
 
MAYOR'S INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME 

 
7:00 COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS 
 
7:10 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT  

 
7:15 REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS        Attach W-1 
   
7:20 REVIEW WEDNESDAY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 
7:30 APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS:  City Clerk 

Stephanie Tuin will bring options to the City Council for filing 
vacancies on the Planning Commission and Zoning Board of 
Appeals.       Attach W-2 

 
7:40 EMS UPDATE:  The GJFD and AMR have submitted further 

information and a staff committee consisting of the City Manager, 
City Attorney, Administrative Services Director and Assistant City 
Attorney have reviewed the amended proposals and interviewed 
representatives of both proposers.  The City Manager will update 
the City Council on the process.    Attach W-3 

 
8:10 TABOR UPDATE AND STRATEGIES:  Administrative Services 

and Finance Director Ron Lappi will review the City’s status in 
regard to the Taxpayer Bill of Rights and identify strategies to be 
used in the future to deal with such limitations.  Attach W-4 

 
ADJOURN 

 
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

WORKSHOP AGENDA 
 

MONDAY, DECEMBER 19, 2005, 7:00 P.M. 
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM 

250 N. 5TH STREET 
 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
Attach W-1 
Future Workshop Agendas 
 
 
  
 

(14 December 2005) 

 

 

 

JANUARY 2, MONDAY  

Canceled for New Year’s Holiday 

 

 

JANUARY 16, MONDAY 11:30 AM at the  Avalon Theater   

11:30 AVALON THEATER: Continued discussion of recent study 

 

JANUARY 16, MONDAY 7:00PM  

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND FUTURE 

WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 

7:35 CDBG: Update and possible plan amendments  

8:00 BIRD FLU UPDATE with Dr. Aduddell 
 

JANUARY 30, MONDAY 11:30 AM in the Administration Conference Room 

11:30 WESTERN COLORADO BOTANICAL GARDENS Board of Directors 

 

JANUARY 30, MONDAY 7:00PM  

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND FUTURE 

WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM UPDATE 

 

FEBRUARY 2006 
 

FEBRUARY 13, MONDAY 11:30 AM in the Administration Conference Room 

11:30 DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS 

 

FEBRUARY 13, MONDAY 7:00PM  

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND FUTURE 

WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 

7:35 JARVIS REDEVELOPMENT 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 

 

 

FEBRUARY 27, MONDAY 11:30 AM in the Administration Conference Room 

11:30 OPEN 

 

 

FEBRUARY 27, MONDAY 7:00PM  

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND FUTURE 

WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE 

7:45 RIVERSIDE PARKWAY: Phase 2 update 

 

 

MARCH 13, MONDAY 11:30 AM  

11:30 OPEN 

 

 

MARCH 13, MONDAY 7:00PM  

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND FUTURE 

WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS & COMMISSIONS 

7:35 OPEN 

 

 

 

 BIN LIST  

1. Police Department building 

2. North Avenue Corridor Plan (March?) 

3. Annual meeting with DDA Board (they would prefer as early as 

possible in 2006) 

4. Monthly Legislative Update: January Through May 

 
 
2006 Department Presentations to City Council  
Should we continue with these presentations in this way? 

 



                                                                                               

 

 

   

                       

Memorandum 
                                     

                         
TO: Kelly Arnold      

FROM: Mark Relph  

CC: David Varley, Tim Moore, Bob Blanchard   

DATE: December 13, 2005   

SUBJECT: Irrigation Lateral 135 requests to meet with City Council 

 
 
Subject: The Irrigation Lateral Company 135 has formally requested a meeting 
with City Council to discuss their challenges to maintain an open ditch irrigation 
system as part of new urban development. They are proposing a concept where 
new development fees are assessed at the time of development to place the 
open ditch system into a pipe. 
 
Attachments:  

1. Letter from the Irrigation Co dated  with accompanying pictures 
 
Background: The Lateral Company has expressed a growing concern to 
maintain an open ditch irrigation system originally intended for a more agricultural 
environment, with one that is changing to a more densely, urban setting.  The 
Lateral Company is proposing a system of fees to be assessed at the time of 
development, but there be other alternatives to address their concerns. 
 
The City’s current development review process for irrigation systems in new 
development is limited to ensuring the water is transferred through the 
subdivision in a reasonable manner.  If the system crosses what will be a public 
ROW, we ensure a sleeve is placed properly and compacted per our standards.  
Otherwise, we do not inspect the irrigation systems.  
 
Irrigation companies receive a set of plans during the review process, but rarely 
submit comments.    The majority of developments in the Pear Park area do pipe 
open ditches through the subdivision and usually place the pipe in the rear yard 
easements.  In this case, we would review the easement language and location 
of the easement.   If the subdivision proposes to use the irrigation water for 
outside watering, SSID’s includes a checklist for the system design, but our 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
review is very limited and we would not inspect the installation of the system.  On 
occasion, a development proposes to combine stormwater and irrigation in the 
same pipe/ditch system. We just completed a subdivision on Orchard Mesa with 
this type of combined facility.   In this case, we do a more thorough review of pipe 
sizes, projected stormwater runoff, etc. 
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Attach W-2 
Upcoming Appointments 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Upcoming Appointments to Boards & Commissions –Planning 
Commission/Zoning Board of Appeals 

Meeting Date December 19, 2005 

Date Prepared December 19, 2011 File # NA 

Author Stephanie Tuin City Clerk 

Presenter Name Stephanie Tuin City Clerk 

Report results back 
to Council 

X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

X Workshop  Formal Agenda  Consent  
Individual 
Consideration 

 
Summary: After three rounds of advertising and trying other methods of getting 
the word out, the City has received two applications plus three requests for 
reappointment.  Scheduling for interviews is the next step.  
 
Budget: NA 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation:   Direction on when to schedule for 
interviews.  
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1.  The current membership roster for both boards being discussed 
2.  Ethical Standards Resolution No. 84-02, adopted on 9-4-02 
 
 
Background Information:  
 
Planning Commission 
 
Four terms are expiring in October.  All incumbents are eligible for reappointment 
but only three are requesting reappointment.  The first alternate can be moved up 
into a regular position, the second alternate would then become first alternate and 
the vacancy is then a second alternate position and member of the Zoning Board of 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
Appeals.  Possible expertise needed on this board would include transportation, 
engineering or urban design expertise. 
 
The Planning Commission is a seven member board plus two alternates that serve 
four-year terms.  Members must be city residents.  The Planning Commission 
hears and decides certain planning and zoning related issues and will make 
recommendations to the City Council on similar matters.  The Commission holds 
public hearings on the 2nd and 4th Tuesday of each month at 7:00 p.m. and holds 
luncheon workshops twice a month.  Unlike other volunteer boards, members of the 
Commission, including each alternate, receive $25.00 for each meeting attended.  
The time commitment for the Planning Commission fluctuates but tends to be more 
than some of the other volunteer boards, from 15 to 25 hours per month. Meetings 
have lasted up to six hours (rare) or as short as 5 minutes but average three hours 
twice a month. There is quite a bit of preparation time needed before the meetings 
and the meetings are also televised.  
  
Planning Commission’s current projects include: a subcommittee is working on 
Big Box Code regulations and two members are serving on the 24 Road Subarea 
Plan review.  In 2006, a South Downtown Land Use Plan will begin and Planning 
Commission representatives will likely participate in that process.  
 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
 
Three of the members of the Zoning Board of Appeals also serve on the Planning 
Commission.  The Chair for the two boards is the same and then the two 
alternates for the Planning Commission are members of the Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  If an alternate member of the Planning Commission is made a regular 
member, a vacancy is created on the Appeals board. 
 
This Board is a five-member board which hears and decides appeals of 
administrative decisions, appeals for variances of the bulk requirements and non-
conforming uses, and requests for exceptions to the side or rear setback 
requirements pursuant to the Zoning and Development Code.  The Board also 
makes recommendations to the Planning Commission for amendments to the 
Zoning and Development Code.  Members must be City residents and the roster 
should contain members must be selected from the fields of: engineering, 
architecture, construction trades and citizens-at-large.  The Board meets on the 2nd 
Wednesday of the month at noon as needed, which is around five or six times per 
year.  The meetings are generally less than an hour. 
 

Direction Needed 
 

 Can we go forward with interviews of the three incumbents and the two 
new applicants to fill the vacancies? 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 Will the first alternate be moved up (as is customary)? 

 Are two applications sufficient to fill the vacancy as second alternate to the 
Planning Commission/ Zoning Board of Appeals member? 

 Who wants to be an interviewer? 

 Do we wait until after the first of the year to schedule an interview date? 
 
  



                                                                                               

 

 

   
PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
Four Year Terms 

 
Seven Member Board 

 

NAME APPTED REAPPT'D EXP OCCUPATION 
Roland E. Cole 

 
12-05-01  10-05 Retired 

John Redifer 12-05-01  10-05 Educator Mesa State 

Dr. Paul A. 
Dibble (chair) 

12-15-99 11-01-00 
10-06-04 

10-00 
10-08 

Theologist/ 
Business Owner 

Bill Pitts 04-17-02   10-05 Broker 

William E. 
Putnam 

11-01-00 12-05-01 10-05 Retired 

Lynn Pavelka-
Zarkesh 
 

08-18-04 
 

10-06-04 10-08 Instructor 

Tom Lowrey 
 

8/18/04 10-06-04 10-08 Attorney 

Reginald Wall 
(1st Alternate) 

08-18-04 10-06-04 10-08 Store Manager 

Patrick Carlow 
(2nd Alternate) 

11-17-04  10-08 Sales 

 
Seven members plus two BOA members as alternates are appointed by City 
Council. The chair of the Planning Commission also serves on the Board of 
Appeals. 
Members must be city residents. 
 
Meetings:  Second and fourth Tuesday, 7:00 p.m., City Auditorium 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
ZONING  

BOARD OF APPEALS 
 

Four Year Terms 
 

Five Member Board 
 

NAME APPTED REAPPT'D EXP OCCUPATION 

Paul Dibble 
Chair 

01-02 10-06-04 10-08 Theologist / Business 
Owner 

Mark 
Williams 

07-19-00 11-05-03 10-03 
10-06 

Attorney 

Travis Cox   08-18-04  10-07 Realtor 

Reginald 
Wall 
(1st 
Alternate) 

08-18-04 10-06-04 10-08 Store Manager 

Patrick 
Carlow 
(2nd 
Alternate) 

11-17-04  10-08 Sales 

 
 
Five voting members are appointed by City Council.  Members must be city 
residents and voting members must be selected from the fields of engineering, 
architecture, construction trades and citizens-at-large. The chair of the Planning 
Commission also serves on the Board of Appeals. 
 

Meetings:  Second Wednesday, noon, City Hall Auditorium 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 84-02 

 
A RESOLUTION CLARIFYING THE ETHICAL STANDARDS FOR MEMBERS 

OF THE CITY’S BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND SIMILAR GROUPS 
 

Recitals.   
 
A.  The various City boards, committees, commissions and other groups are 

similar in that:  the members are typically appointed by the City Council; the 
mission of each is somehow supportive of the City; and from the perspective 
of the citizen, the actions and pronouncements of the members of such 
boards and commissions may be viewed as being the act or pronouncement 
of the City. 

 
B.  The power and legal responsibilities of several of such City groups rise to the 

level that the City Council should provide additional guidance and rules, 
pursuant to the City charter, state and other law.   

 
C.  Members of entities/boards who have one or more of the following powers, 

duties or opportunities, should be subject to higher scrutiny and care, and will 
be termed “Authoritative”:  

 

 spend money,  

 adopt a budget,  

 buy or sell property,  

 act for or bind the City,  

 sue and be sued,  

 hire/fire and supervise employee(s),  

 make land use decisions, including zoning and/or variances;   

       issue and regulate City licenses, including the power to suspend or                      
revoke a right or privilege to do business with or within the City.   

 
D. The following are Authoritative:  

  
Grand Junction Downtown Development Authority  
Walker Field Public Airport Authority (only for the three City appointees) 
Grand Junction Housing Authority 
Grand Junction Planning Commission 
Grand Junction Planning Commission Board of Appeals 
Building & Fire Code Board of Appeals  
Contractor’s Licensing Board 
Parks Improvement Advisory Board (only for the City’s appointee) 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 Public Finance Corporation 

Riverview Technology Corporation 
Grand Junction Forestry Board 
Ridges Architectural Control Committee 
 

E.  A member of a body with advisory powers and duties only could normally not 
make a decision that is an actual conflict of interest, although a question of 
appearance of impropriety might arise.  Such groups that are normally acting 
through a City employee or another City group will be termed “Advisory” for 
this resolution. 
The following groups and boards are Advisory:  

  
Commission on Arts and Culture 
Parks and Recreation Advisory Board 
Urban Trails Committee 
Riverfront Commission 
Historic Preservation Board 
Growth Plan members  
Study groups  
Transit Committees/groups 
Visitor & Convention Bureau Board of Directors 
Other Ad Hoc Committees  
 

F. All members City’s boards and groups are encouraged to discuss such matters 
with the City Attorney or the Mayor as soon as the member determines that a 
situation or circumstances has arisen or is likely to.   

 
G. Some court cases from other jurisdictions have suggested that the ethical and 

conflict rules for Authoritative groups should be the same as the rules for the City 
Council.  Based on those cases, initial drafts of these rules treated all members 
of Authoritative groups as being equivalent as members of the City Council. 

 
While having one rule for the Council and all Authoritative groups has the benefit 
of simplicity, there are quite real and significant limitations.  Namely such a rule 
would mean, for example, that the spouse of an appointee to a City board would 
be prohibited from bidding on a City job, even though the particular board has no 
other connection with the bid.   

 
H. Having considered the benefits and practical impacts of the earlier draft, the 

Council determines that the earlier draft rule should apply to the members of the 
Council.  For authoritative boards, the rule should be to view each such board on 
its own, and not act as though totally unrelated boards and groups are the same 
for these purposes.   

 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 
1. These rules supplement state and other applicable law, especially including 

§101 of the City charter.   
 
2. The recitals are a substantive part of these rules. 
 
3. A member of an Authoritative board is subject to the same rules as is a 

Council person, but only with regard to the particular board or group on which 
the member serves.   

 
4. Rules for members of an Authoritative board are:  
  

(a) With regard to the board or group on which the member serves, it is not 
allowed for the member, or immediate family or business associates of 
the member, to contract with or have a business relationship with such 
member’s board or group.  

(b) It is not allowed for a member to act or be involved in a decision or 
situation in which it could reasonably be perceived that the member’s 
personal or financial interests could influence the decision-making.  

(c) Regarding the board or group on which a member serves, such member 
shall not act, influence or be involved in a decision or situation in which 
the member’s immediate family or business associate is involved.   

(d) Regarding the board or group on which the member serves, it is not 
allowed for a member’s immediate family or business associate to do 
business with the board or group.  

(e) Each member must disclose the conflict or appearance of impropriety 
(including the potential of either) as soon as possible.   

(f) If a conflict exists, the member must remove him or herself from further 
involvement in the decision or the process.  If an appearance of 
impropriety exists, the member may remove him/her self or may seek 
the guidance of the other members of the board or group.  In addition, if 
either a conflict or the appearance thereof reasonably exists, the 
member must avoid exercise of any attempt to influence any decision-
maker. 

 
5. Advisory boards and members are not subject to the rules that apply to 

Authoritative boards or groups, except that: 
 

(a)    A member of an advisory board or group must: as soon as possible 
disclose the conflict, appearance of impropriety, or potential thereof; and 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
such member must absent him/herself from participation or influence 
regarding the matter.   

 
6.  There is no conflict, nor impropriety, for any member of any City Authoritative 

or Advisory board or group if the matter does not involve the board or group 
on which the member serves.   

 
7.   Some explanatory situations are described on the attached “Ethical 

Situations and Recommended Actions.”     
 
For this resolution:   
 
(a) “disclosure” or “disclose” means to write or email each member of the 

respective board or group, and to send a copy to the Mayor and to the City 
Attorney.  The City Attorney shall deliver a copy of all such disclosures, 
along with any legal opinion that is made available to the public, to the City 
Clerk who will keep a public record of all such disclosures; 

 
(b) “immediate family” means a person’s spouse/partner and the person’s 

children, siblings and others living together as a family unit.  Cousins, 
aunts, uncles, and parents would not be deemed “immediate family” 
unless living with the person as a part of the same family unit; 

   
(c)  “business associate(s)” means a person who is: 
 
(i)  an owner of ten percent (10%) or more of a firm, corporation, limited 

liability company, partnership or other legal entity; and/or  
(ii)  an officer or director of a corporation; a manager or general manager of a 

member of a limited liability company;  a partner of a partnership or a 
similar position of authority in another entity.   

 
  
PASSED and ADOPTED this 4th day of September, 2002. 
 
         
 
             

        /s/ Cindy Enos-Martinez 
  

  President of the Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
/s/ Stephanie Tuin_______________ 
Stephanie Tuin 
City Clerk 

Memo 

To: City Council 

From: Dan Wilson, City Attorney 

CC: Law, Kelly Arnold, David Varley 

Date: July, 2002 

Re: Ethical Rules Scenarios 

 
 
Scenario #1:  An applicant for an authoritative board is the owner of a firm and 
routinely does business for the City, but not for the board for which he is 
applying.  The historical sales to the City by the applicant have all been pursuant 
to public bid process. 
 
Answer:  The applicant would be able to do business with the City and with any 
board other than the authoritative board to which appointed. 
 
Scenario #2:  An applicant for an authoritative board is not the owner, but is the 
number three person in a ten person firm that routinely does business with the 
City, but not for the board for which he is applying.  The sales to the City by the 
applicant’s firm are pursuant to public bid process.  
 
Answer:  If the #3 person is not an owner of the firm nor an officer, manager or 
member of the firm but is in a support role to the CEO/owner, then there is no 
conflict of interest.   
 
Does this second scenario involve an appearance of impropriety?  Stated 
another way, would a member of the public view the connection of the applicant 
to the firm as being identical as that of the owner?  If so, the #3 person should 
disclose his/her relationship with the firm during the application process.   
 

City of Grand Junction 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 
Scenario #3 – If the applicant for the authoritative board was one of the primary 
workers for the ten person firm, but not in a management or supervisory role, 
would the result change? 
 
Answer:  The resolution would allow the arrangement:.  The person can serve 
because the person is not exercising decision making authority for the firm.  
 
Scenario #4: – If an applicant for an authoritative board is the owner of a firm 
that provides services to another City authoritative board (rather than directly to 
the City), should the result change?  
 
Answer:  Because each authoritative board is viewed separately from other City 
authoritative boards, the applicant would be able to do business with the City and 
with any authoritative board except the one to which the person was appointed. 
 
Scenario #5:  If an applicant for an authoritative board is the husband of an 
owner of a firm that provides services to another City authoritative board, should 
the result change? 
 
Answer:  The owner/wife would only be barred from doing business with the 
particular authoritative board on which the husband served.    
 
Scenario #6 – If an applicant for an authoritative board is the sibling of an owner 
of a firm that provides services to another City authoritative board, should the 
result change? 
 
Answer:  This depends on the relationship between the siblings.  Unless the 
sibling was living in the same house as the owner of the firm, there is no conflict. 
 
An individual applicant or board member might still recuse in a particular instance 
regarding other members of one’s extended family if the relationship is such that 
it would be  difficult to make an independent  and objective decision.   
 
Scenario #7: If an applicant’s best friend does business with the City, but does 
not do business with the authoritative board itself, is that a problem? 
 
Answer:   No conflict exists.  Nevertheless, because the public could reasonably 
perceive that the close personal relationship would influence decision-making, 
recusal is appropriate. 
 
Scenario #8: If an applicant’s ex-spouse is one of the prime contractors for the 
City from time to time, but not at the time that the applicant would be appointed, 
would the applicant’s appointment bar another contract during his or her term? 



                                                                                               

 

 

   
 
Answer:  No, because the “ex-spouse” does not fit within the definition of family 
or close business associate. 
 
Scenario #9:  May the child of a member of an advisory board bid on a City 
Public Works Department contract authorized by the City Council? 
 
Answer:  Because the requirement for members of advisory boards is 
disclosure, once that has been completed, there is no other bar to such a bid.    
 
Scenario #10:  Assume that the Arts Commission was expected to recommend 
to the Parks Director regarding the Director’s purchase of a piece of art.  If one of 
the members of the Commission was close friends with the creator of one of the 
pieces of art, the member should disclose the relationship and avoid further 
involvement with the process of making recommendations and acquiring the 
artwork. 
 
 

-end- 
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Attach W-3 
EMS Update 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Update on Ambulance transport provider 

Meeting Date December 19, 2005 

Date Prepared December 15, 2005 File # 

Author 
Kelly Arnold 
Ron Lappi  
John Shaver 

City Manager 
Administrative Services Director 
City Attorney 

Presenter Name Kelly Arnold City Manager 

Report results back 
to Council 

 No X Yes When February, 2006 

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

   X Workshop  Formal Agenda  Consent  
Individual 
Consideration 

 
Summary and Background Information:  At the November 7, 2005 workshop, 
City Council gave direction to request  further financial information from the 
Grand Junction Fire Department (GJFD) and American Medical Response (AMR) 
on their respective responses to the Request for Proposals for ambulance 
service (RFP) for the Grand Junction ambulance service area (GJASA).  
 
The GJFD and AMR have submitted further information and a staff committee 
consisting of the City Manager, City Attorney, Administrative Services Director 
and Assistant City Attorney have reviewed the amended proposals and 
interviewed representatives of both proposers.   
 
The selection of an ambulance provider (for the Grand Junction Ambulance 
Service Area – GJ ASA) has been a goal of the City Council since the County 
resolution creating service areas was adopted in early 2005. The City Council 
has determined it is in the best interest of the community to have one ambulance 
provider service for the next five years with the opportunity to extend that service 
for an additional five years.  The ambulance service must be provided on specific 
performance standards that are required by the County.   
 
Budget:  Both responses were complete and responsive to the RFP and request 
for supplemental information.  Following are the estimated/proposed impacts to 
the City General Fund of each proposal as supplemented.   
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GJFD:  For six month of the first year of service (beginning July 1, 2006) the cost 
to the General Fund will be $654,690 (includes a one-time donation of $598,436 
for equipment).  In 2007 cost is projected to be $86,264; 2008 cost is $120,434; 
2009 cost is $258,500; and 2010 cost is $240,704.  
 
The estimates total $1.4 million for the first five years, with anticipated General 
Fund costs required thereafter.  
 
The GJFD has proposed that it will perform both emergent and non-emergent 
ambulance transport; however, on further review it is possible that the GJFD, if it 
was selected as the GJ ASA provider may subcontract the non-emergent work.  
It is unknown whether the GJFD would incur any additional cost or revenue if it 
did not perform the non-emergency transports.   
 
AMR:  Under the AMR proposal there is no General Fund cost except for the 
incremental cost for administering a performance contract with AMR.  Some 
additional staff time (finance, legal and fire administration) with perhaps a portion 
of a position being assigned to routinely monitor the contract would be 
necessary.  
 
AMR has offered to explore options for service that could include a collaborative 
approach to share some ambulance services and revenues with the City that 
could provide additional General Fund revenue depending up on the structure of 
the approach that is negotiated and agreed.   
 
Action Requested/Recommendation: The staff review committee 
acknowledges that the initial review committee did score the GJFD proposal 
higher in quality compared to AMR (852 points to 788 points) but the spread is 
negligible compared to the cost associated with the proposals.  Because of the 
significant cost of the GJFD proposal as well as the continuing cost of the 
proposed staffing increases, the staff committee concluded that the analysis and 
recommendation must turn on cost. 
 
AMR has a proven track record in Grand Junction of providing good service; the 
review team believes that AMR’s services may even improve, at no additional 
cost to the Grand Junction taxpayers, under the terms of a carefully drafted 
performance based agreement.   If AMR is selected and if contract negotiations 
are successful AMR will be required to post a $1,000,000 letter of credit as a 
performance guarantee. 
 
The staff review committee recommends that Council direct that negotiations 
begin with AMR on a five year agreement. Most specifically, staff is interested in 
pursuing options collaborative approaches with GJFD.  One option may be to 
carefully review and site ambulance stations for optimal response times.   
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Staff would request that the Council adopt the recommendation as soon as 
possible in order to begin negotiations with an anticipated start of a new contract 
in July 2006.  AMR has indicated that such a timetable is feasible for its 
operations.  Staff would like to schedule another workshop time with Council in 
February to give an update on the options prior to finalizing contract negotiations.    
 
In addition a letter will be sent to Mesa County providing an update. 
 
Attachments:   
 
 Letters from City Manager to GJFD and AMR to provide further 

information on their RFP.  
 Letter with financial information for GJFD. 
 Letter with financial information for AMR. 
 

.  
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Attach W-4 
TABOR Update 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Update on TABOR and Strategies 

Meeting Date December 19, 2005 

Date Prepared December 14, 2005 File # 

Author Ron Lappi Admin. Services and Finance Dir. 

Presenter Name Ron Lappi Admin. Services and Finance Dir. 

Report results back 
to Council 

X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

X Workshop  Formal Agenda  Consent  
Individual 
Consideration 

 
Summary: TABOR was adopted by the voters of the State of Colorado in November 
1992, and created various revenue growth restrictions, policies and practices.  It also 
restricts the ability of local governments to change tax rates, tax bases, and to issue 
various forms of general government debt.  The revenue growth restrictions can be 
overridden by a local vote, as debt, tax rates, and bases may be.   
 
 
Budget: Impacts on the City of Grand Junction began in 1998 with a small property tax 
refund.  Revenue refunds through 2005 have totaled $2,707,537; 
all of which has been property tax except $560,883 of general revenues (excluding 
property tax) in 1999.  Our future projections expect these numbers (especially property 
tax refunds) to continue to increase. 
 
 
Action Requested/Recommendation: Review and discuss TABOR implications for the 
City of Grand Junction, and identify possible override elections to retain revenues, 
increase tax rates, and/or authorize the use of debt. 
 
 
 

Attachments:   

 A lay person’s report on TABOR and how it works 

 Example of revenue growth calculation 

 Text of the actual TABOR Amendment to Article X, Section 20 

 Our TABOR compliance history 

 Graph of TABOR revenue and refund history 

 Graph of the beneficiaries of the recent TABOR authorized refund. 
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 20 year projection of revenue limit and actual revenue 

 TABOR growth rate projections versus actual revenue 

 Projected 20 year property tax refunds 

 Detailed worksheets at 5.5% and 6.0% Sales Tax Growth  
 
 
Background Information: Because of the continued local growth component of Grand 
Junction from new construction and annexation; the impacts on the City’s revenues has 
been minimal since 1992.  There were no refunds from 1993 through 1997.  We have 
had a property tax refund every year since 1997, that we refunded through a temporary 
credit mill levy, starting at $139,000 and which has grown to approximately $459,000 in 
2005.  The future is of course impossible to project and is sensitive to all kinds of 
variables from sales tax growth, to the Denver/Boulder Consumer Price Index, to new 
construction annually, to inflation, and to new annexations annually.  The models that 
we are using are very sensitive to minor changes in these variables over the next twenty 
years. 
 
If we asked the voters for approval of new taxes, debt or retention of property tax 
refunds; we would also ask to exempt those things from the TABOR base and 
limitations as part of the question.  In 2013 our City debt service, that is exempt from 
TABOR, will actually go down creating an opportunity to add some general government 
debt for a purpose supported by the community. 
 
Besides a tax and debt strategy, this may be the right time to consider a question before 
the voters on retention and utilization of the current property tax refund.  These amounts 
annually could pay of the Riverside Parkway Bonds early, or support a bond issue to 
build a new safety services facility to replace our aging Police Building.  The 22% 
assessed value increase this year has caused a 147% increase in the potential property 
tax refund next year, and significantly increases the potential retention value to the City.  
We normally expect an 8% increase in assessed values during the every other year 
reassessment.  Only if we raise our sales tax projection to 6%, will we experience a 
general government refund in the next twenty years.  Of course any one year spike in 
revenues will cause a refund, while a significant dip in revenues will cause the 
ratcheting down effect recently experienced by the State of Colorado. Options for the 
refund of revenues other than property tax, which must be returned to property tax 
payers (or retained with voter approval), can be refunded in a variety of creative ways 
including:  free days at the pools, free recreation programs for a month, free trash 
services for a month, checks to every household in the City, property tax refunds, free 
golf for certain days or a week, etc.  
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 Black Box Revenue Margin 

 

Property Tax Total To Be Local Growth Inflation Total Allowed 

Year Revenue Limit Limit > Actual 
Refund  

Actual > Limit Refund Refund Refunded By Component Component Growth Rate 
        Collection Year   Credit Mill Levy Collection Year Prior Year   

1994  $ 30,173,075   $ 31,013,075   $     840,000   $              -     $                 -     $              -      10.20% 4.20% 14.40% 

                   
1995  $ 33,928,634   $ 34,517,998   $     589,364   $              -     $                 -     $              -      5.04% 4.40% 9.44% 

                   
1996  $ 36,356,931   $ 37,677,748   $   1,320,817   $              -     $                 -     $              -      6.75% 4.30% 11.05% 

                   
1997  $ 38,779,149   $ 40,418,000   $   1,638,852   $              -     $                 -     $              -      7.67% 3.50% 11.17% 

           Levy 1999       
1998  $ 41,875,616   $ 41,753,509   $              -     $     122,107   $         138,752   $     138,752   Collection 2000  4.37% 3.30% 7.67% 

           Levy 2000       
1999  $ 44,715,776   $ 44,116,758   $              -     $     599,018   $           38,136   $     599,018   Collection 2001  3.26% 2.40% 5.66% 

           Levy 2001       
2000  $ 47,350,130   $ 47,187,284   $              -     $     162,845   $         245,167   $     245,167   Collection 2002  4.06% 2.90% 6.96% 

           Levy 2002       
2001  $ 49,552,042   $ 51,028,329   $   1,476,287   $              -     $         155,208   $     155,208   Collection 2003  4.18% 3.96% 8.14% 

           Levy 2003       
2002  $ 53,825,766   $ 54,769,872   $     944,106   $              -     $         320,273   $     320,273   Collection 2004  5.85% 4.68% 10.53% 

           Levy 2004       
2003  $ 57,304,509   $ 57,270,615   $              -     $       33,894   $         338,612   $     338,612   Collection 2005  4.50% 1.90% 6.40% 

           Levy 2005       
2004  $ 61,036,746   $ 60,586,584   $              -     $     450,163   $         451,463   $     451,463   Collection 2006  4.69% 1.10% 5.79% 

 Projection Actual  Projection  Projection Actual      Projection Levy 2006       
2005  $ 63,041,940   $ 63,379,625   $     337,685   $              -     $         459,044   $     459,044   Collection 2007  4.50% 0.11% 4.61% 

 Projection Projection  Projection  Projection Projection Projection Levy 2007 Actual   Projection  Projection  
2006  $ 66,840,523   $ 66,263,383   $              -     $     577,140   $      1,134,000   $   1,134,000   Collection 2008  4.11% 1.00% 5.11% 

 Projection Projection  Projection  Projection Projection Projection Levy 2008 Projection  Projection  Projection  
2007  $ 66,906,130   $ 69,844,588   $   2,938,458   $              -     $      1,123,000   $   1,123,000   Collection 2009  3.90% 1.50% 5.40% 

            

     Total thur 2007  $   4,964,537      

           
 

TABOR COMPLIANCE HISTORY 
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Historical Tabor Revenue and Refunds
1997 thru 2004

$-

$100,000.0

$200,000.0

$300,000.0

$400,000.0

$500,000.0

$600,000.0

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

R
e
fu

n
d

s

$20

$25

$30

$35

$40

$45

$50

$55

$60

$65

R
e
v
e

n
u

e
  
(M

il
li
o

n
s
)

Additional Refund from "Black Box"

Refund from Property Tax

"Black Box" Revenue

Revenue Limit



                                                                                               

 

 

   

 52 

      
 

 
 

     

      

      

      

      

      
      

      

      

      

      

      
 

 
 

     

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

      

       Ten Largest Property Values / Refunds 
    Name Headquarters 

  Refund Based on Home Value  Qwest Corp. Denver, CO 

 Market Value Refund  Wal-Mart / Sam's Club Bentonville, AR 

  $         100,000   $              4.96   SDG Macerich - Mesa Mall Santa Monica. CA 

  $         150,000   $              7.43   Public Service Co. Minneapolis, MN 

  $         200,000   $              9.91   Coors Porcelain Golden, CO 

  $         250,000   $            12.39   Sundstrand 
Windsor Locks, 
CT 

  $         300,000   $            14.87   Grand Mesa Center Birmingham, AL 

  $         350,000   $            17.35   Lowe's Companies, Inc. Mooresville, NC 

  $         400,000   $            19.82   MSPA Acquisition - DoubleTree United Kingdom 

  $         450,000   $            22.30   Target Corp. Minneapolis, MN 

Residential property owners 
will receive 37% of the 
refund. An average of $9.22 

per household.  

Businesses will receive 55% of the 

Tabor Refund.  

The City of Grand Junction is refunding $451,463 of property tax revenue 
collected in 2004 that was in excess of the limits set forth underr the Tabor 
Amendment. The refund is being disbursed to all property owners withing the 
incorporated city boundaries as a credit against property taxes owed and 
payable in the year 2006. The chart below depicts the proportionate share of 

the Tabor Refund by property type based on assessed values. 
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"Black Box" Revenue -vs- Revenue Limit
Projection 2005 thru 2024

$50.0

$70.0

$90.0

$110.0

$130.0

$150.0

$170.0

$190.0

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

M
il
li
o

n
s

"Black Box" Revenue

Revenue Limit



                                                                                               

 

 

   

 54 

Tabor Growth Rate Projections
2005 thru 2024
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Projected Tabor Refunds
2005 thru 2024
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Total Projected from 2005 thru the Year 2024 = $41.5 Million.
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