
had Council chosen to proceed. 

- Economic Development Measure: This tax proposal sought to fund initiatives such as business 
assistance programs, support for startups, small business aid, and redevelopment projects. 
However, this measure polled the weakest and was considered least likely to pass. 

 
Polling results showed none of the measures exceeded 50% strong support without relying on leaners—
respondents who said they would “probably” support a measure but are statistically less likely to follow 
through at the ballot. Among all options, the Housing and Homelessness measure had the highest 
intensity of support, with a strong base of likely and definite supporters. However, due to insufficient 
polling strength and concerns about November’s political volatility (including turnover in Council seats), 
Council voted by consensus not to move forward with any ballot items. Ms. Myers emphasized that this 



decision significantly complicates the future of sustainable service funding, particularly for housing and 
homelessness work. 
 
Mr. Eastman offered insights into the Council's decision-making, noting the political realities of pursuing 
tax increases during an election year. He pointed out that while the positions are officially nonpartisan, 
political risks remain high—particularly in West Greeley and Ward 4, where public understanding of city 
funding mechanisms is limited and often misinformed. Eastman acknowledged that although there is 
broad community awareness of the housing and homelessness crisis (as reflected in polling and 
community surveys), there remains a disconnect between public support and willingness to approve tax 
increases. He cited factors such as federal policy shifts, economic strain on residents, and the risk of 
public backlash if a tax measure fails, especially for Council members seeking reelection. Eastman 
concluded that the decision was ultimately a political calculation, driven by perceived risk rather than 
need. 
 
Financial Update – Robert Miller 
Robert Miller provided a comprehensive financial overview, focusing on revenues, investments, and the 
city’s fiscal outlook. While cash balances remain strong—approximately $340 million across all funds—
the city faces declining revenues in key areas. Notably, sales and use tax revenue is projected to fall 
short by $1.8 million, and building-related revenue is expected to drop by $17.1 million due to a 
slowdown in new construction and unpulled permits. This has immediate consequences for the Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP), which relies heavily on development impact fees to fund infrastructure projects. 
 
On the positive side, the city will exceed its budgeted interest earnings, with projections at $14 million 
versus the $8 million originally anticipated. This is due in part to smart financial management: the city 
has locked in interest rates around 4.25% on $200 million of its investments, providing stability for the 
next 1–2 years. Oil royalties from city-owned mineral rights have also outperformed expectations, 
helping to offset losses from state severance taxes, which were drastically reduced after producers 
claimed one-time credits. 
 
Mr. Miller noted the city has $11.1 million in unappropriated one-time General Fund balances, and a $4.8 
million reserve in the General Fund stabilization account. These buffers will assist with short-term 
balancing but do not address long-term structural funding needs, especially for ongoing programs that 
cannot rely on one-time sources. 
 
Zip Code Legislation Discussion:  
Mr. Eastman introduced a brief discussion on pending federal zip code legislation intended to reassign 
USPS zip codes to align more accurately with municipal boundaries. Smaller towns like Severance and 
Timnath expect to benefit from increased online sales tax revenue due to better address coding. Mr. 
Miller confirmed that Greeley is unlikely to be affected because it is a home rule city and manages its 
own tax collection, including rigorous parcel-level address mapping. In contrast, smaller municipalities 
that depend on the State for tax distribution are more vulnerable to revenue misallocation. 
 
Ms. Myers concluded by reiterating the uncertain path forward due to Council’s decision not to pursue 
ballot measures. The lack of new dedicated funding puts pressure on teams like Housing and 
Homelessness and restricts the city’s ability to respond to growing community needs. Ms. Myers 
encouraged committee members to consider submitting feedback to Council as they did previously, 
especially in light of the significant fiscal and service implications. Mr. Miller ended by emphasizing the 
city’s relatively strong financial position for now, while warning of structural challenges ahead if revenue 
sources are not diversified or increased. 
 
2026 Budget Outlook – Kalen Myers 
Kalen Myers led a comprehensive presentation on the City’s General Fund outlook, following up on 
Robert Miller’s earlier overview and aligning with the July 8 Council Budget Retreat. Ms. Myers 
emphasized the intention to provide consistent information to both Council and the advisory board 
regarding the city’s financial position and budget development process. 



 
She explained that the annual budget process is cyclical, beginning in the spring. Departments submit 
budget increase requests in May despite a flat budget directive. The Budget Office reviews these 
requests internally and hosts discussions with departments and City Manager’s Office (CMO) 
representatives throughout May and June. July is dedicated to preparing budget recommendations, 
which will feed into production of the full budget document in August. September is reserved for 
publishing the recommended budget for public review and Council work sessions, leading to formal 
adoption in October. 
 
Currently, the city is facing heightened financial scrutiny as it prepares the FY2026 budget. Ms. Myers 
outlined that the General Fund is projected to have a preliminary structural budget gap of $11 million, 
driven by several factors: reduced sales tax revenue due to slower economic activity, a cooling 
development pipeline affecting tax base growth, and rising expenditures related to full-time employee 
(FTE) growth, inflation, and expanded services. While the city remains “stable,” that stability relies 
heavily on one-time funds such as the Revenue Stabilization Reserve, already appropriated for FY2025 
and expected to help bridge the shortfall temporarily. 
 
Mr. Eastman asked for clarification on the General Fund’s total, which Ms. Myers confirmed is projected 
at $160 million for 2026. She also noted that if term-limited positions are factored in—of which there are 
many—the actual budget gap could climb to $20 million. These term-limited roles, such as those in Ms. 
Callies and Ms. Shreve’s teams, were often funded through grants or pilots and now face sustainability 
challenges. 
 
Ms. Myers reviewed a 10-year chart showing a strategic but now unsustainable drawdown of fund 
balances starting in 2022. Fund reserves once stood at over 60% of expenditures but are now 
approaching the minimum required 16.7% reserve target, posing a risk if corrective action is not taken. 
She highlighted that development impact fees and other revenues, especially from housing 
development, were overestimated in previous years, causing misalignment between projected and 
actual capital revenues. 
 
A discussion of development trends followed, supported by a map showing approximately 16,700 
residential units in the development pipeline. Only about 4,000 of those units are fully platted and ready 
to go, which if built immediately, could generate roughly $274 million in one-time capital revenues and 
about $11 million in annual recurring revenues. However, Ms. Myers emphasized the uncertain timing of 
this growth and the importance of pacing internal investments accordingly. 
 
Expenditure growth, particularly in staffing, was identified as a major driver of the structural gap. From 
2015 to 2024, budgeted expenditures rose from $97.6 million to $183.6 million. Over the past six years, 
244 FTEs were added to the General Fund, including 63 term-limited positions, often associated with 
new programs or service expansions. Ms. Myers noted that the General Fund is largely personnel-
based, with 68% of expenses going toward salaries and benefits, making potential reductions especially 
sensitive. 
 
In response, the City has taken the following actions: 
- Implemented a hiring pause requiring leadership review for any new, replacement, or reclassified 

positions.  
- Departments have also submitted realignment exercises, identifying low-priority programs or projects 

that could be slowed or deferred.  
- The Budget Office is actively analyzing expenditures and revenue projections to find additional cost-

saving opportunities.  
- Longer-term planning includes development of a 10-year financial forecast led by CFO Allena Portis 

to help ensure ongoing fiscal sustainability. 
 

In terms of Council involvement, Ms. Myers reported that Council participated in a budget prioritization 
exercise on July 8, which will inform future decisions. Additional Council work sessions are scheduled 



through August and September, with the final vote on the FY2026 budget planned for October. 
 
The conversation shifted to the West Greeley capital project, which includes a large economic 
development initiative involving entertainment, housing, and infrastructure. Concerns were raised about 
the city’s reliance on General Fund backing and Certificates of Participation (COPs) for debt coverage in 
the early years. The city expects to issue a $45 million COP to cover payments until revenues from the 
project become self-sustaining, estimated to occur around 2038. However, this presents a financial 
burden in the interim. Councilmembers expressed concern that while the project may eventually pay for 
itself, current shortfalls may place pressure on General Fund operations. Lori Williams added that 
Greeley has a moral obligation to back the reserve fund should projected revenues fall short. 
 
Other concerns raised included increased foreclosure activity in West Greeley and slowing housing 
starts, which further complicate revenue forecasts. Robert Miller and Kalen Myers acknowledged these 
trends, and Ms. Myers explained the city has responded by significantly lowering its development impact 
fee revenue estimates to avoid budgeting with unrealistic assumptions. She emphasized the importance 
of erring on the conservative side to prevent future gaps in capital funding. 
 
As the session concluded, Ms. Myers reiterated that difficult decisions are imminent. The leadership 
team is reviewing every term-limited position, realignment proposal, and revenue forecast to determine 
where reductions can be made. Even if housing growth were to accelerate immediately, the city does not 
currently have capacity to absorb and process the full volume of pending development and so cannot 
rely on that to close the budget gap. 
 
In closing, Ms. Myers announced the appointment of Nathan Mosley as the new Budget Director, 
starting August 14. He joins from the City and County of Broomfield and is expected to bring expertise 
and leadership to help navigate both the immediate budget process and longer-term planning 
challenges. 
 

OTHER BUSINESS  
Triennial Review Spokesperson for Council Meeting on October 28, 2025 – Tony and Mr. confirmed that they 
would both be available for the Council Meeting on October 28th for the Triennial Review. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT – No members of the public were present 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
The meeting concluded with a request to send the agenda for the August meeting to the committee members 
via email. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 6:56 PM 
 
Next Regular Meeting:        City Center South - 1001 11th Ave, Greeley, CO 80631 
August 27, 2025     2nd Floor Colorado Conference Room 227  
5:00-6:30 p.m.     Zoom(https://greeleygov.zoom.us/j/82522074466)  

 
 

                                                                                
     Kalen Myers      Barry Eastman 
     Interim Budget & Policy Director                 Chairperson 
 

https://greeleygov.zoom.us/j/82522074466


Water and Sewer
2026 Proposed Budget and Rate 
Changes

Erik Dial, Deputy Director of Utility Finance and Customer Service
Virgil Pierce, Utility Finance Manager
Crystal Sanchez, Water Enterprise Financial Analyst
CBAC – 8/27/2024 at 5p.



Agenda

• Challenges and Constraints

• Operating Budget Proposal

• 10-Year Capital Improvement Plan

• Plant Investment Fees

• Customer Impacts
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2025 W&S Community Tour
You are invited to join us for the 2025 W&S Community 
Tour on September 19th. 

Invite is in the QR Code or:

https://forms.office.com/g/TMfh35nYC3?origin=lprLink
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Current Challenges and Focus 
Areas

CHALLENGES
• Updated and Changing Regulations: Backflow Prevention, Lead and 

Copper Rule Revisions, Water Quality Testing, Cybersecurity, Wastewater Effluent 
Nutrient Restrictions, Small Gasoline Equipment Replacement.

• Missed Growth Forecasts
• Changes in Customer Water Usage

FOCUS AREAS
• Operational Excellence
• Technology Enablement, Customer Service and Innovation
• Robust Planning, Analysis and Adaptive Management
• Infrastructure Rehabilitation and Expansion 4



2025 Budget - Operations

Large system footprint and 
complexity for a city the size 
of Greeley
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2026 Budget 
Proposals



Utility Finance and 2026 Budget

What we do:

• Operations Managers and Capital Project Managers submit draft budgets

• Annual rate modeling and 10-year cash flow:
• Requested operating increases and capital additions are reviewed in the context of the 

predicted impact on rates.

• W&S Stewardship Team meets weekly throughout the spring to determine 
priorities and finalize 2026 capital and operating budgets
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2026 Operating Budget Increases

• The Base Budget proposed by the Budget Office included inflationary increases for 
most accounts of between 3% and 5%.

• Water and Sewer staff identified initial needs for the department:
• $2.2M for Water and 11.5 new positions
• $829K for Sewer and 2.5 new positions

• The Department Recommends increases for the Operating Budget:
• $639K for Water including 2.7 new positions
• $278K for Sewer including 0.3 new positions

• Staff Identified Budget That Can Be Reduced:
• $594K for Water including 1.0 existing position
• $110K for Sewer

8



2026-2035 
Capital 
Program

9



2026 – 2035 Water Capital Investment Plan
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The major driver for rate increases needed 
for Water and Sewer is the Capital 
Investments planned for the next 10 years.

• Capital Construction is funded through 
Plant Investment Fees and Bonds.

• Capital Replacement is funded through 
Depreciation and Bonds.

• Water Acquisition is funded through 
Augmentation Sales and Bonds.
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2026 – 2035 Sewer Capital Investment Plan
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The major driver for rate increases needed 
for Water and Sewer is the Capital 
Investments planned for the next 10 years.

• Capital Construction is funded through 
Plant Investment Fees and Bonds.

• Capital Replacement is funded through 
Depreciation and Bonds.

• The large expense in 2034 is the WTRF 
Regulatory 31 Improvements project.
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Plant Investment Fees



UPDATED TENTATIVE 2026: Plant Investment Fees

2025 2026 Change % Change
Water $15,000 $16,900 $1,900 13%
Sewer $8,650 $9,050 $400 5%
Total $23,650 $25,950 $2,300 10%

Basis for the city’s Water and Sewer PIF charges is the buy-in-methodology:

Total System Replacement Value divided by the Number of Equivalent ¾” Taps in the system.
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UPDATED: Water Plant Investment Fee
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Sewer Plant Investment Fee
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Customer 
Bill Impacts



TENTATIVE 
UPDATED: 
2026 
Residential 
Water Rates Tier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

Tier 4

Water Budget Inefficient Use Excessive Use Unsustainable Use

Rate Structure for Greeley SFR customers in 2026 (2025 Rate)

$6.18
($5.94)

$7.16
($6.88)

$9.76
($9.38)

$13.01
($12.51)

Up to 100% of Water 
Budget

101-130% of Water 
Budget

131-150% of 
Water Budget

Greater than 150% of 
Water Budget

• Monthly Service Charge $21.00 from $19.00
• Uniform Residential Volumetric Rate $6.47 from $6.22
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UPDATED 2026 Customer Impacts
2025 2026 

(Change from 
2025)

2027 - 2030

Water Typical 
Customer Bill

$79.92 83.12 (3.20) 87.28 102.97

Sewer Typical 
Customer Bill

$35.31 37.31 (2.00) 39.18 43.65

Stormwater Typical 
Customer Bill

$25.17 30.20 (5.03) 36.24 52.62

Total Utility Bill for 
Typical Customer

$140.40 150.63 (10.23) 162.70 199.24

Water: 5.5% 2026 and 5% 2027; Average annual increase 2025-2030 5.8%

Sewer: 5% 2026 and 5% 2027; Average annual increase 2025-2030 4.7%

Stormwater: 20% 2026 and 20% 2027; Average annual increase 2025-2030 21.8%

Total: 7.3% 2026 and 8.0% 2027; Average annual increase 2025-2030 8.4% 18



UPDATED: Water Bill Comparisons with Other Cities
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Single Family Monthly Water Bill Comparison
Assumes water use of 9,833 gallons per month



UPDATED: Sewer Bill Comparisons with Other Cities
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Single Family Monthly Sewer Bill Comparison
Assumes 3,500 gallons average winter consumption.



UPDATED Forecasted Rate Increases

The prioritized budget increases and 2026-2035 Capital Plan are run through a 10-Year Cash Flow model 
and future rate increases to cover the costs are estimated:

5.5%
5.0% 5.0%

6.0% 6.0% 6.0%

7.0%

6.0%

4.0% 4.0%

5.0% 5.0%

3.0%

4.0% 4.0%

5.0%

4.0%

3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

0.0%

1.0%

2.0%

3.0%

4.0%

5.0%

6.0%

7.0%

8.0%

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Forecasted Rate Increases for Water and Sewer

Water Rate Increases Sewer Rate Increases



Thank you

Questions?



2026 Recommended Budget
Capital Improvement Plan
Nathan Mosley, Budget & Policy Director
Kalen Myers, Deputy Budget & Policy Director
CBAC – August 27, 2024



Agenda

• Capital Program Overview

• Revisit July 8th Prioritization Workshop

• Key Projects by Fund

• Deferred Projects
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2026–2030 CIP Development
Guiding Principles: Developed from Council’s Prioritization Workshop, with additional focus on:
• Addressing known high-risk safety concerns
• Maintaining baseline funding for annual capital maintenance

Budget Document Structure:
• Year 1 (2026) is formally appropriated in the budget
• Includes a 5-year project list for each capital fund (Years 1–5)
• Includes a list of unfunded projects. These are priority projects with unidentified funding. They 

may require special funding (e.g., grants, bonds, one-time revenues) due to high costs
• See full 5-year reports in packet materials



Where Capital Program Funding Comes From
Dedicated Sales Tax Measures (Voter-approved, restricted to specific uses)
• 3.0% Food Tax – Broad funding for city capital projects including streets, parks and public buildings.
• 0.30% Quality of Life (QOL) Tax – Recreation, culture, parks and transportation. Expires in 2042.
• 0.65% Keep Greeley Moving (KGM) Tax – Street infrastructure improvements. Expires in 2029.
• Subject to the same sales tax volatility experienced in the General Fund.

Utility Rate Revenues 
• Supports Water, Sewer and Stormwater operations and capital projects.
• Rates are set based on cost-of-service modeling and reviewed by Council annually during the budget process.

Development Impact Fees and Plant Investment Fees (One-time charges on new development)
• Collected to offset the cost of growth-related infrastructure (transportation, parks, public safety, utilities).
• New baseline projection for 2026-2030 is significantly reduced to align with recent development trends.
• Flexibility remains to add funding through special appropriation if development accelerates.
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July 8th Prioritization Workshop - Review
PROCEED
Clear Council Alignment on 
Resourcing

 Downtown Civic Campus
 Greeley Weld Airport 
 Public Maintenance Campus
 Island Grove Master Plan
 Critical Asset Replacements

Priorities outside this exercise:
• West Greeley Project 
• Bellvue Pipeline Gold Hill
• Lead Pipe Replacement
• Downtown Stormwater
• MERGE

NEEDS DISCUSSION
May Require Trade-Offs or Additional 
Funding Before Proceeding

• Sports Facilities 
Improvements

• Lincoln Park 
Redevelopment

• Public Safety Facilities
• Greeley Mall 

Redevelopment
• Poudre River Restoration
• Open Space & Trail 

Development
• Development of Arroyos 

Del Sol
5

PAUSE
Candidate for Deferral

• Micromobility Expansion
• Fiber Network 

Expansion
• Carestream Acquisition
• Replace UCCC, Rec 

Center, Active Adult 
Center

• Downtown Plazas 
Redesign
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Projects Already Underway
Many projects are already funded in 2025 and therefore are not highlighted as 2026 key projects in 
the slides that follow. While some work may carry over into 2026, the majority of their budget was 
appropriated in 2025 or earlier.

Examples:
• West Greeley Pre Development
• Downtown Civic Campus Pre Development
• Delta Park Redevelopment
• Lead Service Line Replacements
• 16th Street Enhancements
• O Street 59th Avenue Intersection Improvement
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Key Projects by Fund – Food Tax  
  Fund 304 Food Tax  
  Funding Source: 3.00% Sales Tax on Food

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Council Priority

Annual Capital Maintenance
Facilities, Parks and Traffic repair/replacements including roofs, 
HVAC, flooring, traffic signals, pools, play courts and parking lots

$5.5M / Year $5.8M $5.2M $5.5M $5.3M $5.5M $5.6M
Sustainable Inf. 
Mobility & 
Quality of Life

Greeley-Weld Airport Road Development *
Build out of Wing Way at Greeley-Weld County Airport (GXY) $11.1M - $2.9M $4.4M $3.7M - - Business

Growth

Existing Public Maintenance Building Remodels
Improvements to the city’s operations facility to extend usefulness 
of the site until a new Public Maintenance Campus is constructed

$1.8M - $255k $775k $255k $255k $255k
Sustainable Inf. 
Mobility & High
Performance Gov

Funplex HVAC Replacement
Critical replacement of unit past useful life $1.5M - $1.5M - - - - Quality of Life

Poudre River Trail Repair Narrows Section
Design & repair a washed-out section of the Poudre River Trail $1.9M $400k $1.5M - - - - Quality of Life

Food Tax Rebate Program
$100 per person for qualifying households $600k / Year $546k $562k $579k $596k $614k $633k Quality of Life

* Budget listed for Greeley-Weld Airport reflects City’s contribution only. Weld County is a partner in the project.
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Key Projects by Fund – Quality of Life  
Fund 318 Quality of Life
Funding Source: 0.30% Sales & Use Tax

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 Council Priority

Funding Support for MERGE
Transfers to Transportation Development for HWY34 MERGE $30M $1.0M $3.7M $17.4M $8M - - Sustainable Inf. 

& Mobility

Island Grove Chiller Replacement *
Event center chiller requires immediate replacement $2.0M - $2.0M - - - - Business 

Growth

Railway Quiet Zone (One Intersection)
Pending negotiations with Union Pacific. Funding needs 
to be identified for the second intersection

$1.4 - $1.4M - - - - Quality of Life

Parks and Museums Operations
Transfers to general fund to support parks & museums operations $1.4M / Year $1.3M $1.3M $1.4M $1.4M $1.4M $1.5M Quality of Life

UCCC Orchestra Pit Lift
The 40-year-old pit lift is serviced solely by its original installer 
who is retiring. UCCC cannot function without the Pit Lift.

$1.2M - $1.2M - - - - Business Growth
& Quality of Life

Island Grove Event Center Roof *
Roof is 25 years old and experiencing substantial leakage $1.0M - $1.0M - - - - Business 

Growth

Poudre River Restoration Phase 3 Design
Essential planning for flood mitigation, enhancing safety, and 
improving the quality of life for residents of East Greeley. 

$500k - $500k - - - -
Safe & Secure 
Communities &
Quality of Life

Island Grove Master Plan
Develop a long-term development plan for Island Grove $300k - $300k - - - - Business Growth

& Quality of Life

* Island Grove Event Center projects are reimbursed 50% by Weld County.
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Deferred Project List - Food Tax & Quality of Life
The projects listed here are 2026 
priorities that have been deferred 
and remain high on the list to 
fund if priorities change or new 
resources become available.

These projects have been deferred 
to allow higher-priority projects to 
move forward – but this comes at a 
cost. Deferrals compound over time, 
pushing projects further out, 
lengthening replacement lists, and 
increasing the risk of facility and 
asset failures.

Project List Total Cost Council Priority

Irrigation Replacement Island Grove & CV
System is at least 25 years old and beginning to fail regularly

$1.7M Quality of Life

Pheasant Run Park Replacements
Playground (1999), Restrooms (1986) & Shelter need replaced

$1.2M Quality of Life

Ramseier Park Pathway Lighting
Pathway & parking lot lighting are needed for safety and security

$750k Safe & Secure 
Communities

Centennial Pool Shell Refurbishment
Cracking and flaking pool shell needs replacement

$450k Quality of Life

Coyote Run Playground Replacement
Playground (2002) is beyond its useful life of 15 years

$350k Quality of Life

TOTAL 2026 DEFERRED   $4.45M

10 YR CIP Total Unfunded Projects:
- Food Tax: $115 Million (Primarily Asset Replacement)
- Quality of Life: $514 Million (Primarily New Facilities)
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Key Projects by Fund – Transportation 
Fund 321 Street Infrastructure Imp. 
Funding Source: 0.65% KGM Sales Tax and Use Tax Renewal 2029

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Keep Greeley Moving (KGM) Projects
Annual pavement rehab, concrete repair and replacements $20M / year $23.5M $17M $18.6M $19.6M $20.7M TBD 

Renewal

Fund 334 Transportation Dev
Funding Sources: Dev Fees, Grants, Intergovernmental Revenues

9th & 10th Street Mobility Enhancements
Multimodal enhancements along 9th and 10th St corridor, enhancing 
safety and comfort for all users. 70% Grant Funded.

$10.3M $725k - $9.6M - - -

Safe Streets 4 All Planning & Demonstration
Quick-build Street Infrastructure Safety Enhancements 
for Vehicle and Vulnerable Road Users. 80% Grant Funded.

$9.9M $6.0M $3.9M - - - -

10th St  & 47th Ave Improvements (CDS)
This project will add additional double left turn lanes to improve 
the capacity of this intersection. 80% Grant Funded.

$1.3M $265k $1.0M - - - -

11th Ave & 26th St Ped Safety Improvement HSIP
Addresses pedestrian & bicycle safety issues. 90% Grant Funded $823k - $823k - - - -

Fund 323 MERGE 
Funding Sources: Grants, TIFIA, Intergovernmental Funds, QOL Tax

MERGE Project $131.2M $2.0M $9.8M $82.4M $36.7M $450k -
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Unfunded Project List - Transportation
The projects listed here are 
priority transportation projects 
that are deferred until additional 
funding is identified:
• Potential funding sources include 

increased development activity 
(impact fees), grants, or other outside 
funding.

• Many of these projects already have 
completed designs and are ready to 
move forward once funding is 
secured.

• Dollars reflect a snapshot of today’s 
costs and have not been escalated for 
inflation.

• See the full list in the attached packet.

Project list Cost Estimate

C-Street - 59th to 66th Avenue - Phase 1 and 2 $8.7M

US 34 and 15th Ave Ct Underpass Improvements Construction $15M

83rd Ave.:12th St. to 9th St. - Including Sheepdraw Trail 
Connection- Construction $17M

9th & 10th Street Mobility Enhancements Phase 2 $25M

New Sidewalk 63rd Ave to 69th and Sheepdraw Trail Connection 
- Construction $1.5M

23rd Ave & 4th/5th St Redesign $8.5M

UNC Traffic Safety Construction - DO Facility- 11th Avenue & 
20th Street $5.0M

8th Ave Improvements Construction $70M

83rd Avenue - 9th Street to 4th Street - Construction $10M

TOTAL $160.7M
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Key Projects by Fund – Utility Enterprises 
Funds 421-424 Water Capital
Funding Sources: Water Rates, PIFs, Bonds, Grants, Loans

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Bellvue Pipeline-Gold Hill Segment* $20.0M $9.6M $10.5M - - - -

23rd Avenue Reservoir Replacements** $15.0M $7.5M $3.6M $3.9M - - -

Milton Seaman Outlet Works $6.2M $269k $5.9M - - - -

Future Water Acquisition** $63.6M $10.9M $6.7M $13.4M $10.6M $10.8M $11M

Funds 412-413 Sewer Capital
Sources: Rates, PIFs, Bonds, other Private Contributions

WTRF Primary Treatment Phase 2 $44.3M $44.3M - - - - -

Funds 432-433 Stormwater Capital
Sources: Stormwater Rates, Plant Investment Fees, Bond Proceeds

12th Street Outfall Phase 1-4 $55.8M $25.8M $21.3M $8.6M - - -

7th Street Outfall Preliminary and Phase 1-3 $39.6M $1.2M $6.0M - $8.6M $8.9M $14.7M

Poudre River Ranch Stormwater $9.2M $4.2M $5.0M - - - -
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Key Projects by Fund – CPRD Dev
Fund 335 Park Development 
Funding Source: Development Fees

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Calabaza Park 
Northridge Trails Subdivision Community Park $4.5M - $4.5M - - - -

Fund 336 Trails Development    
Funding Source: Development Fees

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Canal Trail
Priority 1 Trail: Madison Elementary to Luther Park Section $1.7M $100k $100k $1.5M - - -

Fund 333 Island Grove Development
Funding Source: Facility Use Fees

Total ’25 - ’30 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

Master Keying and Access Control $609K $200k $203k $103k $103k - -
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Important Upcoming Dates
September 9

• Budget Work Session: Operating Budget & any CIP Follow-Up

September 23
• Tentative Budget Work Session: Special Topics if Needed

October 7
• Intro and First Reading of the 2026 Budget

October 21
• Public Hearing and Final Reading of the 2025 Budget
• Final Additional Appropriation for 2024
• Adoption of the 2025 Pay Plan



Thank you
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