
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 
 

August 7, 2002 
 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 7th 
day of August 2002, at 7:38 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were Council-
members Harry Butler, Dennis Kirtland, Jim Spehar, Janet Terry, Reford Theobold and 
President of the Council Cindy Enos-Martinez.  Councilmember Bill McCurry was absent.  
Also present were City Manager Kelly Arnold, City Attorney Dan Wilson and City Clerk 
Stephanie Tuin. 
 
President of the Council Cindy Enos-Martinez called the meeting to order.  Council-
member Butler led in the pledge of allegiance.  The audience remained standing for the 
invocation by Eldon Coffey, Retired Minister. 
 
PROCLAMATIONS 
 
PROCLAIMING AUGUST 17, 2002 AS “GRAND JUNCTION HIGH SCHOOL’S CLASS 
OF 1962 DAY" IN THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 
APPOINTMENTS 
 
TO THE RIVERFRONT COMMISSION 
 
Councilmember Theobold moved to reappoint Paul Jones to a three-year term, reappoint 
Bill Findlay to fill an unexpired term, to appoint John Gormley and Eric Marquez to three-
year terms. Councilmember Spehar seconded.  Motion carried. 
 
PRESENTATION OF CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 
TO BOARD MEMBERS FOR THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY  
 
The Mayor presented Certificates of Appointment to PJ McGovern and Larry Botkin. 
 
SCHEDULED CITIZEN COMMENTS 
 
There were none. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Item #6, Setting a Hearing on Amending the Zoning and Development Code Regarding 
Design Standards for the B-1 Zone District, was pulled and scheduled for the City Council 
workshop on September 16, 2002. 
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It was moved by Councilmember Kirtland, seconded by Councilmember Theobold, and 
carried by a roll call vote, to approve Consent Items #1 through #7. 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the Special Meeting of June 24, 2002, the 

Summary of the July 15, 2002 Workshop and the Minutes of the July 17, 2002 
Regular Meeting 

 
2. Contract for Painting Stadium Stands 

 
Contract for painting of the metal stadium stands at Stocker Stadium and Suplizio 
Field.  The project consists of steam cleaning stands, treating rust areas and 
painting all previously painted areas of the metal stands including handrail and 
area underneath.  The Stadium was last painted in 1997.  

 
The following bids were opened on July 18, 2002: 

 

Contractor From Bid Amount 

Westwind Painting  Grand Junction $58,419.00 

DeHaven Painting Grand Junction $69,680.00 

 
Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Sign a Contract for Painting the Stadium 
Stands with Westwind Painting Contractors for $58,419.00. 

 
3. Contract for Engineering Options for the Riverside Parkway Project 
 

This project consists of analyzing the Colorado River in the area of HWY 50 and 
the Union Pacific Railroad to determine if the proposed Riverside Parkway can 
be constructed under the existing bridges.  The analysis will identify and address 
issues associated with various agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, the Federal Emergency Management Agency and 
Colorado Division of Wildlife. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Sign a Contract for the Hydraulic Analysis 

and Design for the Riverside Parkway with Owen Ayres and Associates, Inc. Not 
to Exceed the Amount of $288,000. 

 
4. Contract for 2002 Street Pavement Overlays 
 

Bids were received and opened on July 30, 2002 for the 2002 Pavement Overlays 
construction project.  The low bid was submitted by Old Castle SW Group dba 
United Companies of Mesa County in the amount of $619,496.00. 

  
 The following bids were opened on July 30, 2002: 
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Old Castle SW Group $619,496.00 

Elam Construction Inc. $664,664.00 

Engineer’s Estimate $730,911.75 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Construction Contract for 2002 

Street Pavement Overlays with Old Castle SW Group in the Amount of $619,496 
 
5. Setting a Hearing on the Gerick Annexation, Located at 324 Quail Drive [File 

# ANX-2002-136] 
 
The Gerick Annexation is an annexation comprised of 1 parcel of land on 4.5293 
acres located at 324 Quail Drive.  The owner is seeking annexation as part of 
their request for an administrative review of a simple subdivision for a proposed 
new single-family residence, pursuant to the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa 
County. 

 
a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use Con-

trol and Jurisdiction 
 

Resolution No. 76-02 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 
the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hear-
ing on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Gerick Annexation 
Located at 324 Quail Drive 

 
b. Set a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 

 
Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Gerick Annexation, Approximately 4.5293 Acres, Located at 324 Quail Drive 
 
Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 76-02 and Proposed Ordinance on First Reading 
Setting a Hearing for September 18, 2002 
 

6. Setting a Hearing on Amending the Zoning and Development Code   
Regarding Design Standards for the B-1 Zone District [File # TAC-2002-131] 

 
The following amendments to the Zoning and Development Code pertaining to 
the Neighborhood Business (B-1) zone district and the sign code are proposed  
1) revise the application of the zone district to the Growth Plan Future Land Use 
Map; 2) refine and clarify the scale, scope and intensity of land uses intended in 
a neighborhood business center; and 3) expand performance standards to ad-
dress neighborhood compatibility concerns.   
 
Proposed Ordinance Amending the Zoning and Development Code Pertaining to 
Neighborhood Business (B-1) Zone District and Sign Code 
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Action:  This item was pulled and will be scheduled for the City Council workshop 
on September 16, 2002. 
 

7. Revocable Permit for Boomer’s Located 436 Main Street [File # RVP-2002-
147] 

 
Boomer’s Restaurant and Nightclub, to be located at 436 Main Street, is request-
ing approval of a Revocable Permit for a required grease trap in the alley right-of-
way behind this location. 

 
Resolution No. 57-02 – A Resolution Concerning the Issuance of a Revocable 
Permit to Janet Gardner and Chester L. Allen dba as Boomers Located at 436 
Main Street 

 
 Action: Adopt Resolution No. 57-02 
 

 
* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 

 
Water Conservation 
 
Councilmember Spehar detailed the work the Council has been doing this week to 
determine areas where the City might conserve water and therefore leave water in the 
canals to possibly extend the availability of irrigation water to be used by agriculture.  The 
City is proposing to conserve about 1.5 million gallons of water per day.  The City is also 
encouraging other efforts to conserve and to also ask citizens to report any broken 
sprinklers or other water waste. 
 
Award of Grant for COPS in Schools Program 
 
The U.S. Department of Justice awarded the Grand Junction Police Department a grant 
to provide funds toward salaries and benefits for a School Resource Officer who will be 
assigned to work in and around schools under the COPS in Schools grant program.  
 
Greg Morrison, Chief of Police, reviewed this item. 
 
Councilmember Butler inquired if the resource officers go to the elementary schools.  
Chief Morrison responded that yes, the officer assigned to each Middle School also visits 
the feeder elementary schools. 
 
Upon motion made by Councilmember Kirtland, seconded by Councilmember Butler, and 
carried by a roll call vote, Council authorized the City Manager to accept the COPS in 
Schools Grant Award of $125,000 to assist in the funding of one School Resource Officer 
over a three-year period. 
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Public Hearing - Transfer of the City’s 2002 PAB Allotment to CHFA 
 
The City of Grand Junction received a Private Activity Bond allocation from the State of 
Colorado Department of Local Affairs for the fifth time in 2002 as a result of the City 
reaching a 40,000-population level in 1997.  The bond authority can be issued on a tax-
exempt basis for various private purposes.  The City can reserve this authority for future 
housing benefits by ceding the authority to CHFA at this time. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:58 p.m. 
 
Ron Lappi, Administration Services Director, reviewed the request and stated that there is 
a request to use the funds this year by a local business, Pyramid Printing, for their 
expansion.  He and the City Manager therefore request that this item be pulled and that at 
the next meeting a resolution for inducement will be brought to Council.  Mr. Lappi said 
September 15th is the deadline for ceding the allotment to CHFA. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked for details on how the funding becomes available to local 
businesses.  Mr. Lappi listed the ways the City advertises the availability of the funds. 
 
Councilmember Spehar clarified how the bonds work by stating the bonds allow a 
business to get a lower interest rate but it does not obligate the City in any way.  Mr. 
Lappi confirmed that. 
 
Councilmember Spehar felt it was worth not adopting the ordinance in order to allow the 
opportunity for the bonds to be used. 
 
Council President Enos-Martinez stated she would not be voting, as she is a member of 
the Governor’s Housing Board. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:04 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 3453 – An Ordinance Authorizing Assignment to the Colorado Housing 
and Finance Authority of a Private Activity Bond Allocation of City Of Grand Junction 
Pursuant to the Colorado Private Activity Bond Ceiling Allocation Act 
 
Councilmember Spehar moved to decline the Ordinance No. 3453, Councilmember Terry 
seconded.  The adoption of Ordinance No. 3453 was declined by a roll call vote.  Motion 
carried. 
 
Public Hearing - Reconsidering the Rezone Request for Valley Meadows North 
Development [File #RZP-2002-019] CONTINUED FROM THE JULY 17, 2002 MEETING 
 
Council President Enos-Martinez recused herself from this item.  President Pro Tem 
Kirtland presided. 
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Reconsideration and second reading of the Rezoning Ordinance for the Valley Meadows 
North property Located at the North End of Kapota Street, from Residential Single Family 
Rural (RSF-R) to Residential Single Family - 4 (RSF-4). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:05 p.m. 
 
Lisa Gerstenberger, Senior Planner reviewed this item. 
 
City Attorney Dan Wilson explained the specifics of this request and the reason the City 
Attorney is involved in this case.  He explained what issues are addressed at the zoning 
consideration and what items are addressed at the subdivision/preliminary plat level.  He 
said if the rezoning request is approved, then Council will be looking at the subdivision. 
 
He also explained why a zoning of RSF-2 would be inappropriate in this case, since the 
maximum is 2 units per acre, but the minimum is also 2 units per acre.  An amendment is 
probably needed for definition.  Mr. Wilson said on a RSF-4 zoning the minimum is also 2 
units per acre with a maximum of 4 units per acre.  He said a RSF-4 zoning is a perfect fit 
for the property.  He said and recommends procedurally, Council should solicit public 
input and listen to the neighbors, but also remind everybody that the level of detail comes 
at the next step in the review process. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked if the strike-through areas in the revised staff report should 
not even be included.  Mr. Wilson said yes, but the material had already been distributed 
and Council is therefore directed to disregard. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked Mr. Wilson to clarify on how the rezone criteria should be 
used.  Mr. Wilson said they should be considered altogether.  If the issues listed under #3 
can be reasonably solved prior to final plat, then the rezone meets the criteria.  If the 
engineers can say these are normal engineering issues.  As written, items #3 and #5 
conflict, #3 needs rewording and cannot stand alone.  He said these changes would be 
included in the current code amendment process. 
 
Rich Krohn, 744 Horizon Court, attorney for the developer Ed Lenhart, supported the 
descriptions in the staff report as to how the rezone criteria is met with one exception, the 
conflict with Policy 24.2.  He did not feel that this is really a rezone policy. 
 
Another point is that RSF-4 is the only zone that is consistent with the Growth Plan 
(3.3.d).  RSF–2 has a ceiling of 2 units per acre, and it is almost impossible for a RSF-2 to 
be built at the Growth Plan density. 
 
The surrounding zones are Planned Developments.  Planned Developments are required 
to provide open space.  A straight zone requires a fee in lieu of open space.  Mr. Krohn 
said in order for a development to be a Planned Development, at least 30 acres are 
required. 
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Mr. Krohn then identified the densities in the surrounding subdivisions. 
 
President Pro Tem Kirtland asked for public comments. 
 
Helen Dunn, 2557 McCook Avenue, read a statement into the record (see attached 
Exhibit A). 
 
John Chapman, 667 Kapota Street, also read a statement into the record (see attached 
Exhibit B).  He asked that his presentation from May 1, 2002 be included into the record.  
It was provided to the City Clerk (see attached Exhibit C).  
 
Councilmember Spehar asked what the density in the blue area on his map is indicating.  
Mr. Chapman replied the density is two or less units per acre. 
 
Jim Grisier, 690 25 ½ Road, refuted Mr. Krohn’s statement as to the size needed for a 
PUD.  He reiterated that he is willing to make a trail contribution.  He referred to rezone 
criteria #3 and #5 and said this is the way it is written and has an impact on the people 
who live in the area.  He said once the zoning has been assigned, the neighborhood has 
no more say in the matter.  He asked that the property be zoned either RSF-2 or PUD. 
 
Russ Wiseman, 660 Kapota Street, addressed the street system and the bottlenecks 
created.  He opposed the rezone. 
 
There were no other public comments. 
 
Councilmember Theobold asked Mr. Wilson that if the rezoning is approved, if the next 
step is the preliminary plan? 
 
Mr. Wilson explained the next step will be to lay out the details and that plan will go to the 
Planning Commission for preliminary plat approval.  If it meets the code, the Planning 
Commission is obligated to approve the plan.  If the approval is then appealed, then 
Council asks the Planning Commission if it adequately looked at the criteria.  Now the 
appeal is based solely on what was said at the Planning Commission meeting, i.e. the 
record. 
 
Councilmember Theobold asked Mr. Wilson if the issues of drainage and their impacts 
are subjective issues, and if the Planning Commission addresses them, can Council only 
review those items if appealed and take no new testimony.  Mr. Wilson replied that this is 
true but the final technical detailed work has not been done; that this is done at the staff 
level recommending the final engineering solutions. 
 
Councilmember Theobold asked Mr. Wilson how to choose between adopting the code 
as written rather than as intended, as in the rezone criteria.  Mr. Wilson said he disagreed 
with Mr. Grisier’s characterization as to what he had said and one must read the seven 
criteria all together to form a judgment.  However, Mr. Wilson agreed that the language 
could be better. 
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Councilmember Theobold said if he understands correctly then all of the criteria doesn’t 
have to be met but that Council should look and judge on the big picture. 
 
Councilmember Spehar said he voted in favor of the rezone last time. He felt those issues 
were considered and saw that those issues were solvable if there is a rezone.  The plan 
has 3.4 units per acre and in order to solve this issue, the Planning Commission can 
require a lower density at Preliminary Plan. 
 
Mr. Wilson said a RSF-4 zoning has 2 to 4 units per acre and takes into account the 
streets and all the infrastructure and facilities. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked Mr. Wilson to explain the public input process for Preliminary 
Plan review. 
 
Mr. Wilson said formal notice is given at the Planning Commission, and then is posted, 
published and on the agenda and that this is the key time for public input. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked if irrigation is one of the considerations at Preliminary Plan.  
Mr. Wilson replied that the City doesn’t mandate irrigation, but if the property will be 
irrigated, standards are in place and that issue is addressed at the Preliminary Plat. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked about the open space requirement for a PUD.  Mr. Wilson 
said the open space requirement is 10%.  He explained that under the new code, the City 
can choose open space dedication, if it makes sense, or a fee in lieu if the space is 
insufficient or not needed in that area. 
 
Councilmember Terry wanted to know if that does preclude open space in a development 
of less than 30 acres.  Mr. Wilson said the City’s 3-acre minimum will usually control that 
decision. 
 
Mr. Wilson clarified that under the new code, Planned Zones are the exception and 
therefore must provide some additional benefit to the community. 
 
Councilmember Terry wanted a definition of RSF-2.  Mr. Wilson compared the RSF-4 to 
the RSF-2 zoning.  Councilmember Terry said then a RSF-2 would be out of compliance 
with the Growth Plan.  Mr. Wilson said it would be barely compliant. 
 
Councilmember Theobold requested more information on the surrounding density.  Ms. 
Gerstenberger provided that information. 
 
Councilmember Theobold noted that the property could then actually be zoned with the 
PUD designation and not be build out or it could be built out at a slightly lesser density. 
 
Mr. Krohn, attorney for the developer Ed Lenhart, said he stands corrected on the open 
space requirement and asked that the notice be made a part of the record. He said the 
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request is for a zoning of RSF-4, so Council can approve or deny the request, not decide 
on RSF-2.  He then reviewed the surrounding zones, including the Planned 
Developments, and said they would all require RSF-4, none would fit RSF-2. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 9:49 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Terry said it was a good discussion and she felt that RSF– 4 is a good fit, 
however, compatibility with the neighborhood is important.  RSF–2 is also compatible so 
RSF–4 is not the best fit. 
 
Councilmember Theobold said a RSF–4 zoning is the only real choice. He said his issues 
are more appropriate for another hearing and the critical question right now is whether 
Council is obligated under the implied criteria or obligated by its intent, and for Council to 
accept the attorney’s advice and accept the other issues are topics for the next step. 
 
Councilmember Spehar agreed with Councilmember Theobold and said the issues of 
concern are for the next phase and that RSF-4 is an appropriate zone, noting Council 
must be true to the Growth Plan.  He said the neighbors need to know that a solution to 
be proposed for the problems might be to reduce the density.  The opportunity to address 
those issues will be before the Planning Commission and under the current code there is 
no such zoning as RSF–3.  He said a PUD is not a fit and therefore supports a RSF-4 
zoning. 
 
Councilmember Kirtland expressed his disappointment that a PUD could not work 
because there is no community benefit.  Approving the zoning will only add an opportunity 
for a problem, therefore, he cannot support a RSF-4 zoning. 
 
Ordinance No. 3452 – An Ordinance Rezoning the Valley Meadows North Property, 
Located at the North End of Kapota Street, from Residential Single Family Rural (RSF-R) 
to Residential Single Family-4 (RSF-4) 
 
Upon motion made by Councilmember Spehar, seconded by Councilmember Theobold, 
to approve Ordinance No. 3452 on Second Reading, the motion failed with a roll call vote 
of 3 to 2.  Councilmembers Butler, Kirtland and Terry voted no.  Councilmembers Spehar 
and Theobold voted yes. 
 
Council took a recess at 10:00 p.m. 
 
Council reconvened at 10:10 p.m. 
 
Council President Cindy Enos-Martinez returned and presided over the rest of the 
meeting. 
 
Discussion of Ethical Standards for Members Serving on City Boards and 
Commissions 
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Council discussed standards for advisory boards and City groups, as well as for the mem-
bers of City Boards and Commissions that have final administrative decision-making 
duties. 
 
City Attorney Dan Wilson reviewed this item.  He distributed a new draft that would allow 
the members of unrelated boards to still contract with the City as long as their relationship 
was disclosed.  Mr. Wilson said the term "close business associate" still needs to be 
defined. 
 
Councilmember Spehar questioned if the new draft was for convenience of the board 
members, and if so, he felt that inconvenience was not a good reason to lower the ethical 
standards for members serving on City boards.  He said there is no shortage of applicants 
wanting to serve on the boards and if the original draft of the resolution is within the 
statutes to let Council stay with that draft. 
 
Mr. Wilson replied that he would not recommend the new draft if it was not within the 
limits of the law. 
 
Councilmember Spehar said it sounds like it still leaves Council and their appointees 
exposed to liability and/or a perception of impropriety. 
 
Mr. Wilson noted that, although the courts support the stricter guidelines, he is 
comfortable with the new alternative, and that, if challenged in court, the City will prevail 
and there is no exposure with disclosure. 
 
Councilmember Terry asked when the disclosure must be given.  Mr. Wilson said when 
the contract is awarded. 
 
Mr. Wilson said he would take the draft and circulate it for consideration to the other 
boards.  Councilmember Terry said she thinks the education of other boards and 
circulation of the policy should come after Council has made their decision. 
 
Councilmember Spehar added that Mr. Wilson should meet with the boards already 
scheduled.  Mr. Wilson said the only meeting he has scheduled is with the VCB. 
 
City Manager Kelly Arnold asked if monetary thresholds were included in the proposal as 
an option.  Councilmember Terry said she certainly would consider changes from the City 
Manager.  Mr. Wilson said monetary thresholds might complicate the issue, but he will 
draft a third alternative with that included. 
 
Bruce Hill, 1648 Crestview Drive, DDA Board Member, wanted Council to know that he 
supports the elements of the second alternative. 
 
Doug Simons, 653 Roundhill Drive, who also is a DDA Board Member and a local 
business owner, also supported the second proposal. 
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Greg Palmer, 2827 Texas Avenue, who also serves on the DDA Board and is a local 
business owner, said he hasn’t read the second proposal but he encourages Council to 
remember that they are trying to serve the community and too high standards will start to 
eliminate folks that are active in the community if they have to meet the same standards 
as City Council members. 
 
The final draft of the proposed resolution will be presented at the September 4th City 
Council meeting. 
 
NON-SCHEDULED CITIZENS & VISITORS 
 
There were none. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
It was agreed upon that interview dates for the Planning Commission Board of Appeals 
and VCB would be set-up via e-mail. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The City Council meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Stephanie Tuin, CMC 
City Clerk 
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