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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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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 
$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 
Total 610 

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 
Total 

Authorized Debt 

Remaining Authorized 
but Unissued Debt, 
as of 12/31/2023 

Total 
Outstanding Debt, 
as of 12/31/2023 

Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District $104,000,000,000 $103,632,495,430 $01 
Green Valley Aurora Metropolitan District No. 1 $56,605,000,000 $56,605,000,000 $789,781 
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 1 $56,000,000,000 $56,000,000,000 $0 
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 2 $56,000,000,000 $56,000,000,000 $0 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1 $54,405,000,000 $54,405,000,000 $0 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 2 $54,405,000,000 $54,405,000,000 $0 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 3 $54,405,000,000 $54,405,000,000 $0 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 7 $54,404,000,000 $54,404,000,000 $0 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 8 $54,404,000,000 $54,404,000,000 $0 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 6 $52,000,000,000 $51,953,375,000 $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.  
1 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 

District Service Plan Limit 
Most Recent Service 

Plan Date 
Service Plan 

Approver 

Aerotropolis Area Coordinating Metropolitan District $8,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
Green Valley Aurora Metropolitan District No. 1 $4,000,000,000 October 16, 2017 City of Aurora 
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 1 $4,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
ATEC Metropolitan District No. 2 $4,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 1 $4,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 2 $4,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
Aurora Highlands Metropolitan District No. 3 $4,000,000,000 April 23, 2022 City of Aurora 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 7 $4,000,000,000 August 22, 2022 City of Aurora 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 8 $4,000,000,000 August 22, 2022 City of Aurora 
Green Valley Ranch East Metropolitan District No. 6 $4,000,000,000 August 22, 2022 City of Aurora 

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

Watch Indicator 2: Total Mill Levy Greater than 50.000 Mills 

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. 
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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 207 
60.000 – 69.999 mills 256 
70.000 – 79.999 mills 110 
80.000 – 89.999 mills 24 
90.000 – 99.999 mills 14 
100.000 mills or higher 11 
Total 622 

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

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 

District Mill Levy Assessed Value 
2023 Property Tax 

Revenue 

East Virginia Village Metropolitan District 128.000 $1,142,918 $146,294 

Aspen Village Metropolitan District 123.797 $4,121,510 $510,231 

Sky Ranch Metropolitan District No. 5 122.286 $1,599,159 $195,555 

Sky Ranch Metropolitan District No. 3 122.215 $5,794,679 $618,613 
Yarrow Gardens Metropolitan District 116.972 $2,652,793 $310,303 
Belleview Place Metropolitan District 114.992 $2,732,827 $314,272 

Indy Oak TOD Metropolitan District 111.234 $4,346,943 $483,528 

Cornerstone Metropolitan District No. 2 110.000 $1,377,600 $629,930 

Riverdale Peaks II Metropolitan District 108.947 $3,012,110 $328,160 

Homestead Hills Metropolitan District 105.761 $2,946,670 $312,669 

Twin Buttes Metropolitan District No. 4 100.000 $1,208,020 $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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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. 

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 
100.000 $3,400.00 

32.100 $1,091.40 
11.700 $397.80 

7.900 $268.60 
4.500 $153.00 
3.500 $119.00 
2.200 $74.80 
0.900 $30.60 

Metropolitan District 
School District 
County 
City 
Fire Protection 
School District - Debt Service 
Library District 
Drainage and Flood Control 
Water District 0.100 $3.40 
Total Net Mill Levy 162.900 $5,538.60 

$500,000 Actual Value: 
Assessed Value: $34,000 
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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.   

Exhibit 10 
Special Districts with Four or More Warning Indicators 

District Warning Indicator Watch Indicators 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1 2 

Base Village Metropolitan District No. 1 ✓ ✓ - ✓ ✓ - - - - - ✓ - - 
Broadway Station Metropolitan District No. 2 - - ✓ ✓ - ✓ - - - - ✓ ✓ ✓
Cherry Creek South Metropolitan District No. 4 ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - - - ✓ ✓ - 
Cimarron Metropolitan District ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - ✓ ✓ - ✓ - 
Great Western Park Metropolitan District No. 3 ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - - - ✓ - ✓
Greenways Metropolitan District No. 1 - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - - - ✓ ✓ ✓
Horizon Metropolitan District No. 1 ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - - - ✓ ✓ - 
Kinston Metropolitan District No. 1 ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - ✓ - ✓ - - 
Muegge Farms Metropolitan District No. 2 - - - ✓ ✓ - - - ✓ - ✓ ✓ - 
Prairie Corner Metropolitan District - ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - - - ✓ - ✓
STC Metropolitan District No. 2 - - ✓ ✓ ✓ - - - - - ✓ ✓ - 
Thompson Crossing Metropolitan District No. 3 ✓ ✓ - - ✓ - - - - - ✓ - ✓
Trailside Metropolitan District No. 1 - ✓ - ✓ ✓ - - - ✓ - ✓ - - 
Transport Metropolitan District No. 1 ✓ - - - - - - - ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ - 

Totals 8 9 4 7 12 1 0 0 5 2 13 8 5 

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. 
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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 

District Mill Levy Assessed Value 
2023 Property Tax 

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 15 
Special Districts Formed Prior to 1991 Delinquent with the Audit Law 2 or More Years as of July 1, 2025 

Years Delinquent Delinquent 
Since 

Financial 
Obligations1 2023 2022 Prior 

Central Conejos Fire Protection District2 ✓ ✓ 2022 - 

Granada Sanitation District ✓ ✓ ✓ 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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