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OFFICE OF THE STATE AUDITOR
KERRI L. HUNTER, CPA, CFE ¢ STATE AUDITOR

October 14, 2025
Members of the Legislative Audit Committee:

Please find attached the fiscal health analysis of selected special districts in accordance with Section
32-1-207(3)(d), C.R.S. The Office of the State Auditor is required to review the annual reports
submitted by special districts created after July 1, 2000 and report to the Department of Local
Affairs any apparent decrease in a district’s financial ability to discharge its indebtedness.

This report provides the results of that analysis and required reporting for the 3-year period ending
December 31, 2023.
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OFFICE OF THE STATE AUDITOR ¢ LOCAL GOVERNMENT AUDIT DIVISION
KERRI L. HUNTER, CPA, CFE ° STATE AUDITOR

Fiscal Health Analysis of Special Districts Created on or after
July 1, 1991 for the Calendar Years Ending December 31, 2021
through December 31, 2023

Date: October 14, 2025

To: Department of Local Affairs—Maria De Cambra, Executive Director;
Eric Bergman, Division of Local Government Director

From: Crystal Dorsey, CPA, Local Government Audit Manager

Background

Special districts in Colorado are created pursuant to Section 32-1-102, C.R.S., to provide services
that promote the health, safety, prosperity, security, and general welfare of the citizens living within
the districts. Special districts are independent, special-purpose governmental units that exist
separately from other local governments such as county, municipal, and township governments, and
have substantial administrative and fiscal independence. They are formed to perform a single
function or a set of related functions, such as fire protection, health services, water, and sanitation,
which may not otherwise be available through the county or municipal government.

Before they are organized, special districts must obtain approval of a service plan from either the
county or municipality in which the district is located. The service plan includes, among other items,
a description of the proposed services that will be provided and a financial plan showing how the
proposed services are to be financed, including the proposed operating revenue from property taxes
and the proposed indebtedness for the district. This service plan acts as the constitution or charter
for the district, setting powers and limitations, such as maximum debt limits and mill levies for the
district.

Metropolitan districts are a type of special district that provide at least two services, such as fire
protection, parks and recreation, street improvements, water, and sanitation. In Colorado, as of July
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2025, there were more than 2,800 special districts. Of those 2,800 special districts, over 2,200 were
metropolitan districts.

Special districts in Colorado have several requirements for reporting to the Department of Local
Affairs (DOLA) and the Office of the State Auditor (OSA). For example, as outlined in Section 32-
1-207(3)(c)(II), C.R.S., special districts created after July 1, 2000 are required to file an annual report,
which includes any changes in intergovernmental agreements, boundaries, the status of construction
of public improvements and the audited financial statements or an application for exemption from
audit for the preceding calendar year to DOLA and the OSA. For financial reporting, all local
governments, including special districts, are required to follow the Local Government Audit Law
(Audit Law) in Section 29-1-601 et seq., C.R.S., which requires an annual submission to the OSA of
either audited financial statements or an application for exemption from audit. All special districts in
Colorado have a fiscal year end of December 31 and are required by the Audit Law to submit an
application for exemption from audit to the OSA by March 31 of the following year or, when the
special district does not qualify for an exemption, submit an audited financial statement report to the
OSA by July 31, or by September 30 with an OSA-approved extension.

Section 32-1-207(3)(d), C.R.S., requires the OSA to review annual reports submitted by special
districts and to report to DOLA any apparent decrease in the district’s financial ability to discharge
its indebtedness. Forms of indebtedness include general obligation bonds, revenue bonds, loans, and
developer advances. Financing can be used by a special district for infrastructure and other capital
improvements for new commercial and residential developments. For example, developers can loan
funds to metropolitan districts during the first few years of the district’s formation in order for the
district to be able to pay the costs of public improvements within the district. Special districts are
able to pay their debt by collecting fees for services, such as revenue from water bills if the district
provides water setvices to residents, and/or by collecting property taxes based on the certified mill
levy from residents within the boundaries of the district.

Prior to the passage of Senate Bill 21-262, special districts created on or after July 1, 1991 were
subject to the annual special district report submission and OSA review requirements. As noted
above, these requirements now only apply to special districts created after July 1, 2000.

We performed the following procedures on the special districts’ annual reports and other
information as noted:

* Reviewed applications for exemption from audit and audited financial statements for compliance
with the Audit Law for the Calendar Years 2021 through 2023.

» For any special districts that self-reported their inability to make future debt payments within
their application for exemption from audit or audited financial statements during any of these
three years, we reviewed the associated districts’ 2023 annual reports that were required to be
submitted by October 2024.
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* Analyzed key financial information taken from the applications for exemption from audit or
audited financial statements, as well as DOLA’s Property Tax Division’s Certification of Levies
and Revenues, in order to perform a fiscal health analysis over a 3-year period.

For the purpose of this informational report, we have included those special districts created
between July 1, 1991 and July 1, 2000, even though they were only subject to the annual report
requirements and our review of indebtedness through Calendar Year 2021. We chose to include
them because the 3-year period that we analyzed includes Calendar Year 2021 and also because
those districts continue to be subject to the Audit Law, which requires them to continue to submit
audited financial statements or applications for exemption from audit to the OSA.

Our analysis includes special districts” Calendar Years 2021, 2022, and 2023 applications for
exemption from audit and audited financial statements, as applicable, that were submitted to the
OSA, which represented the most recent, complete, 3-year data available for assessing a district’s
financial ability to discharge its indebtedness. Our report presents the results of our required review
pursuant to Section 32-1-207(3)(d), C.R.S.

This informational report is intended to highlight those districts that triggered fiscal health indicators
developed by the OSA for the 3-year period ended December 31, 2023, and to identify any districts
that may have trouble repaying their outstanding debt. Exhibit 1 summarizes the total number of
special districts and the periods that they were created. Our analysis included 2,092 districts that
were created between July 1, 1991 and December 31, 2023.

Exhibit 1
Special District Population

(A) ) (€) (D) (A)+(B)+(C)+(D) =

L Special Districts Special Districts
Special Districts P P

Created Prior to
July 1, 19911

Special Districts
Created On or After Total Special Districts®
January 1, 20242

Created On or After Created After July 1,
July 1, 1991 and Onor 2000 and On or Before
Before July 1, 2000 December 31, 2023

643 153 1,939 108 2,843

Source: Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Database, based on creation documentation submitted to the Department of
Local Affairs.

1Special districts not included in our analysis, but included in total special districts.

2Special districts created after December 31, 2023 did not meet the criteria for inclusion in our analysis.

3Total special districts as of July 1, 2025.
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Self-Reported Financial Obligation Concerns

As part of our analysis, we consider whether there are any districts that are having difficulties
meeting their financial obligations. Exhibit 2 contains a list of 17 districts that self-reported in their
most recent audited financial statement report or application for exemption from audit that they
have been or will be unable to make principal or interest payments as they become due.

Based on our review of these 17 districts” annual reports:

* 2 of the districts, Hyland Village Metropolitan District and Marin Metropolitan District, reported
that they were in default.

e 2 of the districts, Highland Estates Metropolitan District and Miners Mesa Commercial
Metropolitan District, reported that they were unable to make their debt service payments.
However, we were unable to determine from their applications for exemption from audit if they
were in default of their bond agreements.

* 13 of the districts (identified by footnote 3) reported that they are complying with the terms of
their bond agreements because they are levying the maximum required mill levy allowed.
Additionally, based on our review of these districts’ annual reports, even though these 13
districts are not making the required debt service payments when they come due, they stated that
their failure does not constitute an event of default because they are making payments as

pledged property tax revenue is available.

We recommend that DOLA consider possible further investigation of these 17 districts to determine
if they are experiencing difficulties meeting their financial obligations.

4 Colorado Office of the State Auditor



Exhibit 2
Special Districts Who Reported Difficulty Making Current or Future Debt Service Payments!

Calendar Year Outstanding General
District Obligation Bonds
at December 31, 2023
Aberdeen Metropolitan District No. 13 v v v $7,870,000
Buckhorn Valley Metropolitan District No. 223 v v v $14,476,836
Conifer Metropolitan District?3 v N4 v $13,000,000
Country Club Highlands Metropolitan District?3 v v v $2,055,000
Deer Meadows Metropolitan District? v Vv v $2,500,000
Eastpark 70 Metropolitan District?3 v v v $7,255,000
Highland Estates Metropolitan District? - - v $1,171,828
Hyland Village Metropolitan District? v v v $4,770,000
Jeffco Business Center Metropolitan District No. 123 v V4 v $1,962,000
Marin Metropolitan District? v N4 v $17,485,000
Miners Mesa Commercial Metropolitan District v N4 v $6,291,000
Murphy Creek Metropolitan District No. 33 v v v $27,600,000
NP125 Metropolitan District? 3 4 N4 v $3,371,000
Riverdale Peaks Il Metropolitan District?3 v v v $3,065,000
Tamarron Metropolitan District? Vv v N $23,127,000
Tri Pointe Commercial Metropolitan District? v N4 v $13,160,000
Valagua Metropolitan District?3 v v v $21,000,000

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of the special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for the years ending
December 31, 2021 through 2023. A checkmark indicates the year the special district reported difficulty making current or future debt
service payments.

1The analysis focuses solely on special districts created on or after July 1, 1991.

2Districts who triggered one, two, or three warning indicators. See Exhibit 13 for further information.

3Districts who levied the maximum required mill levy per the terms of their bond agreements and thus may not be in default.

Modified Opinion

The audit opinion describes at a high level the work the independent certified public accountant
performed, responsibilities of management, and provides some assurance as to whether the financial
statements are fairly stated in all material respects. In accordance with professional standards,
independent auditors may modify an audit opinion to describe certain things in the financial
statements that are considered critical to the understanding of the financial statements, or to
highlight issues identified by the auditor. Auditors are also required to evaluate whether or not there
is substantial doubt of an entity’s ability to be able to continue its operations for at least a year
beyond the date of the financial statements. If there is substantial doubt as to an entity’s ability to
continue operations for the upcoming year, the auditor is required by auditing standards to include

an emphasis-of-matter paragraph in the report to reflect their conclusion.
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Based on our review of 836 special districts formed on or after July 1, 1991 that submitted audited
financial statement reports for 2023, we did not identify any special district for which the auditor

reported a modification in the auditor’s opinion that may warrant further investigation by DOLA.

In comparison, in our previous report, we had identified one special district with a modified
opinion: Lowell Metropolitan District. In Lowell Metropolitan District’s 2022 audited financial
statement report, the auditors included an emphasis-of-matter paragraph in their opinion indicating
a going concern. We reviewed prior reports for the District and determined that the auditors
included similar paragraphs in the District’s 2013 through 2021 audited financial statement reports.
The auditors indicated in their opinion that the District has been unable to make its full principal
and interest payments on its limited tax general obligation bond Series 2004 due to assessed property
valuations being lower than originally estimated when the bonds were issued due to economic
conditions. The District reported in its 2023 audited financial statements that it had issued new
bonds to partially refund its previous debt and had received forgiveness for the remaining amount,

resulting in an unmodified opinion from the auditor for 2023.

Fiscal Health Warning Indicators

The results of our analysis in this informational report include a population of 2,092 special districts
that were reviewed to determine if they met all of the following criteria:

¢ Were organized on or after July 1, 1991.

¢ Were in existence for all 3 years of our analysis (2021, 2022, 2023), which provided data for us to
analyze financial trends over a 3-year period to evaluate a district’s ability to discharge its existing
or proposed indebtedness.

*  Submitted financial information to the OSA for each of the 3 years by July 1, 2025.

Districts that were inactive or delinquent (as defined by the Audit Law [Section 29-1-601, et seq.,
C.R.S\]) for any of the 3 years do not meet these criteria.

Based on the above criteria, we were able to include 1,741 districts in our fiscal health analysis. The
remaining 351 districts did not meet the criteria above for our analysis due to reasons including that
(1) they were newly-created districts at some point during the time period, (2) they were inactive for
a portion of the time period, or (3) they had not submitted their audited financial statement report
or application for exemption from audit as statutorily-required by the end of our analysis. We
discuss delinquent special districts in more detail later in this informational report.

We applied 11 fiscal health ratios to analyze special districts meeting the criteria for our analysis.
Further details regarding these ratios can be found in the following descriptions.
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Warning Indicator and Ratio Descriptions

The warning indicators use ratios designed to analyze key financial information, and a warning
indicator triggers when the ratios decline over the 3-year period under review. The analysis used the
information from the 2021, 2022, and 2023 audits and applications for exemption from audit
submitted to the OSA, and includes assessed valuations and mill levy information from DOLA’s
Property Tax Division.

The following are general descriptions and calculations of each of the 11 ratios and the criteria for
triggering a warning indicator when evaluated over a 3-year period. Appendix A provides a summary
of each ratio, benchmarks, and warning indicators.

Ratio 1: Property Tax Coverage of Expenditures

Ratio 1 Formula

Intergovernmental Revenues [from Other Districts] + Property Taxes

Total Expenditures + Transfers to Other Districts

This ratio focuses on the relationship between revenues and other inflows to expenditures and other
outflows. This ratio measures the coverage of the existing property taxes to the current
expenditures, including debt service, operations or capital projects, and the transfers out to other
districts. A decline in this ratio could be attributed to rising expenditures, shrinking taxes, larger
transfers needed by other districts, or a combination of these factors.

Warning Indicator: Continuous decline in the ratio over the 3 years under review.

Ratio 2: Developer Advances Required

Ratio 2 Formula

Net Developer Advances

Total Expenditures + Transfers to Other Districts

This ratio is another measure of the coverage of expenditures and indicates whether or not the
district is requiring more and more funding by the developer. The net amount of developer advances
is used in order to reflect any repayments to the developer by the district. An increase in this ratio
could indicate a greater need each year for developer advances, which could lead to higher taxes or
issuance of more debt.

Warning Indicator: Continuous increase in the ratio over the 3 years under review.
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Ratio 3: Stability of Growth to Debt

Ratio 3 Formula

Outstanding General Obligation Bonds

Assessed Valuation

This ratio focuses on how stable the growth of the district is in relation to the amount of
outstanding principal for general obligation bonds. If the assessed valuation is not growing
sufficiently in relation to debt, or the assessed valuation is shrinking in relation to debt, the district
may need to consider a raise in the mill levy to increase property tax collections in order to pay off
the outstanding general obligation bonds.

Warning Indicator: Continuous increase in the ratio over the 3 years under review.

Ratio 4: Capacity for Increased Debt
Ratio 4 Formula

Authorized but Unissued Debt

Assessed Valuation

This ratio evaluates the amount of the remaining debt that has not yet been issued to the assessed
property value of the district. Increases in this ratio may indicate that the assessed valuation is
shrinking and the district cannot support additional debt.

Warning Indicator: Continuous increase in the ratio over the 3 years under review.

Ratio 5: Principal Payments to Total Debt

Ratio 5 Formula Factors

District Has Outstanding Debt for 2 or More Consecutive Years

and
Principal Payments Equal Zero for All 3 Years

This calculation is not a ratio but is designed to evaluate whether total outstanding debt has
consistently increased over the 3 years of this analysis while no principal payments have been paid
on the debt. This could be attributed to a longer term for the debt, graduated payments, or balloon

payments in future years. These possibilities could lead to higher taxes or a longer amount of time
required to support the debt.

Warning Indicator: Continuous increase in debt over the 3 years under review without any principal
payments being made.
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Ratio 6: Mill Levy Changes

Ratio 6 Formula

Debt Service Mill Levy

Total Mill Levy

This ratio measures the relationship between the mill levy tied to debt and the district’s total mill
levy. Increases in this ratio would indicate that the debt-related mill levy is increasing, or the total
mill levy is decreasing. This could mean the growth projected in the district’s service plan has not
been realized.

Warning Indicator: Continuous increase in the ratio over the 3 years under review.

Ratio 7: Principal Payments to Total Outstanding Debt

Ratio 7 Formula

Governmental Funds Principal Payments + Enterprise Funds Principal Payments

Total Outstanding Debt

This ratio measures the relationship between principal payments and outstanding debt for both
governmental and enterprise funds. Decreases in this ratio would indicate that the debt is
consistently increasing, or principal payments are consistently decreasing. It would be normal for a
district to have a substantial decrease in the year debt was issued, but after that, the ratio will

normally increase as the debt is paid down.

Warning Indicator: Continuous decline in the ratio over the 3 years under review.

Ratio 8: Working Capital

Ratio 8 Formula

Enterprise Funds Current Assets

Enterprise Funds Current Liabilities

This ratio measures the liquidity of a district’s enterprise funds. A decline in this ratio would indicate
that the district’s cash position is deteriorating over time and could be an indication that other funds
are subsidizing business-type activities.

Warning Indicator: Continuous decline in the ratio over the 3 years under review, or year 3 ratio is
less than one.
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Ratio 9: Cash and Investments over Expenditures

Ratio 9 Formula

Cash and Investments (Governmental & Enterprise Funds)

Total Expenditures, Net of Transfers/12

This ratio measures the short-term liquidity of a district’s governmental and enterprise funds. Total
expenditures include governmental plus enterprise funds’ operating and non-operating expenses. A
ratio of less than one would indicate that a district would not have enough resources to pay one
month of expenses if its revenue streams were to stop suddenly. Best practices indicate that a district
should maintain a sufficient cash balance to cover at least 1-month’s expenses.

Warning Indicator: Continuous decline in the ratio over the 3 years under review and year 3 ratio
is less than one.

Ratio 10: Asset Sufficiency Ratio (ASR)

Ratio 10 Formula

Governmental Funds Total Assets + Deferred Outflows

Governmental Funds Total Liabilities + Deferred Inflows

This ratio measures how much coverage a district’s total governmental assets have over its total
governmental liabilities. When a district has an ASR of one, it means that it has exactly enough total
assets to cover its total liabilities. An ASR less than one indicates that the district’s total
governmental liabilities exceed its total governmental assets.

Warning Indicator: Continuous decline from year 1 to year 3, with year 3 less than one; or less
than one all 3 years.

Ratio 11: Operating Margin Ratio (OMR)

Ratio 11 Formula

Governmental Fund Total Revenue - (Governmental Fund Total Expenditures, Net Of
Transfers)

Governmental Fund Total Revenue

This ratio indicates the amount added to reserves for every $1 in total governmental funds gross
revenue. When the OMR is zero, it means that the district has equal revenue and expenditures. An
OMR greater than zero is positive and indicates that the district has more revenue than
expenditures. An OMR of less than zero means that the district has more expenditures than

revenues.

Warning Indicator: Decline in OMR from year 1 to year 3, with year 3 less than zero; or OMR less
than zero in all 3 years.
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Fiscal Health Watch Indicators

In addition to the fiscal health ratios and warning indicators described in the previous section, we
also applied two watch indicators to our review of special districts. While these watch indicators
alone may not indicate fiscal stress, we believe that they may help to anticipate potential problems in
the future.

Watch Indicator 1: Authorized but Unissued Debt Greater than $500 Million

The first watch indicator includes those districts that have authorized but unissued debt in excess of
$500 million. For the 2023 filing year, 610 districts reported authorized but unissued debt in excess
of $500 million. Section 29-1-605(2) C.R.S. requires a special district that has authorized but
unissued debt to specify in its annual audited financial statement report or application for exemption
from audit the amount of authorized but unissued debt and any current or anticipated plans to issue
debt as of the end of its fiscal year.

The amount of authorized but unissued debt reported by the districts may be further restricted by
their approved service plan. However, those restrictions and possible amendments may not be
consistently reported to the OSA, either in the annual report or in the audited financial statement
report or application for exemption from audit. The 610 districts that reported authorized but
unissued debt in excess of $500 million are grouped by level of authorized but unissued debt in
Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3
Watch Indicator 1: Number of Special Districts with Authorized but
Unissued Debt Greater than $500 Million

Authorized but Unissued Debt Number of Districts

$500 million — $749 million 103
S$750 million — $999 million 63
$1.0 billion — $2.49 billion 216
$2.5 billion — $9.9 billion 152
$10.0 billion — $49.9 billion 66
Greater than $50 billion 10

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of special district audits and applications for exemption
from audit for the years ending 2021 through 2023.

The 10 districts with the largest watch indicator for authorized but unissued debt greater than $50
billion are shown in Exhibit 4.
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Exhibit 4

Districts with Largest Watch 1 Indicator: Authorized But Unissued Debt Greater than $50 Billion

Largest Authorized Debt Amounts

District

Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District
Green Valley Aurora Metropolitan District No. 1
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 1

ATEC Metropolitan District No. 2

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 2

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 3

Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 7
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 8
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 6

Total
Authorized Debt

$104,000,000,000

$56,605,000,000
$56,000,000,000
$56,000,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,404,000,000
$54,404,000,000
$52,000,000,000

Remaining Authorized

but Unissued Debt,
as of 12/31/2023

$103,632,495,430
$56,605,000,000
$56,000,000,000
$56,000,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,405,000,000
$54,404,000,000
$54,404,000,000
$51,953,375,000

Total
Outstanding Debt,
as of 12/31/2023

0
$789,781
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
S0
$61,508,140

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for the

years ending 2021 through 2023.

! Aurora Highlands Community Authority Board (CAB) issued debt on behalf of this District; this debt is reflected on the
CAB'’s financial statements and is not shown on the District’s financial statements.

Pursuant to Sections 29-1-203 and 203.5, C.R.S., a special district or combination of special districts

may form a separate legal entity as a political subdivision to coordinate and develop public

improvements for the benefit of the district(s). Six of the districts listed above (Aerotropolis Area
Coordinating Metropolitan District, ATEC Metropolitan District Nos. 1 and 2, and Aurora
Highlands Metropolitan District Nos. 1, 2, and 3) formed the Aurora Highlands Community
Authority Board (CAB) in accordance with Sections 29-1-203 and 203.5, C.R.S. The CAB issued
debt on behalf of Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District, thereby reducing that

District’s amount of remaining authorized but unissued debt. However, the debt issued by the CAB

is reflected on the CAB’s financial statements and is not shown on Aerotropolis Area Coordinating

Metropolitan District’s financial statements as total outstanding debt in Exhibit 4. Because the CAB
is formed under Sections 29-1-203 and 203.5, C.R.S., the CAB is not subject to the annual reporting
requirements or the OSA’s review required under Section 32-1-207(3)(d), C.R.S. and, therefore, is

not included in this analysis.

Based on our review of the financial statements, the outstanding debt amount shown for Green

Valley Aurora Metropolitan District No. 1 is comprised of developer advances and obligations to
related districts, which does not affect the authorized but unissued debt. Debt authorized by a
special district election is defined in Section 32-1-1101.5(1), C.R.S., as general obligation debt. The
outstanding debt amount shown for Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 6 includes

approximately $46.6 million in general obligation bonds, which reduced the authorized but unissued

debt, and $14.9 million in developer advances.
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A special district’s approved service plan may establish a debt limit that is lower than the voter

approved total authorized debt. As disclosed in the districts’ respective service plans and audit

submissions, all 10 districts listed in Exhibit 4 are related and have various agreements in place

which govern the relationships between the districts with respect to financing, construction and

operation of public improvements within their combined service area. The service plan limits, the

date of the most recent service plan, and the approving authority are shown in the following

Exhibit 5.

Exhibit 5

Districts with Largest Watch 1 Indicator: Authorized But Unissued Debt Greater than $50 Billion

Service Plan Limits

Most Recent Service Service Plan
District Service Plan Limit Plan Date Approver

Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District
Green Valley Aurora Metropolitan District No. 1
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 1

ATEC Metropolitan District No. 2

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 2

Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 3

Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 7
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 8
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 6

$8,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000
$4,000,000,000

April 23, 2022
October 16, 2017
April 23, 2022
April 23,2022
April 23,2022
April 23,2022
April 23, 2022
August 22, 2022
August 22, 2022
August 22, 2022

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of special district approved service plans.

Watch Indicator 2: Total Mill Levy Greater than 50.000 Mills

City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora
City of Aurora

The second watch indicator includes those districts with a total mill levy in excess of 50.000 mills.

Mill levies, or tax rates, are set annually by each special district. Property taxes are based on that mill

levy and affect a property owner’s total property tax bill. Special districts can use the revenue

generated by their mill levy for their operations and to pay their debt. Therefore, this watch indicator

is looking at the larger mill levies that can cause property owners to have a larger property tax bill.

There were 622 districts who reported an excess of 50.000 mills; they are grouped by mill levy

amount in Exhibit 6.

Colorado Office of the State Auditor 13



Exhibit 6

Watch Indicator 2: Number of Special Districts with Mill Levies Greater

Than 50.000 Mills

Mill Levy Ranges

Number of

Districts

50.001 - 59.999 mills
60.000 — 69.999 mills
70.000 — 79.999 mills
80.000 — 89.999 mills
90.000 —99.999 mills
100.000 mills or higher

Source: DOLA’s Property Tax Division’s January 1, 2023 Certification of Levies and Revenues.

207
256
110
24
14
11
622

Exhibit 7 shows the 11 districts with the largest mill levies (100.000 mills or higher), as well as their

respective assessed value and property tax revenue for 2023.

Exhibit 7

Watch Indicator 2: Special Districts with Mill Levies 100.000 Mills or Higher

2023 Property Tax
District Mill Levy Assessed Value Revenue

East Virginia Village Metropolitan District 128.000
Aspen Village Metropolitan District 123.797
Sky Ranch Metropolitan District No. 5 122.286
Sky Ranch Metropolitan District No. 3 122.215
Yarrow Gardens Metropolitan District 116.972
Belleview Place Metropolitan District 114.992
Indy Oak TOD Metropolitan District 111.234
Cornerstone Metropolitan District No. 2 110.000
Riverdale Peaks Il Metropolitan District 108.947
Homestead Hills Metropolitan District 105.761
Twin Buttes Metropolitan District No. 4 100.000

$1,142,918
$4,121,510
$1,599,159
$5,794,679
$2,652,793
$2,732,827
$4,346,943
$1,377,600
$3,012,110
$2,946,670
$1,208,020

$146,294
$510,231
$195,555
$618,613
$310,303
$314,272
$483,528
$629,930
$328,160
$312,669
$120,802

Source: DOLA’s Property Tax Division’s January 1, 2023 Certification of Levies and Revenues; Office of the State
Auditor analysis of special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for the years ending 2021

through 2023.

Districts may establish different mill levies for different purposes. For example, Aspen Village

Metropolitan District includes a mill levy of 81.804 for general fund purposes and a mill levy of

41.993 for repayment of bonds. The residential rate used to convert the actual value of a taxpayer’s
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residence to the taxable assessed value is established every two years by the General Assembly. For
the tax year 2022 (payable in 2023), the residential rate was 6.8 percent, as noted in Senate Bill 22-
238. Beginning in tax year 2025, following the passage of House Bill 24B-1001, residential property
will have two assessment rates: one assessment rate (6.25 percent) will be used to calculate local
government assessed values and the other rate (7.05 percent) will be used to calculate school district
assessed values. The following Exhibit 8 is an example of the calculation used to find the assessed
value of a property with an actual value of $500,000, using the 2023 residential rate:

Exhibit 8
Calculation of a Property’s Assessed Value

Calculation of a property’s assessed value:

Actual Value $500,000
Assessed Rate x 0.068
Assessed Value =$34,000

The following Exhibit 9 presents a generic example of an assessor property tax document for 2023
taxes due showing how the full property tax amount is split between various tax authorities
including, as it is the focus of this report, how much goes to a metropolitan district. The tax rate is
calculated at one dollar per mill for every $1,000 of a property’s assessed value, or by taking the
assessed valuation divided by $1,000 and multiplying it by the mill levy.
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Exhibit 9
Example of a Real Estate Property Tax Notice

Real Estate Property Tax Notice
Taxes Due in 2023

Tax Authority Mill Levy Tax Amount
Metropolitan District 100.000 $3,400.00
School District 32.100 $1,091.40
County 11.700 $397.80
City 7.900 $268.60
Fire Protection 4.500 $153.00
School District - Debt Service 3.500 $119.00
Library District 2.200 $74.80
Drainage and Flood Control 0.900 $30.60
Water District 0.100 $3.40
Total Net Mill Levy 162.900 $5,538.60
Actual Value: $500,000
Assessed Value: $34,000

Trend Analysis

Districts that Triggered Four or More Warning Indicators

Our analysis identified 321 special districts with at least two warning indicators. Appendix B includes
the list of each identified special district with two or more and the triggered ratio warning indicators.
The appendix also includes whether the districts triggered one or both watch indicators.

For the purpose of our trend analysis, we focused our review on those districts identified with four
or more warning indicators; for those districts, we reviewed whether they also triggered either or
both of the previously discussed watch indicators. As shown in Exhibit 10, 14 districts triggered four
or more warning indicators during the period reviewed. It should be noted that the presence of a
warning indicator does not always mean that a district is facing fiscal stress; however, it does prompt
the need for further examination. The more warning indicators that exist for a district, the more
likely it is that the district may be facing fiscal stress. Appendix C provides more details regarding
each of these districts’ financial information.
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Exhibit 10
Special Districts with Four or More Warning Indicators

District Warning Indicator Watch Indicators

_-----ﬂ-ﬂﬂ--

Base Village Metropolitan District No. 1

Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 2 - - v v - v - - - -V v v
Cherry Creek South Metropolitan District No.4 - - Vv - - - - -V v -
Cimarron Metropolitan District v v - - v - = - v Vv v S
Great Western Park Metropolitan District No.3 v - - v - - - - - Vv - v
Greenways Metropolitan District No. 1 - - v Vv Y- - - - -V v v
Horizon Metropolitan District No. 1 v v - V- - - - -V v -
Kinston Metropolitan District No. 1 v v - = | = = - v - Y - -
Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 2 - - - Vv v - - - v - Y v -
Prairie Corner Metropolitan District - v v v - - - S - v
STC Metropolitan District No. 2 - - Vv v V- - - - -V N -
Thompson Crossing Metropolitan District No.3 v - - v - = = = -V = v
Trailside Metropolitan District No. 1 - v - Vv Y- - - \/ - \/ - -

Transport Metropolitan District No. 1

ﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂn—

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of the special district audited financial statement reports and applications for
exemption from audit for the years ending 2021 through 2023.

The most common warning indicator triggered was ratio number 11, the operating margin ratio,
where 13 out of the 14 districts triggered this warning indicator. The operating margin ratio indicates
the amount added to reserves for every $1 in total governmental funds gross revenue. This ratio is
triggered when, over the 3-year period under review, there is a decrease in the amount added to
reserves from year 1 to year 3 (with year 3 being less than zero), or when the ratio is less than zero in
all 3 years. A ratio of less than zero means that the district has more expenditures than revenues.

The second most common warning indicator triggered was ratio number five, which looks at
principal payments to total debt. There were 12 out of the 14 districts that triggered this warning
indicator. This ratio is triggered when there is increasing debt and no principal payments made over

the 3-year period under review.

Upon further investigation, we found that four out of the 12 districts had outstanding general
obligation debt ranging from $4.7 million to $125.4 million; however, the districts did not have any
required principal payments due during the 3-year period under review. The largest general
obligation debt of $125.4 million was for STC Metropolitan District No. 2. This district disclosed
that the first principal payment on its general obligation debt is due in 2024, and that the payments
are due annually until 2049.

Colorado Office of the State Auditor 17



The remaining eight districts have outstanding debt that consisted only of developer advances,
ranging between $215,000 and $20.8 million. Based on our review of those districts’ audits or
applications for exemption from audit, the disclosures did not specify the terms of any developer
repayment agreements or specify if there were any required future payments coming due.

Districts that Triggered Four or More Warning Indicators and Watch Indicator 1

In addition to the warning indicators, we reviewed the data to determine if any of the 14 districts
also triggered the watch indicators as previously discussed and found that 11 of the 14 districts also
triggered at least one watch indicator.

In terms of watch indicators, the most commonly triggered watch indicator was indicator 1. Eight of
the 14 districts triggered watch indicator 1, which includes districts with authorized but unissued
debt in excess of $500 million. These districts are listed in Exhibit 11 in descending order. Also
included in the Exhibit is any limit to the authorized but unissued debt imposed by the districts’
most recently approved service plan, as well as each district’s outstanding debt as of December 31,
2023. Upon further review, we found that none of these districts disclosed plans to issue future
bond debt.

Exhibit 11
Special Districts with Four or More Warning Indicators That Also Triggered Watch Indicator 1:
Authorized But Unissued Debt Greater Than $500 Million

Total Outstanding

Authorized but Debt, as of
District Unissued Debt Service Plan Limit 12/31/2023
Transport Metropolitan District No. 1 $21,000,000,000 $1,500,000,000 $305,741
Cimarron Metropolitan District $11,114,258,000 $138,525,000 $5,842,741
Horizon Metropolitan District No. 1 $9,750,000,000 $750,000,000 $20,877,631
Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 2 $4,680,000,000 $360,000,000 $1,219,598
Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 2 $4,443,333,755 $378,000,000 $57,175,186
Cherry Creek South Metropolitan District No. 4  $4,088,250,000 $170,343,750 $215,090
STC Metropolitan District No. 2 $1,758,317,136 $145,000,000 $127,006,790
Greenways Metropolitan District No. 1 $577,614,000 $24,000,000 $17,491,163

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for
the years ending 2021 through 2023 and approved service plans.
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Districts that Triggered Four or More Warning Indicators and Watch Indicator 2

We also noted that five of the 14 districts that triggered four or more warning indicators also
triggered watch indicator 2, which is triggered when a district has a mill levy in excess of 50.000
mills. The following Exhibit 12 lists those districts’ mill levy, assessed value, and 2023 property tax

revenue.

Exhibit 12
Special Districts with Four or More Warning Indicators That Also Triggered Watch Indicator 2:
Mill Levies Greater than 50.000 Mills

2023 Property Tax
District Mill Levy Assessed Value Revenue

Thompson Crossing Metropolitan District No. 3 90.518 $1,432 $130
Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 2 61.000 $10,267,190 $301,348
Greenways Metropolitan District No. 1 60.000 $124,180 $7,451
Prairie Corner Metropolitan District 60.000 $140 $16
Great Western Park Metropolitan District No. 3 57.475 $1,231,990 $70,809

Source: DOLA’s Property Tax Division’s January 1, 2023 Certification of Levies and Revenues; Office of the State
Auditor analysis of special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for the years ending 2021
through 2023.

Financial Obligation Concerns — Fiscal Health Analysis

Exhibit 2 on page 5 of this report lists 17 districts that reported difficulty making current or future
debt service payments. We specifically reviewed those districts’ financial information to determine if
any triggered the warning indicators. There were 6 out of the 17 districts that did not trigger any of
the warning indicators because they showed some positive financial results in other areas such as
revenues greater than expenditures, or assets larger than liabilities.

The following 11 of those 17 districts included in Exhibit 13 triggered one or more warning
indicators. In addition to the concern expressed with the inability to meet required debt service
payments, we recommend that DOLA review this information to consider if closer investigation of
these 11 districts is warranted. Appendix D provides more details regarding each of these districts’
financial information.
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Exhibit 13
Special Districts with That Reported Difficulty Making Current or Future Debt Service Payments —
with One or More Indicators

_---ﬂ-ﬂ-ﬂﬂ--

Buckhorn Valley Metropolitan District No.2 v/
Conifer Metropolitan District - - v - - - - v - - - - -

Country Club Highlands Metropolitan v
District

Eastpark 70 Metropolitan District

&
ENEEN
ENEEN

«

Highland Estates Metropolitan District - - - - v - - -
Hyland Village Metropolitan District - - - - - N = = = - - - -

Jeffco Business Center Metropolitan v
District No. 1

Marin Metropolitan District - = = = - - - -
NP125 Metropolitan District - - - - - - - - V4
Riverdale Peaks Il Metropolitan District = = - V- - - - - - - - v
Valagua Metropolitan District N

ﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂ——

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of the special district audits and applications for exemption from audit for the years
ending December 31, 2021 through 2023.

LN
<A

Delinquent Special Districts

As previously mentioned, there were 351 special districts that did not meet the criteria for our
analysis. For example, some districts had not submitted their audited financial statements or
application for exemption from audit by the statutorily-required due date. Specifically, we
determined that, in total, 41 of the 351 were delinquent in complying with the Audit Law by failing
to file either an audit or application for exemption from audit for one or more of the 3 calendar

years in our report by the end of our analysis. Notably:

* 6 of the 41 districts failed to submit audited financial statement reports or applications for
exemption from audit for any of the 3 calendar years.

e 11 of the 41 districts failed to submit audited financial statement reports or applications for
exemption from audit for 2 of the 3 calendar years.

* 24 of the 41 districts failed to submit audited financial statement reports or applications for
exemption from audit for 1 of the 3 calendar years.

Districts that have failed to comply with the Audit Law for at least two consecutive years may be
considered for administrative dissolution by DOLA as authorized under Section 32-1-710, C.R.S.
However, statute also specifies that districts that have remaining financial obligations may not be
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administratively dissolved. A total of 17 districts failed to comply with the Audit Law for two or
more consecutive years during our review period and are shown in Exhibit 14. We obtained
documentation from DOLA that two of the districts we list in Exhibit 14 have also been identified
by DOLA staff as candidates for administrative dissolution and are in the process of being
dissolved; however, as we have not yet received final court order documentation on their
dissolution, we have included them in Exhibit 14 below.

Exhibit 14
Special Districts Formed After 1991 Delinquent with the Audit Law 2 or More Years as of July 1, 2025

Years Dellnquent Delinquent Bl
2023 | 2022 Since Obligations®

Andiamo Metropolitan District v 2022

Berthoud Heritage Metropolitan District No. 9 N J - 2022 Yes
Byers View Metropolitan District v v - 2022 Yes
Castle Oaks Metropolitan District No. 22 v N N 2021 Yes
Castle Pines Town Center Metropolitan District No. 13 v N N 2015 -
Eastern Hills Metropolitan District No. 213 v N - 2022 -
Eastern Hills Metropolitan District No. 223 v N - 2022 -
Eastern Hills Metropolitan District No. 233 v N 2022 -
Future Legends Sports Park Metropolitan District No. 1 v N 2022 -
Future Legends Sports Park Metropolitan District No. 2 v N N 2020 -
High Plains Metropolitan District No. 1 v N - 2022 Yes
Johnstown Village Metropolitan District No. 33 v N N 2021 -
Prairie View Ranch Water District v v v 2019 -
Rockinghorse Metropolitan District No. 1 v N - 2022 Yes
Stone Ridge Metropolitan District No. 2 v v N 2011 Yes
Talon Pointe Coordinating Metropolitan District v v - 2022 Yes
Thompson Crossing Metropolitan District No. 12 v N - 2022 -

Source: Local Government Audit Division, Office of the State Auditor.

! Districts marked with a “Yes” in this column have financial obligations from debt on the most current audited financial statements
or application for exemption from audit submission and, therefore, may not be eligible for administrative dissolution.

2per DOLA staff, district is pending dissolution.

3 District has submitted an audit or application for exemption from audit for one or more missing years, but the OSA is unable to
approve the submission due to unresolved compliance issues related to the submission.

It is important to note that, although our current informational report focuses on those districts
formed on or after July 1, 1991, as previously required by Section 32-1-207(3)(d), C.R.S., the statute
outlining the requirements for administrative dissolution [Section 32-1-710, C.R.S.] does not make
this distinction. Therefore, in addition to the districts listed above, we want to bring to your
attention the following districts in Exhibit 15, formed before July 1, 1991, that are also considered
delinquent with the Audit Law.
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Exhibit 15
Special Districts Formed Prior to 1991 Delinquent with the Audit Law 2 or More Years as of July 1, 2025

Years Delinquent Delinquent Financial

H . . 1

2022 Since Obligations
v v

Central Conejos Fire Protection District?

2022 -

Granada Sanitation District v N4 v 2017 -

Source: Local Government Audit Division, Office of the State Auditor.

1 Districts marked with a checkmark in this column have financial obligations from debt on the most current audited financial statements or
application for exemption from audit submission and, therefore, may not be eligible for administrative dissolution.

2 District has submitted an audit or application for exemption from audit for one or more missing years, but the OSA is unable to approve
the submission due to unresolved compliance issues related to the submission.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this information to DOLA. Please feel free to contact us if
you have any questions regarding the information included in this informational report.
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Understanding the Fiscal Health Ratios and Indicators

Intergovernmental Revenues from Other

PTC N . .
Districts + Property Taxes Indicates the coverage of existing property taxes,
Property Tax . . . R
1 Coverage of + including transfers from other districts, to current
.g Total Expenditures + Transfers to Other total expenditures
Expenditures N
Districts
Net Developer Advances . . -
DAR p_ Indicates whether the district is requiring more and
2 Developer . more funding by the developer to cover
velop . Total Expenditures + Transfers to Other undi .g v . el v
Advances Required N its expenditures
Districts
SGD Outstanding General Obligation Bonds . . .
. . ) s Indicates whether assessed valuation is growing
3 Stability of Growth N sufficiently in relation to debt
to Debt Assessed Valuation ¥
CI.D Authorized bUt_ Unissued Debt Evaluates the amount of remaining debt that has not
4 Capacity for N et been issued to the district’s assessed valuation
Increased Debt Assessed Valuation y
District has Outstanding Debt for 2 . .
ISHICE has TEstan |r'1g eptioreor Indicates whether total outstanding debt has
PP-TD More Consecutive Years . . .
— continuously increased over the 3 years reviewed
5 Principal Payments and . .
. while no principal payments have been made
to Total Debt Principal Payments Equal Zero for
on the debt
All 3 Years
Debt Service Mill Lev . . . .
6 MLV . 4 Measures the relationship between the mill levy tied
Mill L han ’ istrict’ i
ill Levy Changes Total Mill Levy to debt and the district’s total mill levy
DS-TD Governmental + Enterprise Funds . . -
- . Measures the relationship between principal
Principal Payments Principal Payments .
7 to Total . payments and outstanding debt for both
. - overnmental and enterprise funds
Outstanding Debt Total Outstanding Debt & P
Enterprise Funds Current Assets
wc N e .
8 . . = Measures the liquidity of a district’s enterprise funds
Working Capital . T
Enterprise Funds Current Liabilities
CI-E Cash and Investments (Governmental +
9 Cash and Enterprise Funds) Measures the short-term liquidity of a district’s
Investments over + governmental and enterprise funds
Expenditures Total Expenditures, Net of Transfers/12
Governmental Funds Total Assets +
ASR Deferred Outflows .
. Indicates the coverage of governmental fund assets
10 o SEETIAUELEY § to governmental fund liabilities
Ratio Governmental Funds Total Liabilities + g '
Deferred Inflows
Governmental Funds Total Revenue —
MR Governmental Fund Total Expenditures
9 . P ! Indicates the amount added to reserves for every
11 Operating Margin Net Of Transfers .
Ratio . S1 in total governmental fund gross revenue.

Governmental Funds Total Revenue
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Understanding the Fiscal Health Ratios and Indicators

Benchmark Warning Indicators

A PTC of 1.0 indicates that property taxes + transfers

" . Continuous decline in PTC from year 1 to year 3
from other districts equals total expenditures

A DAR of zero indicates that the district is not

. . Continuous increase in DAR from year 1 to year 3
dependent on developer advances to cover its expenditures

A SGD of 1.0 indicates that assessed valuation Continuous increase in SGD from year 1 to year 3
equals outstanding debt

A CID of 1.0 indicates that assessed valuation

. . Continuous increase in CID from year 1 to year 3
equals authorized but unissued debt ¥ y

An increasing PP-TD indicates increases in total outstanding debt Continuous increase in PP-TD from year 1 to year 3,
with no principal payments without any principal payments being made

An increasing MLV indicates the debt-related mill levy

_ - . . . Continuous increase in MLV from year 1 to year 3
is increasing, or the total mill levy is decreasing

Consistent decreases in DS-TD indicates that the debt is increasing,

. . . Continuous decline in DS-TD from year 1 to year 3
or principal payments are consistently decreasing

Continuous decline in WC from year 1 to year 3
A WC of 1.0 indicates that current assets equals current liabilities or
WC less than 1.0 on year 3

Continuous decline in CI-E from year 1 to year 3, with

A CI-E of 1.0 indicates that total cash and investments
year 3 less than 1.0

equals total expenditures

Continuous decline in ASR from year 1 to year 3, with
year 3 less than 1.0
or
ASR less than 1.0 for all 3 years

An ASR of 1.0 indicates that total assets equals total liabilities.

Decline in OMR from year 1 to year 3, with year 3 less
than zero
or
OMR less than zero in all 3 years

An OMR of zero means that revenue equals expenditures.
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Warning Indicator 1:  Property Tax Coverage of Expenditures (PTC)
Warning Indicator 2:  Developer Advances Required (DAR)
Warning Indicator 3:  Stability of Growth to Debt (SGD)
Warning Indicator 4:  Capacity for Increased Debt (CID)
Warning Indicator 5:  Principal Payments to Total Debt (PP-TD)
Warning Indicator 6:  Mill Levy Changes (MLV)
Warning Indicator 7:  Principal Payments to Total Outstanding Debt (DS-TD)
Warning Indicator 8:  Working Capital (WC)
Warning Indicator 9:  Cash and Investments over Expenditures (CI-E)
Warning Indicator 10:  Asset Sufficiency Ratio (ASR)
Warning Indicator 11:  Operating Margin Ratio (OMR)
Watch Indicator 1:  Authorized but Unissued Debt over $500 Million

Watch Indicator 2:  Mill Levy over 50.000 Mills
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

e r—— L L S e e s o L

2000 Holly Metropolitan District
34 9.5 Metropolitan District N N
4 Way Ranch Metropolitan District No. 2 N
Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District v

Airport Commerce Center Metropolitan District v

Allison Valley Metropolitan District No. 1 v
Allison Valley Metropolitan District No. 2 v
Alpine Mountain Ranch Metropolitan District N

AltaColorado Metropolitan District No. 1 N
Altamira Metropolitan District No. 5 v

Amber Creek Metropolitan District v

Anthology West Metropolitan District No. 6 v

Arista Metropolitan District v

Arkansas Valley Ambulance District v

Aspen Street Metropolitan District v
Aspen Trails Metropolitan District v

Aspen Village Metropolitan District N

Aurora Crossroads Metropolitan District No. 2 v v
Aviation Station North Metropolitan District No. 5

SN

Banning Lewis Ranch Regional Metropolitan District No. 2

<
AN
AN
<

Base Village Metropolitan District No. 1
Beebe Draw Farms Metropolitan District No. 2 v
Belford North Metropolitan District

Bella Mesa Metropolitan District

Bennett Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1

NENENEN

Berkley Shores Metropolitan District

Berry Creek Metropolitan District v
Berthoud 160 Metropolitan District v N
Beulah Fire Protection & Ambulance District

Bijou Metropolitan District N4 N

<

v

NSRS SR U N S SR N N RN S SR GRS

«

N N W N NN NN WONMNNWWNWNDNDNNDNDNWDNDNDNDDNDDNDWNN

Watch Indicators

v

NENEUES

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements

submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

T————— D S e e i L

Blackstone Metropolitan District

BNC Metropolitan District No. 3 N N v
Bobcat Meadows Metropolitan District v v
Bramming Farm Metropolitan District No. 1 N v

Brands Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Broadway Park North Metropolitan District No. 1 v N

Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 2 N v v

Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 3 v v

Buckhorn Valley Metropolitan District No. 1 v
Buckhorn Valley Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Buckley Crossing Metropolitan District v v

Buckley Yard Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Canyon Pines Metropolitan District v v

Canyons Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Canyons Metropolitan District No. 6 v v

AR NN Y NN

<A

Carriage Hills Metropolitan District v v
Castleview Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

<

Castleview Metropolitan District No. 2 v

g

Cathedral Pines Metropolitan District

Centennial 360 Metropolitan District

Centennial Crossing Metropolitan District No. 1
Centerra Metropolitan District No. 1

Chapel Heights Metropolitan District

Cherry Creek South Metropolitan District No. 4
Cimarron Metropolitan District

City Center West Residential Metropolitan District No. 2
Clear Creek Transit Metropolitan District No. 2

NESENE RN UEN
NENEUEN

&
NENE GRS
<A

Cloverleaf Metropolitan District N
Colliers Hill Metropolitan District No. 2 v v
Colorado Crossing Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

N N W N W U B W N DNDNDNNDNDNWNWNNDNNDNWDPE W WNDNWNDN
<

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.

<
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

——— L S e e s o L
v

Colorado International Center Metro Dist. No. 7 2

Colorado International Center Metro Dist. No. 14 v v 2 v v
Conestoga Metropolitan District No. 1 v N 2

Conifer Metropolitan District N v 2

Copper Ridge Metropolitan District N v 2 N
Copperleaf Metropolitan District No. 9 N v 2 v v
Corinthian Hill Metropolitan District v v 2

Cottonwood Creek Metropolitan District No. 1 v v 2

Cottonwood Greens Metropolitan District No. 5 v N 2 N
Cottonwood Hollow Commercial Metropolitan District v N 2 N
Creekside South Estates Metropolitan District v v v 3 v
Crescent Canyon Metropolitan District v v v 3

Crossroads Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v 3 v v
Crowfoot Valley Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1 v v 2 v v
Crowfoot Valley Ranch Metropolitan District No. 2 v v v 3 v v
Crystal Park Metropolitan District v v 2

Cutler Farms Metropolitan District v v v 3

Dakota Ridge Metropolitan District v v 2 v
Dancing Willows Metropolitan District v v 2 v
Denver Gateway Center Metropolitan District v v 2 v
Denver Gateway Meadows Metropolitan District v v v 3

Denver West Promenade Metropolitan District N v 2 v
Dove Creek Ambulance District v v 2

E 86 Metropolitan District v v 2 v
Eagle Brook Meadows Metropolitan District No. 1 v v 2

Eagle Meadow Metropolitan District v v v 3 v
Eagle View Metropolitan District (Jefferson County) v v 2

East Bend Metropolitan District v v 2 v
Eastpark 70 Metropolitan District v v v 3 N

Elbert And Highway 86 Commercial Metropolitan District N v v 3 N

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

e ——— L L S e e s o L

Estancia Metropolitan District

<

Firelight Commercial Metropolitan District v v v v v
Fitzsimons Village Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Flying Horse Metropolitan District No. 3 v v
Foothills Metropolitan District

Forest Trace Metropolitan District No. 1

Forest Trace Metropolitan District No. 3

SRR NRY

Fossil Ridge Metropolitan District No. 1
Foundry Metropolitan District No. 5 v v
Fountain Mutual Metropolitan District

<
NN

Four Mile Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1
Freestyle Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Fronterra Village Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Gardens On Havana Metropolitan District No. 3 v

Gateway at Prospect Metropolitan District No. 7 v

Gateway Metropolitan District v

Godding Hollow Metropolitan District N v

Golden Eagle Acres Metropolitan District No. 3 v v
Granby West Metropolitan District No. 7

Great Western Metropolitan District No. 5 v v
Great Western Park Metropolitan District No. 3 N v

Green Valley Ranch Metropolitan District No. 6 v

NESENENENPUEN

«

Greenways Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Hance Ranch Metropolitan District

AN NI

Harvest Crossing Metropolitan District No. 3 v
Heritage Todd Creek Metropolitan District v

Hess Ranch Metropolitan District No. 6 v
Hidden Creek Metropolitan District

High Point Metropolitan District v

Highland Estates Metropolitan District N v

NN YN NN

<«
«

W NN W N WN DB W PEAE NN WWNDNDNNDNDNDNNDNDNDNNDNNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDWN
<«

NENE NN NN SR N NEN

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

T T———— L S e e s o L

Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1

Highlands Metropolitan District No. 3 N v
Highlands-Mead Metropolitan District v

Highline Crossing Metropolitan District v

Hillside at Castle Rock Metropolitan District v

HM Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Hoehne Fire Protection District v

NEGEUEOEY

Home Place Metropolitan District N
Hometown Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Horizon Metropolitan District No. 1 v N4 N

I-25 Prospect Interchange Metropolitan District v
Independence Metropolitan District No. 3 v

Indy Oak TOD Metropolitan District v

Iron Mountain Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Iron Mountain Metropolitan District No. 2 v

AN N N N N N NN NN

Jeffco Business Center Metropolitan District No. 1 v

ENIEN

Jordan Crossing Metropolitan District v

Karl’s Farm Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v
Kings Point South Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Kinston Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v v v
Kinston Metropolitan District No. 3

Kinston Metropolitan District No. 4 N

Kinston Metropolitan District No. 5 v
Lake Bluff Metropolitan District No. 1
Lake of the Rockies Metropolitan District

NENENEN

Lakes Metropolitan District No. 2
Lakeside Center Metropolitan District

NENENES

Lambertson Lakes Metropolitan District
Lanterns Metropolitan District No. 1 N v
Lanterns Metropolitan District No. 2 N v v

&
W N N NN NN WNDNONWDNDDNDNDDNDDNDDNDNPBEDNNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDN

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

T ———LLL LS S e e s o L

Ledge Rock Center Commercial Metropolitan District
Ledge Rock Center Residential Metropolitan District No. 2 N N N
Lincoln Station Metropolitan District

w

«

Littleton Village Metropolitan District No. 2
Littleton Village Metropolitan District No. 3
LLA Metropolitan District No. 2

Lochbuie Station Residential Metropolitan District v v
Loretto Heights Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Lorson Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v
Lorson Ranch Metropolitan District No. 4 v v
Lupton Village Commercial Metropolitan District v

AN N
SN NN

Lupton Village Residential Metropolitan District v v
Marabou Ranch Metropolitan District N

NENEUEN

Marin Metropolitan District N
Mayfield Metropolitan District N N

Mead Place Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Mead Place Metropolitan District No. 2 v
Meadow Ridge Commercial Metropolitan District

Meadow Ridge Metropolitan District No. 1

SN NN

Meadow Ridge Metropolitan District No. 2
Meadowbrook Heights Metropolitan District N

NN

Meadowood Metropolitan District N4

Meadoworks Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Meridian Ranch Metropolitan District v

Monument Junction Metropolitan District No. 1 v

Mountain Brook Metropolitan District v

Mountain Sky Metropolitan District v

Mountain's Edge Metropolitan District v

Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 1 N

Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 2 v v v

AN N N N N NN DNDNDNMDNDNDNDNDNDNDNDDNDNWNDNWWWNDNDNDNDNDNDNDW

NENE SRR

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

———L L S e e s o L

Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 3
Murata Farms Residential Metropolitan District N N v
Murphy Creek Metropolitan District No. 1 N v

Murphy Creek Metropolitan District No. 4 N N

Murphy Creek Metropolitan District No. 5 v v

Nexus North at DIA Metropolitan District v v
North Fork Pool Park And Recreation District v v
North Meadow Metropolitan District No. 5 N N

North Station Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

North Suburban Metropolitan District No. 4 v v

North Vista Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Norwood Park and Recreation District v v

Old Ranch Metropolitan District v v v
Painted Prairie Metropolitan District No. 5 v v
Painted Prairie Metropolitan District No. 6 v v
Palisade Park North Metropolitan District No. 3 v

Park Creek Metropolitan District v v

Parker Automotive Metropolitan District v v
Patriot Park Metropolitan District No. 1 v
Peaceful Ridge Metropolitan District v v

Pikes Peak Heights Metropolitan District

LA LA
&

NIRRT
NENENES

<
SNEN

Pinery Commercial Metropolitan District No. 1 v

Pioneer Business Metropolitan District v v

Pioneer Hills Metropolitan District v v

Podtburg Metropolitan District No. 1 v

Polo Reserve Metropolitan District v

Prairie Center Metropolitan District No. 7 N
Prairie Corner Metropolitan District v v v v

PrairieStar Metropolitan District No. 3 v v

Promenade at Castle Rock Metropolitan District No. 1 v

NENE GRS
N N U1 NN NN W DN DN DNDNDNWWNNDNDWNDNDNDDNNDNDNDNDNDNDNDDNDNDDMNDNDNDNN

&

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

e rT———L L S e e s o L

Promontory Metropolitan District No. 3

Ptarmigan West Metropolitan District No. 1 v v N

Raindance Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Raindance Metropolitan District No. 2 v

w

Rampart Range Metropolitan District No. 5 N
Range View Estates Metropolitan District N4
Ravenna Metropolitan District v v
Reata North Metropolitan District v

Remuda Ranch Metropolitan District

AN NN NN

Remuda Ridge Metropolitan District v
Retreat Metropolitan District No. 2

RS

Reunion Center Metropolitan District No. 1 v
Reunion Metropolitan District v v

<

Reunion Ridge Metropolitan District No. 1 v
Reunion Village Metropolitan District No. 1 v

RN
NENE RN NS

Revere at Johnstown Metropolitan District No. 2 v
Rex Ranch Metropolitan District v v
Ridgeline Vista Metropolitan District

NN

River Mile Metropolitan District No. 1
RiverView Metropolitan District v
RM Mead Metropolitan District

Roam Metropolitan District No. 1
Rock Creek Metropolitan District v
Rocky Mountain Rail Park Metropolitan District

&

Rudolph Farms Metropolitan District No. 6
Sabell Metropolitan District v
Saddlehorn Ranch Metropolitan District No. 2 v v
Saddler Ridge Metropolitan District
Salisbury Heights Metropolitan District v v
Sand Creek Metropolitan District v v

<
NENEUEEES
&
&
NENE GRS SRS SR NEN
NGRS
NENE ORI

<
&
&
N N W N WN W W W WNNNWDNDNDNDNNDNNDNNDNNDNDNDNNDNWNDNNDNDWW

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators

T —————————L L S e e s o L

Santa Fe Park Metropolitan District No. 1

Second Creek Farm Metropolitan District No. 1 v N v
Second Creek Farm Metropolitan District No. 3 N

Section 27 Metropolitan District v
Serenity Ridge Metropolitan District No. 2 v

Serratoga Falls Metropolitan District No. 1 N4 v
Severance Shores Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

<

v

&
&

AN NN

Shores on Plum Creek Metropolitan District No. 9 v

<
~

Siena Lake Metropolitan District
Silver Leaf Metropolitan District v v
Silver Peaks East Metropolitan District
Silver Peaks Metropolitan District No. 5 v
SilverStone Metropolitan District No. 2

LA A A

SilverStone Metropolitan District No. 3

Sky Dance Metropolitan District No. 2 v
Smoky Hill Metropolitan District v v
SolVista Metropolitan District v N
South Park Park And Recreation District N N v
Southglenn Metropolitan District v N

Southwest Plaza Metropolitan District v v

Spanish Peaks Bon Carbo Fire Protection District v v

NEGEURNEN
&
&

«

Spring Valley Metropolitan District No. 3 v

Spring Valley Metropolitan District No. 4 v v

Spring Valley Metropolitan District No. 6 v

Steamboat Il Metropolitan District v

STC Metropolitan District No. 2 v v v

Sterling Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1 v

Sterling Ranch Metropolitan District No. 3 v v

Stone Creek Metropolitan District v
Summerfield Metropolitan District No. 1 N v

NENENE SR SRR
N N W N B NN WNDNWNWDNDNDNDDNWNDNDNDNDNNDNDNDWDNDNDDNDWN
&

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators
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Sunset Parks Metropolitan District
SW Prospect 125 Metropolitan District No. 7 N v
Tallman Gulch Metropolitan District v v

Talon Pointe Metropolitan District

Third Creek Metropolitan District No. 1

Thompson Crossing Metropolitan District No. 3 v v

v

NENENES

Three Springs Metropolitan District No. 3 v
Timnath Lakes Metropolitan District No. 6 v
Timnath Ranch Metropolitan District No. 1

<

Trails Metropolitan District

Trailside Metropolitan District No. 1 v v
Transport Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v
Transport Metropolitan District No. 3

NG SE PSRN

RN

Tuscan Foothills Village Metropolitan District v

&
NSNS KKKKKHKKKKKKL s

Upper Cottonwood Creek Metropolitan District No. 3 v
Valagua Metropolitan District v v

Velocity Metropolitan District No. 5 v

Ventana Metropolitan District v

Verve Metropolitan District No. 1 v v

Village at Dry Creek Metropolitan District No. 3 v v

Villas Metropolitan District v v
Vistas at West Mesa Metropolitan District v v
W J Metropolitan District N v

Wagons West Metropolitan District v v

Ward TOD Metropolitan District No. 1 v N
Waterfront at Foster Lake Metropolitan Dist. No. 2 v v

Waterfront Metropolitan District v v
Waters' Edge Metropolitan District No. 1 v N v

Welty Ridge Metropolitan District No. 2 N v v

West Boyd Metropolitan District No. 1 N v v

«

ENEEN
W W WNNNMNNNDNN®ONONNNNDWNDRSOOWND®W-RNNNNNRN
<

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.
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Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Two or More Warning Indicators
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West Globeville Metropolitan District No. 1 2 N

Westcreek Metropolitan District No. 2 v v 2

Westerly Metropolitan District No. 1 v N v 3 N N
Westgate Metropolitan District v v 2

Westgate Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v 3 N
Westgate Metropolitan District No. 2 v v 2

Westwood Metropolitan District v v 2 N
White Buffalo Metropolitan District No. 3 N v 2 N
Wildflower Metropolitan District No. 1 v v v E]

Willow Springs Ranch Metropolitan District v v 2 N4
Windler Metropolitan District No. 3 v v 2 v

Windler Metropolitan District No. 5 N v 2 v

Windler Metropolitan District No. 6 v v 2 v

Windler Metropolitan District No. 7 v v 2 v

Windler Metropolitan District No. 8 v v 2 v

Windler Metropolitan District No. 9 v v 2 v

Windler Operations Metropolitan District v v 2 v

Winsome Metropolitan District No. 3 v v 2 v
Winter Farm Metropolitan District No. 2 v v 2

Wyndham Hill Metropolitan District No. 1 v v 2 v v
Wyndham Hill Metropolitan District No. 4 v v 2 v

Source: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from applications for exemption from audits and audited financial statements
submitted by special districts.









Fiscal Health Analysis, Special Districts that Triggered Four or More Warning Indicators
for the Years Ending December 31, 2021, 2022, and 2023

Gov Funds Gov Funds Gov Funds Total Gov Funds

10PNy 31815 3y} 4O 310 OPeIOj0) T-D

. Filing Gov Funds Gov Funds Total Ratio 1: Gov Funds Total Ratio 2:
Entity Name Year MELE LD Property Tax Expenditures Transfer To PTC Ratio Developer Expenditures Transfer To DAR Ratio
Other Districts Other Districts Advances Other Districts

Base Village 2021 0 289,170 1,105,147 0 130,496 1,105,147 0
Metropolitan District 2022 0 270,188 1,300,509 0 300,000 1,300,509 0
No. 1 2023 0 265,906 1,872,836 0 471,202 1,872,836 0
Broadway Station 2021 322,282 230,215 2,407,246 307,135 0.2 0 2,407,246 307,135 0
Metropolitan District 2022 0 231,002 2,555,948 117,726 0.09 0 2,555,948 117,726 0
No. 2 2023 0 301,348 2,352,658 115,432 0.12 0 2,352,658 115,432 0
Cherry Creek South 2021 1,055,164 0 937,070 0 905,499 937,070 0
Metropolitan District 2022 60,641 24 159,