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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 
 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 13, 2010, 7:00 P.M. 
 

 
 

Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance 
Invocation – Moment of Silence 

 
 

Proclamations 
 
Proclaiming the Week of September 17 through September 23, 2010 as ―Constitution 
Week‖ in the City of Grand Junction 
 
Proclaiming October 2, 2010 as ―Oktoberfest Day‖ in the City of Grand Junction 
 
Proclaiming September 27, 2010 ―Family Day – A Day to Eat Dinner with Your Children

TM 
" in 

the City of Grand Junction 

 
 

Recognitions 
 
Recipient of Yard of the Month for September, Michelle Alford, 405 Belford Avenue 
 
 

Council Comments 
 
 

Citizen Comments 
 
 

City Manager’s Report 

 
 

To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, go to www.gjcity.org 
 

http://www.gjcity.org/
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* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting             Attach 1 
  

 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the August 30, 2010 Regular Meeting 
 

2. Setting a Hearing on Prohibition of Medical Marijuana Commercial Activity 
                   Attach 2 
 
 On August 30, 2010 the City Council considered prohibition of the operation of 

medical marijuana centers, optional premises cultivation operations and medical 
marijuana infused products manufacturing operations in the City.  Following 
consideration, the City Council requested the City Attorney write an ordinance 
prohibiting the same. The ordinance is presented here for consideration. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Prohibiting the Operation of Medical Marijuana Businesses 

and Amending the Grand Junction Municipal Code by the Addition of a New 
Section Prohibiting Certain Uses Relating to Marijuana 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for October 4, 

2010 
 
 Staff presentation: John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

3. CDBG Subrecipient Contracts for Funds and Projects within the Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) 2010 Program Year [File #CDBG 2010-03; 
2010-05; 2010-08]                                                                                         Attach 3 

 
 The Subrecipient Contracts formalize the City’s award of a total of $52,782 to 

various non-profit organizations allocated from the City’s 2010 CDBG Program 
as previously approved by Council. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Sign the Subrecipient Contracts with the 

St. Mary’s Foundation Foster Grandparent Program, the Center for Enriched 
Communications dba Counseling and Education Center and the Center for 
Independence for the City’s 2010 Program Year Funds 

 
 Staff presentation: Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner/CDBG Administrator 
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4. Contract Award for Visitor and Convention Bureau Web Site Marketing 

Services                                                                                                        Attach 4 
 
 In an effort to promote Grand Junction as a visitor destination, Staff is requesting 

a contract award for Web Site Marketing.  The selected firm will work together 
with the Grand Junction Visitor and Convention Bureau (GJVCB) to meet 
marketing objectives. 
 
Action:  Authorize the Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to Miles Media of 
Sarasota, Florida in the Amount of $125,000 for Web Site Marketing Services   
 
Staff presentation: Debbie Kovalik, Economic, Convention and Visitor Services 

Department Director 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
 

5. 2010 Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project                                  Attach 5 
 
 The existing Railhead Lift Station serves an area extending from the Appleton 

neighborhood on the northeast to the commercial/industrial area near I-70B and 
I-70 on the southwest.  The existing station is over 28 years old and is failing, 
with monthly repairs required to keep it operational.  A complete failure of the lift 
station could result in sewage spills reaching the Colorado River.  This project 
will replace the aging lift station with a new lift station that will operate for at least 
50 years. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with M.A. 

Concrete Construction, Inc. in the Amount of $198,168.60 for the Completion of 
the 2010 Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
 

6. Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant AIP-46 

at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Supplemental Co-sponsorship 

Agreements for Construction of a Perimeter Fence         Attach 6 
 
 AIP-46 is a grant for $4,150,000.00 for the construction of perimeter fence that 

was designed with the previously approved AIP-44 grant for $497,361.00 for the 
design of the southern Perimeter Fence which will replace all fence from 27 ¼ 
Road to north of the Speedway on the east end of the Grand Junction Regional 
Airport property.  The Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreements are required by 
the FAA as part of the grant acceptance by the City. 
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 Action:  Authorize the Mayor and City Attorney to sign the original FAA AIP-46 
Grant Documents for the Construction of the Southern Portion of Perimeter 
Fence at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Authorize the City Manager to 
Sign the Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreements for AIP-46 

 
 Staff presentation:  Rex A. Tippetts, AAE, Director of Aviation 
 

7. Change Order #1 to the Construction Contract for the 29 Road and I-70B 

Interchange Phase Project                                                                     Attach 7 
 
 Change Order #1 to the Construction Contract for the 29 Road and I-70B 

Interchange Phase Project would increase the contract amount by $283,000.  
Because funding for the project is being shared equally between the City and 
County, the City’s share of the Change Order cost would be $141,500.  This 
Change Order is necessary because the actual conditions being encountered in 
the field do not fit with the original design and additional construction work must 
be added to the contract to ensure that the structure will meet the 50 year design 
life. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Execute Change Order #1 to 

the Construction Contract with Lawrence Construction Company, of Littleton, 
Colorado for the 29 Road and I-70B Interchange Phase Project, Changing the 
Total Contract Amount to $19,595,363.34 thereby Increasing the Contract by 
$283,000 

 
 Staff presentation: Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

8. Public Hearing—St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s Housing Rezone, Located at 

415 S. 3
rd

 Street [File #RZ-2010-073]                                                          Attach 8 
 
 Request to rezone 0.28 acres located at 415 S. 3

rd
 Street from C-1, (Light 

Commercial) to B-2, (Downtown Business) zone district in anticipation of 
developing the properties for multi-family dwelling units for homeless veterans. 

 
 Ordinance No. 4434—An Ordinance Rezoning St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s 

Housing from C-1 (Light Commercial) to B-2 (Downtown Business), Located at 
415 S. 3

rd
 Street 
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®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4434 
 
Staff presentation: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 

9. Public Hearing—Issuance of Certificates of Participation to Finance Certain 

Improvements to Sam Suplizio Field/Ralph Stocker Stadium             Attach 9 
 

Second reading and public hearing on an ordinance to consider the proposed  
execution and delivery of one or more series of Certificates of Participation 
(COP’s) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $7,800,000.   

 
The COP’s represent assignments of the right to receive certain revenues 
pursuant to a Lease Purchase Agreement between the Grand Junction Public 
Finance Corporation, a Colorado non-profit corporation, as lessor and the City as 
lessee. The proceeds will be used to finance the construction of certain 
improvements to Sam Suplizio Field/Ralph Stocker Stadium.  The improvements 
include replacing the existing press boxes, adding concourse and concession 
areas and adding box seating.   

  
 Ordinance No. 4435—An Ordinance Authorizing the Execution and Delivery of a 

Ground and Improvement Lease Agreement, a Lease Purchase Agreement, a 
Continuing Disclosure Certificate, an Official Statement, and Related Documents 
by the City; Approving the Forms of Related Documents; and Providing for Other 
Matters Relating Thereto (Sam Suplizio Field /Ralph Stocker Stadium) 

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4435 

 
 Staff presentation: Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
                     Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
     

10. Public Hearing—Issuance of Certificates of Participation to Construct Public 

Safety Buildings                                                                                      Attach 10 
 
 Second reading and a public hearing to consider the proposed execution and 

delivery of one or more series of certificates of participation in an aggregate 
principal amount not to exceed $36,300,000.  These certificates represent 
assignments of the right to receive certain revenues pursuant to a Lease Purchase 
Agreement between Zions First National Bank, as lessor, and the City, as lessee. 
The proceeds will be used by the City to finance the construction of a police 
station, emergency communication center and the possible remodel of the existing 
shops building to serve as Fire Station #1 and the Fire Administration building.    
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  Ordinance No. 4436—An Ordinance Authorizing the Execution and Delivery of a 
Ground and Improvement Lease Agreement, a Lease Purchase Agreement, a 
Continuing Disclosure Certificate, an Official Statement, and Certain Related 
Documents by the City; Approving the Forms of Related Documents; and 
Providing for Other Matters Relating Thereto (Public Safety Buildings) 

 
®Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 
of Ordinance No. 4436 

 
 Staff presentation: Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
                     Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
 

11. Contract Award for Visitor and Convention Bureau Advertising Services      
                                                                                                                           Attach 11 
 
 In an effort to promote Grand Junction, Staff is requesting a contract award for 

Advertising Services.  The selected firm will work together with the Grand 
Junction Visitor and Convention Bureau (GJVCB) to target audiences and 
develop a comprehensive tactical marketing plan. 

 
Action:   Authorize the Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to CCT 
Advertising of Denver, Colorado in the Amount of $375,000 for Advertising 
Services  
 
Staff presentation: Debbie Kovalik, Economic, Convention and Visitor Services 

Department Director 
     Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

12. Resolution Opposing Amendment 60                                                 Attach 12 
 
 Amendment 60, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, 

has been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the 
November 2, 2010 election.  Amendment 60 would among other things change 
Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to create additional 
restrictions on the collection and use of property taxes. 

 
Resolution No. 37-10—A Resolution Opposing Amendment 60 on the November 
2, 2010 General Election Ballot  
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®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 37-10 
 
Staff presentation: Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
   Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
   John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

13. Resolution Opposing Amendment 61                                                 Attach 13 
 

Amendment 61, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, 
has been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the 
November 2, 2010 election.  Amendment 61 would among other things change 
Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to prohibit the State 
from incurring debt and limit how local government incurs debt. 

 
Resolution No. 38-10—A Resolution Opposing Amendment 61 on the November 
2, 2010 General Election Ballot  
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 38-10 
 
Staff presentation: Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
   Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
   John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

14. Resolution Opposing Proposition 101                                                Attach 14 
 
 At the November 2, 2010 election voters will decide Proposition 101, an initiated 

change to Colorado law.   
 
Proposition 101 would amend Colorado law to change State income taxes and 
reduce various fees and taxes on motor vehicles and telecommunications 
services.  Even though this measure is a statutory change, it would require a 
statewide election to amend or repeal the proposition if it is approved by the 
voters. 

 
Resolution No. 39-10—A Resolution Opposing Proposition 101 on the November 
2, 2010 General Election Ballot  
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 39-10 
 
Staff presentation: Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
   Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
   John Shaver, City Attorney 
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15. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

16. Other Business 
 

17. Adjournment 
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Attach 1 

Minutes from previous meeting 
 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL  

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 

August 30, 2010 
 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 
30

th
 day of August 2010 at 7:04 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were 

Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Bruce Hill, Tom Kenyon, Bill Pitts, and Council 
President Teresa Coons.  Councilmembers Gregg Palmer and Sam Susuras were 
absent.   Also present were City Manager Laurie Kadrich, City Attorney John Shaver, 
and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 
 
Council President Coons called the meeting to order.  Councilmember Hill led the Pledge 
of Allegiance followed by an invocation by Associate Pastor J. P. Mertens, Canyon View 
Vineyard Church. 
 

Certificate of Appointment 
 
Ken Henry was present to receive his Certificate of Appointment to the Riverfront 
Commission.  Mr. Henry thanked the Council for the opportunity and lauded the efforts of 
the Riverfront Commission. 
 

Council Comments 
 
President of the Council Teresa Coons advised that the Wednesday night meeting will be 
a workshop rather than a formal meeting.  It will be at 7:00 p.m. and will be broadcasted.  
The purpose is to discuss the retail sales of medical marijuana and the second half of the 
meeting will be discussion on Amendments 60 and 61 and Proposition 101.  It will be a 
Council discussion and no formal action will be taken. 
 
Secondly, Council President Coons noted that, although many serious issues have been 
coming before the community, she was recently reminded of what a wonderful place this 
is to live.  This last week-end she ran a half marathon between Telluride and Ouray (Mt. 
Sneffels Education Foundation Run.)   Then she went rafting on the Colorado River.  It 
was a good reminder of what a wonderful place this is. 
 

Citizen Comments 
 
There were none. 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR  

 
Councilmember Kenyon read the Consent Calendar and then moved that the Consent 
Calendar Items #1 through #8 be adopted.  Councilmember Beckstein seconded the 
motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 
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1. Minutes of Previous Meetings               
  
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the August 16, 2010 and the August 18, 2010 

Regular Meetings 
 

2. Setting a Hearing on the Issuance of Certificates of Participation through the 

Grand Junction Public Finance Corporation to Finance Certain 

Improvements to Suplizio Field                                                                 
 

A first and second reading and public hearing on an ordinance will be held to 
consider the proposed execution and delivery of one or more series of Certificates 
of Participation (COP’s) in an aggregate principal amount not to exceed 
$7,800,000.   
 
The COP’s represent assignments of the right to receive certain revenues 
pursuant to a Lease Purchase Agreement between the Grand Junction Public 
Finance Corporation, a Colorado non-profit corporation, as lessor and the City as 
lessee.  The proceeds will be used to finance the construction of certain 
improvements to Sam Suplizio Field.  The improvements include, replacing the 
existing press boxes, adding concourse and concession areas and adding box 
seating.   

  
 Proposed Ordinance Authorizing the Execution and Delivery of a Ground and 

Improvement Lease Agreement, a Lease Purchase Agreement, a Continuing 
Disclosure Certificate, an Official Statement, and Related Documents by the City; 
Approving the Forms of Related Documents; and Providing for Other Matters 
Relating Thereto 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for September 

13, 2010 
      

3. Setting a Hearing on the Issuance of Certificates of Participation through the 

Grand Junction Public Finance Corporation to Finance Certain 

Improvements to Construct Public Safety Buildings                            
 
 This item introduces an ordinance on August 30 and if passed for publication sets 

a public hearing on September 13, 2010 to consider the proposed execution and 
delivery of one or more series of certificates of participation in an aggregate 
principal amount not to exceed $36,300,000.  These certificates represent 
assignments of the right to receive certain revenues pursuant to a Lease Purchase 
Agreement between the Zions First National Bank, as lessor, and the City, as 
lessee. The proceeds will be used by the City to finance the construction of a 
police station, emergency communication center and the possible remodel of the 
existing shops building to serve as Fire Station #1 and the Fire Administration 
building.    

 



 
 

 11 

 Proposed Ordinance Authorizing the Execution and Delivery of a Ground and 
Improvement Lease Agreement, a Lease Purchase Agreement, a Continuing 
Disclosure Certificate, an Official Statement, and Certain Related Documents by 
the City; Approving the Forms of Related Documents; and Providing for Other 
Matters Relating Thereto 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for September 

13, 2010 
 

4. Setting a Hearing on the Annexation of the Cris-Mar Enclave, Located North 

 and East of 29 Road and F Road [File #ANX-2010-110]                            
 
 A request to annex 108.62 acres of enclaved property, located north and east of 

29 Road and F Road.  The Cris-Mar Enclave consists of 265 parcels, along with 
21.94 acres of public right-of-way. 

 
Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement with Mesa County, the City is required to 
annex all enclaved areas within five (5) years.  The Cris-Mar Enclave has been 
enclaved since March 2, 2005. 

 

a. Notice of Intent to Annex and Exercising Land Use Control 
 
 Resolution No. 35-10—A Resolution of the City of Grand Junction Giving Notice 

that a Tract of Land Known as Cris-Mar Enclave, Located North and East of 29 
Road and F Road, Consisting of Approximately 108.62 Acres, will be Considered 
for Annexation to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, and Exercising Land Use 
Control  

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 35-10 
 

 b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 

Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Cris-Mar Enclave Annexation, Located North and East of 29 Road and F Road 
Consisting of Approximately 108.62 Acres  

 
Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for October 18, 
2010 

 

5. Setting a Hearing on the St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s Housing Rezone, 

Located at 415 S. 3
rd

 Street [File #RZ-2010-073]                                        
 
 Request to rezone 0.28 acres located at 415 S. 3

rd
 Street from C-1, (Light 

Commercial) to B-2, (Downtown Business) zone district in anticipation of 
developing the properties for multi-family dwelling units for homeless veterans. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s Housing from C-1 

(Light Commercial) to B-2 (Downtown Business), Located at 415 S. 3
rd

 Street 
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Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for September 
13, 2010 
 

6. CDBG Subrecipient Contracts for Funds and Projects with the Community 

Development Block Grant (CDBG) 2010 Program Year [File #CDBG-2010-04; 
2010-07; and 2010-09]                                                                               

 
 The Subrecipient Contracts formalize the City’s award of a total of $96,725 to 

various non-profit organizations allocated from the City’s 2010 CDBG Program 
as previously approved by Council. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Sign the Subrecipient Contracts with 

Mesa Youth Services, Inc. (Partners – Western Colorado Conservation Corps), 
Homeward Bound of the Grand Valley, and Grand Valley Catholic Outreach for 
the City’s 2010 Program Year Funds 

  

7. Assignment of the City’s 2010 Private Activity Bond Allocation to the 

Colorado Housing and Finance Authority                                              

Request approval to assign the City’s 2010 Private Activity Bond (PAB) 
Allocation to the Colorado Housing and Finance Authority (CHFA) for the 
purpose of providing single-family mortgage loans to low and moderate income 
persons and families.  The amount of this assignment would be ―banked’ 
towards a future partnership with CHFA for a multi-family rental housing project 
serving low and middle income families. 

 
 Resolution No. 36-10—A Resolution Authorizing Assignment to the Colorado 

Housing and Finance Authority of a Private Activity Bond Allocation of the City of 
Grand Junction Pursuant to the Colorado Private Activity Bond Ceiling Allocation 
Act 

 
Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 36-10 and Authorize the City Manager to Execute 
the Assignment 

8. Downtown Uplift 500 and 600 Block Breezeway Construction Contract  
                                                                                                                                   
 This contract consists of a complete reconstruction of the Main Street 500 and 

600 block breezeways including installation of new electrical panels to feed 
electricity to Main Street, new pedestrian lighting, construction of new plant beds, 
curb, gutter, and stucco wall surfacing.  This is a prelude to the larger Downtown 
Uplift Main Street Phase II reconstruction project that is scheduled to continue in 
January 2011. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sign a Construction Contract 

for the Downtown Uplift Main Street 500 and 600 Block Breezeway Project with 
Martinez Western in the Amount of $184,336.80 

 

ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 
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Contract Award for the Outsourcing of Printing and Mailing Services for Utility 

Bills                                                                                                 
 
In an effort to move toward a more cost effective and efficient method of distributing 
utility bills, Staff is requesting the printing and mailing of utility bills be outsourced.  
Outsourcing of utility bills will result in costs savings for the City.  The Customer Service 
Division will provide an electronic file to the vendor who will print the information and 
mail invoices directly to individual customers. 
 
Jim Finlayson, Information Technology Manager, presented the request to outsource 
the printing and mailing of the utility bills.  He reviewed that the City converted to a new 
utility billing system a couple of years ago and at that time there was a printer under 
lease for printing the bills.  Now the lease is expiring, so they took the opportunity to go 
out for bid for that service to determine if the City will save money by outsourcing the 
work.  From the bids received, it appears there will be cost savings. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon asked how much will be saved.  Mr. Finlayson said about 
$35,000 noting they expect to save on replacing the printer and they do expect to save 
on postage.  The vendor can also save money for the City on envelopes and paper.   
 
Councilmember Kenyon asked if this will cause Staff to lose jobs.  Mr. Finlayson said no 
on the contrary, since Staff numbers have decreased anyway, this will allow existing 
Staff to better get their work accomplished. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon asked if there were any local vendors that bid on the project. 
 
Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager, said one local vendor 
responded.  The City currently has a long standing relationship with that vendor and will 
continue to use them for other mailing services.  Councilmember Kenyon asked if the 
local vendor will lose some business with this award to which Mr. Valentine responded 
affirmatively. 
 
Council President Coons asked why all the bidders who were qualified for the RFP, with 
the exception of the one local bidder, were out of state.  Mr. Finlayson replied that 
primarily the companies that do this type of volume work have agreements with the 
postal service and have the software and equipment to do the work cost effectively.  
The City is a small customer for these vendors.  The local vendor was able to provide 
the mailing service but could not provide the printing service. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein moved to authorize the Purchasing Division to award a 
contract to The Master’s Touch, LLC of Spokane, Washington in the amount of 
$167,565 for printing and mailing services with the note that the actual contract amount 
may vary depending on discounted postage rates available.  Councilmember Pitts 
seconded the motion.   
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Councilmember Kenyon said normally he would be pleased to contract out business, 
especially saving the City money, however, with the current recessionary situation, he is 
concerned about not keeping the services inside the community as much as possible. 
 
Motion carried by roll call vote 4 to 1 with Councilmember Kenyon voting NO. 
 

Contract Revision for Compressed Natural Gas Fast-Fill Station     
 
This contract revision will provide the design and infrastructure for a new Fast-Fill 
addition to the Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) Fueling Station approved by City 
Council on August 2, 2010.  This Fast-Fill addition will provide a fueling point for public 
and private vehicles utilizing the CNG technology. 
 
Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, addressed the question of why there is an amendment to 
the contract for the project that was before the City Council just a few weeks ago.  She 
explained that an opportunity has evolved for the City to enter into a public/private 
partnership that will expand the scope of the project to allow for public use of the 
facility.  Through the Governor’s office and funding from Encana, this change to the 
facility is possible.  A change will allow the same contractor to construct the additional 
fill station and get it rolled out at the same time. 
 
Councilmember Pitts asked where the station will be located.  City Manager Kadrich 
said it is on the shops’ property in the same vicinity as the E-85 tanks; however, the 
exact location is still being determined. 
 
Council President Coons asked if it will be the same location as the Slow-Fill Facility.  
City Manager Kadrich said there will be a private side for the Slow-Fill and a public area 
for the Fast-Fill side. 
 
Jay Valentine, Assistant Financial Operations Manager, elaborated on this item.  There 
was only one vendor for the Slow Fill station.  The respondent is very reputable and 
they have been great to work with.  The difference is the configuration of the Fast-Fill 
station.  It will fill slower than gasoline.  A Fast-Fill station just opened in Vernal, Utah so 
this will add another facility for natural gas between California and Denver.  The private 
partners would have a card and the public sector would use a credit card.  This is an 
exciting opportunity.  It is important not to overbuild so they will start out with a two- 
hose system but will be able to expand to a four-hose system. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon stated it seems it is a good idea for the City to get started in 
this but he hopes at some point the City wouldn’t be the only game in town.  He would 
hope there would be conversion to the private sector.  Mr. Valentine said he agrees; the 
barrier to building a private facility is the infrastructure costs versus the demand. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon said he would expect future contract revisions as there will be 
things not understood at this point.  He encouraged the City to move forward.  Mr. 
Valentine said the City will still be working on capturing the methane gas at Persigo too.  
 
Council President Coons asked if the two grants will cover the entire cost of this portion 
of the facility.  Mr. Valentine said it will cover the entire cost. 
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Councilmember Beckstein said she sits on the Grand Valley Transit board and two 
replacement buses will be on CNG.  She said it will work for local government to 
kickstart the program and continue to encourage fleet trucks to be equipped to accept 
natural gas as well as continuing to encourage the private sector. 
 
Mr. Valentine added that it will also be good to have the Fast-Fill system so they can 
top off tanks which can’t be done with the Slow-Fill system. 
 
Councilmember Kenyon asked if the City can count on the Governor’s grant.  Mr. 
Valentine confirmed that it can be counted on. 
 
Councilmember Hill moved to authorized the City Purchasing Division to sign a contract 
revision for the CNG Fast-Fill Station Project with Gas Energy Systems, Inc. in the 
amount of $223,115.  Councilmember Pitts seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll 
call vote. 

 

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 

 
Frank Goff, president of Mail Managers, stated his company has been providing the City 
with mail services for at least twenty years.  He said he currently mails all of the tax bills 
for the County which is over 80,000.  The City is currently getting the lowest postage rate 
possible so he does not agree the City will save on postage with the utility bills.  He said 
the Request for Proposal (RFP) was poorly written and very unclear.  The answers to his 
questions were vague.  Goal 12 of the Comprehensive Plan is being a regional provider 
of goods and services and he did not feel the award to a company in Spokane met the 
Comprehensive Plan goals.  He questioned the savings of $35,000 as he only heard a 
savings of $1100 per month for a printer.  He asked about the time for mailing; will that 
result in a loss cash flow for the City?  He noted it will also cause a loss of $7,000 in 
payroll in the City. 

 

Other Business 

 
There was none. 

 

Adjournment 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:43 p.m. 
 
 
 
Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  22  

Setting a Hearing on Prohibition of Medical 

Marijuana Commercial Activity 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Prohibition of Medical Marijuana Commercial Activity  

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
On August 30, 2010 the City Council considered prohibition of the operation of medical 
marijuana centers, optional premises cultivation operations and medical marijuana 
infused products manufacturing operations in the City.  Following consideration, the City 
Council requested the City Attorney write an ordinance prohibiting the same. The 
ordinance is presented here for consideration. 

 

How this action item meets City Council Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers.  
 

Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 
The proposed ordinance meets the goals and polices described in the Comprehensive 
Plan by creating ordered and balanced growth throughout the community.  
 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for October 4, 2010 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
N/A 

Date: Sept. 7, 2010 

Author:  Shelly Dackonish, Sr. 

Staff Attorney  

Title/ Phone Ext:  4042 

Proposed Schedule:  Sept .13, 

2010, first reading  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):  Oct. 4, 2010

   

   

    

 



 

 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
As discussed in more detail below under the heading ―Legal Analysis,‖ Colorado law 
(Article XVIII, Section 14, Colorado Constitution) authorizes the use of certain quantities 
of marijuana for medical purposes.  Colorado law also allows a local government to 
license, regulate or prohibit medical marijuana commercial enterprises within its 
boundaries pursuant to its land use, business and public health, safety and welfare 
regulation authority (C.R.S. §12-43.3-101 et seq, known as the Colorado Medical 
Marijuana Code). 
 
While House Bill 10-1284 was pending in the legislature, City Council voted to institute 
a moratorium on medical marijuana businesses in the City in order to have the benefit 
of understanding fully the state legislative scheme governing the dispensing of 
marijuana to patients before the proliferation of such businesses in the City. 
 
During the months of July and August 2010, the City Council reviewed educational 
materials, received presentations by staff and considered input from the interested 
public on the subject of medical marijuana and medical marijuana dispensing. Two 
public hearings, with public comment and testimony were held on August 4, 2010 and 
August 18, 2010.  Council also discussed the subject with other municipal and local 
government officials.  Following a meeting on August 30, 2010, the City Council 
directed the City Attorney to write an ordinance banning medical marijuana dispensary 
commercial activity within the City.   
 
Mesa County has decided to place a measure on the ballot in November to ban medical 
marijuana dispensaries and licensing thereof county-wide. 
 
There are both real/experienced and potential negative effects from the commercial 
cultivation and dispensing operations and land uses of medical marijuana.  Because the 
City desires to protect the health, safety and welfare of the City and its inhabitants, this 
ordinance banning medical marijuana business operations is proposed.  

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
If the ordinance is adopted, the City will forego potential tax revenues from medical 
marijuana dispensary business activity.  
 

Legal issues: 

 
As a matter of federal law, marijuana is classified as a drug having no medicinal value, 
so the possession, use, sale, growing and/or distribution of marijuana is prohibited 
entirely.   In November 2000, however, the voters in Colorado, following what can be 
fairly characterized as a nationwide trend, one which continues today, adopted 



 

 

Amendment 20 (Article XVIII, Section 14) to the Colorado Constitution, which 
authorizes the possession and use of certain quantities of marijuana for medical 
conditions.  Amendment 20 does not explicitly authorize or address commercial 
growing, sale or distribution of marijuana.   
 
In June 2010 House Bill 10-1284 was signed into law as The Colorado Medical 
Marijuana Code, codified at C.R.S. §12-43.3-101 et seq.  That law further defines and 
clarifies the scope and application of the rights guaranteed by Amendment 20.  Among 
other things, the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code authorizes a local government, by a 
majority vote of the members of its governing body, to license, regulate or prohibit 
medical marijuana businesses, including medical marijuana centers, optional premises 
cultivation operations and medical marijuana infused products manufacturing, within its 
boundaries. (C.R.S. §12-43.3-103(2)).  The attached ordinance, as authorized by this 
provision of state law, prohibits such medical marijuana commercial activity in the City. 
 

Other issues: 
 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
July 21, 2010:  Council Meeting:  City Manager Presentation of Educational Information 
on Medical Marijuana 
 
August 4, 2010:  Public Hearing on Medical Marijuana 
 
August 18, 2010:  Public Hearing on Medical Marijuana 
 
August 30, 2010:  Council Meeting:  Discussion of Local Regulation or Prohibition 
Medical Marijuana Commercial Activity  
 

Attachments: 
 
Proposed Ordinance 
 



 

 

ORDINANCE NO. ___ 

 

AN ORDINANCE PROHIBITING THE OPERATION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA 

BUSINESSES AND AMENDING THE GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE BY 

THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION PROHIBITING CERTAIN USES RELATING TO 

MARIJUANA 

 
 

RECITALS: 

 
In November 2000 Colorado voters approved Amendment 20 (Article XVIII, section 14) 
to the Colorado Constitution.  Amendment 20 concerns the possession and use of 
certain quantities of marijuana for the treatment of certain debilitating medical 
conditions. 
 
In December 2009 the City Council as an exercise of its police powers pursuant to and 
in accordance with the City Charter and the authority granted it in Article XX of the 
Colorado Constitution adopted Ordinance No. 4392 which declared a twelve month 
moratorium on the licensing, permitting and operation of medical marijuana businesses 
in the City. 
 
In June of 2010 Governor Ritter signed into law House Bill 10-1284 which among other 
things authorized the City to adopt an ordinance to license, regulate or prohibit the 
cultivation and/or sale of medical marijuana. C.R.S. 12-43.3-103(2).  The law further 
allows the City to either by a majority of registered electors of the City voting at a 
regular election or a majority of the City Council to vote to prohibit the operation of 
medical marijuana centers, optional premises cultivation operations and medical 
marijuana manufacturers. 
 
On August 30, 2010 the City Council considered writing an ordinance to prohibit the 
operation of medical marijuana centers, optional premises cultivation operations and 
medical marijuana infused products manufacturers’ in the City.   
 
The City of Grand Junction, in the County of Mesa and State of Colorado (the ―City‖), is 
a home rule municipal corporation duly organized and existing under laws of the State 
of Colorado and the City Charter.     
 
Under the Colorado Medical Marijuana Code, 12-43.3-101 C.R.S. et. seq. a political 
subdivision of the State may inter alia act to preclude the operation of medical 
marijuana businesses in a community.  Pursuant to 12-43.3-106 C.R.S. a city, by a 
majority of the members of the governing body may vote to prohibit the operation of 
medical marijuana centers, optional premises cultivation operations and medical 
marijuana infused products manufacturing.   
 



 

 

NOW, THERFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
Title 5 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code is amended as follows.  Amendments are 
shown in ALL CAPS (except section designations, which are shown in the actual case 
as they will appear in the Code): 
 
Title 5 Article 14 Grand Junction Municipal Code  
 

5.14.010 MEDICAL MARIJUANA 
 
UNDER THE AUTHORITY GRANTED IN 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. AND THE 
CHARTER OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION THIS ORDINANCE IS ADOPTED 
BY THE CITY COUNCIL AND PROHIBITS CERTAIN BUSINESS AND LAND USES 
RELATED TO MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN THE CITY AND IN FURTHERANCE OF ITS 
STATED INTENT, THE CITY COUNCIL MAKES THE FOLLOWING FINDINGS. 
 
THE COLORADO MEDICAL MARIJUANA CODE 12-43-101 ET. SEQ. AUTHORIZES 
A REGULATORY STRUCTURE FOR THE RETAIL, SALE, DISTRIBUTION, 
CULTIVATION AND DISPENSING OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA, MARIJUANA INFUSED 
PRODUCTS AND OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION.  THROUGH THAT 
REGULATORY STRUCTURE THE SCOPE AND AUTHORITY OF AMENDMENT 20 
TO THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION IS FURTHER DEFINED.  
 
THE COLORADO MEDICAL MARIJUANA CODE ALSO SPECIFICALLY 
AUTHORIZES THE GOVERNING BODY OF A MUNICIPALITY TO VOTE TO 
PROHIBIT THE LICENSURE AND/OR OPERATION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA 
CENTERS, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATIONS AND MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING WITHIN THE 
MUNICIPALITY. 
 
THE COLORADO MEDICAL MARIJUANA CODE ALSO SPECIFICALLY 
AUTHORIZES A MUNICIPALITY TO PROHIBIT THE OPERATION OF MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA CENTERS, OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATIONS AND 
MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCTS MANUFACTURERS’ LICENSES 
BASED ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT ZONING, HEALTH, SAFETY AND PUBLIC 
WELFARE LAWS FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA.   
 
AFTER DUE AND CAREFUL CONSIDERATION OF THE COLORADO MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA CODE, ARTICLE XVIII OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION AND THE 
REAL AND POSSIBLE EFFECTS OF CULTIVATION AND DISPENSING OF 
MARIJUANA AND/OR THE MANUFACTURING AND SALE OF MARIJUANA INFUSED 
PRODUCTS, THOSE BUSINESSES, OPERATIONS AND LAND USES HAVE BEEN 



 

 

FOUND TO ADVERSELY AFFECT THE HEALTH, SAFETY AND WELFARE OF THE 
CITY AND ITS INHABITANTS. 
 
THEREFORE IT IS AND SHALL BE UPON PASSAGE OF THIS ORDINANCE 
UNLAWFUL FOR ANY PERSON TO OPERATE, CAUSE TO BE OPERATED OR 
PERMIT TO BE OPERATED A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER, AN OPTIONAL 
PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION OR A MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED 
PRODUCTS MANUFACTURING OR SALE FACILITY, BUSINESS OR OPERATION 
RELATED THERETO IN THE CITY AND NO CITY LICENSES SHALL ISSUE FOR 
THE SAME. 
 

5.14.011 DEFINITIONS:  

 
ALL DEFINITIONS PROVIDED IN 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. ARE ADOPTED 
HEREIN UNLESS SPECIFICALLY AMENDED HEREBY. 
 
―MARIJUANA‖ SHALL HAVE THE SAME MEANING AS THE TERM ―USABLE FORM 
OF MARIJUANA‖ AS SET FORTH IN ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14(1)(I) OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR AS MAY BE MORE FULLY DEFINED IN ANY 
APPLICABLE STATE LAW OR REGULATION.  
 
―MEDICAL MARIJUANA‖ MEANS MARIJUANA THAT IS GROWN AND SOLD 
PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. AND FOR A 
PURPOSE AUTHORIZED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14 OF THE COLORADO 
CONSTITUTION.   
 
―MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER‖ MEANS ANY PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT 
TO 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ C.R.S.  WHO SELLS MARIJUANA IN ANY FORM TO 
REGISTERED PATIENTS OR TO A PRIMARY CAREGIVER(S) AS DEFINED IN 
ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14 OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, EXCEPT, 
HOWEVER, A PRIMARY CAREGIVER AS DEFINED HEREIN SHALL NOT BE 
CONSIDERED A MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTER. 
 
―MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCT‖ MEANS ANY PRODUCT INFUSED 
WITH OR CONTAINING MARIJUANA THAT IS INTENDED FOR USE OR 
CONSUMPTION OTHER THAN BY SMOKING, INCLUDING EDIBLE PRODUCTS, 
OINTMENTS AND TINCTURES.   
 
―MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCT MANUFACTURER‖ MEANS A 
PERSON LICENSED PURSUANT TO 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. TO OPERATE A 
BUSINESS AS DESCRIBED IN 12-43.3-404 C.R.S.   
 



 

 

 ―MEDICAL USE‖ SHALL HAVE THE SAME MEANING AS IS SET FORTH IN 
ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14(1)(B) OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION, OR AS MAY 
BE MORE FULLY DEFINED IN ANY APPLICABLE STATE LAW OR REGULATION.  
 
―OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION OPERATION‖ MEANS A PERSON LICENSED 
PURSUANT TO 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ C.R.S. TO GROW AND CULTIVATE 
MARIJUANA FOR A PURPOSE AUTHORIZED BY ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION.   
 
―PATIENT‖ HAS THE SAME MEANING AS SET FORTH IN ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 
14(1)(C) OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION. 
 
―PERSON‖ SHALL MEAN A NATURAL PERSON, PARTNERSHIP, ASSOCIATION, 
COMPANY, CORPORATION, LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY OR OTHER 
ORGANIZATION OR ENTITY OR A MANAGER, AGENT, OWNER, OFFICER OR 
EMPLOYEE THEREOF. 
 
―POSSESS OR POSSESSION‖ MEANS HAVING PHYSICAL CONTROL OF AN 
OBJECT, OR CONTROL OF THE PREMISES IN WHICH AN OBJECT IS LOCATED, 
OR HAVING THE POWER AND INTENT TO CONTROL AN OBJECT, WITHOUT 
REGARD TO WHETHER THE ONE IN POSSESSION HAS OWNERSHIP OF THE 
OBJECT.  POSSESSION MAY BE HELD BY MORE THAN ONE PERSON AT A TIME. 
 USE OF THE OBJECT IS NOT REQUIRED FOR POSSESSION.  
 
―PRIMARY CAREGIVER‖ HAS THE MEANING SET FORTH IN ARTICLE XVIII, 
SEC.14(1)(F) OF THE COLORADO CONSTITUTION AND AS THE SAME MAY BE 
CLARIFIED OR CONSTRUED BY 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. 
 
―PRODUCE OR PRODUCTION‖ MEANS (I) ALL PHASES OF GROWTH OF 
MARIJUANA FROM SEED TO HARVEST, (II) COMBINING MARIJUANA WITH ANY 
OTHER SUBSTANCE FOR DISTRIBUTION, INCLUDING STORAGE AND 
PACKAGING FOR RESALE, OR (III) PREPARING, COMPOUNDING, PROCESSING, 
ENCAPSULATING, PACKING OR REPACKAGING, LABELING OR RE-LABELING OF 
MARIJUANA OR ITS DERIVATIVES WHETHER ALONE OR MIXED WITH ANY 
AMOUNT OF ANY OTHER SUBSTANCE.  
 

5.14.012 APPLICABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
THIS ARTICLE SHALL APPLY TO ALL PROPERTY AND PERSONS WITHIN THE 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION. 
 
IT SHALL BE UNLAWFUL AND A VIOLATION UNDER THIS CHAPTER FOR A 
PERSON TO ESTABLISH, OPERATE, CAUSE OR PERMIT TO BE OPERATED, OR 
CONTINUE TO OPERATE WITHIN THE CITY AND WITHIN ANY AREA ANNEXED 



 

 

TO THE CITY AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE, A MEDICAL 
MARIJUANA CENTER, A MEDICAL MARIJUANA INFUSED PRODUCT 
MANUFACTURING FACILITY, AN OPTIONAL PREMISES CULTIVATION 
OPERATION, OR ANY BUSINESS, FACILITY OR ANY OTHER OPERATION 
REQUIRING A LICENSE UNDER 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ. C.R.S. 
 
THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS ORDINANCE SHALL BE JANUARY 1, 2011.  
 
THE MORATORIUM ON COMMERCIAL MEDICAL MARIJUANA CENTERS AND 
FACILITIES IMPOSED BY ORDINANCE NO. 4392 IS HEREBY EXTENDED 
THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2010. 
 

5.14.013   PATIENTS AND PRIMARY CAREGIVERS 

 
NOTHING IN THIS CHAPTER SHALL PROHIBIT, REGULATE OR OTHERWISE 
IMPAIR OR BE CONSTRUED TO PROHIBIT, REGULATE OR IMPAIR THE 
CULTIVATION, USE OR POSSESSION OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA BY A PATIENT 
AND/OR BY A PRIMARY CAREGIVER FOR HIS/HER PATIENTS PROVIDED THAT 
SUCH PATIENT OR PRIMARY CAREGIVER IS ACTING IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
ALL APPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF ARTICLE XVIII, SEC. 14(1)(C) OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION, 12-43.3-101 ET. SEQ C.R.S. AS AMENDED, 25-1.5-
106 C.R.S. AS AMENDED, THE REGULATIONS PROMULGATED BY THE STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, THE DEPARTMENT OF 
REVENUE OR ANY OTHER AGENCY WITH REGULATORY AUTHORITY AND THE 
LAWS OF THE CITY. 
 

5.14.014  PENALTY 

 
A VIOLATION OF ANY PROVISION OF THIS CHAPTER SHALL CONSTITUTE A 
MISDEMEANOR OFFENSE PUNISHABLE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 
1.04.090 OF THE GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE.  A PERSON COMMITTING 
A VIOLATION SHALL BE GUILTY OF A SEPARATE OFFENSE FOR EACH AND 
EVERY DAY DURING WHICH THE OFFENSE IS COMMITTED OR CONTINUED TO 
BE PERMITTED BY SUCH PERSON AND SHALL BE PUNISHED ACCORDINGLY. 

 

5.14.015  SEVERABILITY  

 
THIS ORDINANCE IS NECESSARY TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, 
AND WELFARE OF THE RESIDENTS OF THE CITY AND COVERS MATTERS OF 
LOCAL CONCERN OR MATTERS OF MIXED STATE AND LOCAL CONCERN AS 
PROVIDED BY 12-43.3-101 C.R.S. 
 
IF ANY PROVISION OF THIS ORDINANCE IS FOUND TO BE UNCONSTITUTIONAL 
OR ILLEGAL, SUCH FINDING SHALL ONLY INVALIDATE THAT PART OR PORTION 



 

 

FOUND TO VIOLATE THE LAW.  ALL OTHER PROVISIONS SHALL BE DEEMED 
SEVERED OR SEVERABLE AND SHALL CONTINUE IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT. 
 
All other provisions of Title 5 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code shall remain in full 
force and effect. 
 
In addition, Section 21.04.040(g)(5) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (also known 
as the Zoning and Development Code) is hereby amended to include a new subsection 
(v) as follows: (amendments are shown in ALL CAPS (except section designations, 
which are shown in the actual case as they will appear in the Code): 
 
(v) MEDICAL MARIJUANA CULTIVATION BY A PATIENT OR PRIMARY 
CAREGIVER, PROVIDED, HOWEVER, THAT: 
 
(A) THERE SHALL NOT BE MORE THAN ONE PRIMARY CAREGIVER PER 
DWELLING UNIT GROWING, STORING OR PROVIDING MEDICAL MARIJUANA IN 
ANY FORM TO HIS/HER PATIENTS, AND  
 
(B) SUCH GROWING, STORING OR PROVIDING OF MEDICAL MARIJUANA IS 
CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ARTICLE XVIII, SECTION 14 OF THE 
COLORADO CONSTITUTION AND 25-1.5-106 C.R.S. AS AMENDED, AND 
 
(C) THE PRIMARY CAREGIVER SHALL HAVE NOT MORE THAN SIX PLANTS PER 
PATIENT WITH A MAXIMUM OF 30 PLANTS FOR FIVE PATIENTS BEING GROWN 
ON THE PREMISES OF THE DWELLING UNIT AT ANY GIVEN TIME, AND 
 
(D) ACCESSORY BUILDINGS SUCH AS DETACHED GARAGE, SHED, GREEN 
HOUSE OR OTHER STRUCTURE USED FOR GROWING, STORING OR 
PROVIDING MEDICAL MARIJUANA MUST COMPLY WITH ALL ZONING BULK 
STANDARDS AND BUILDING AND FIRE CODE PROVISIONS APPLICABLE 
THERETO. 
 
All other provisions of Section 21.04.040(g)(5) shall remain in full force and effect. 
Introduced on first reading and ordered published this ____ day of     2010.  
 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this     day of      2010. 
 
 

     
Teresa Coons 
President of the Council 
 
 



 

 

ATTEST: 
 
 
       

Stephanie Tuin  
City Clerk



 

 

AAttttaacchh  33  

CDBG Subrecipient Contracts 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  CDBG Subrecipient Contracts for Funds and Projects within the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) 2010 Program Year  

File # (if applicable):  CDBG 2010-03; 2010-05; and 2010-08 

Presenters Name & Title:  Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner/CDBG Administrator 

 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
The Subrecipient Contracts formalize the City’s award of a total of $52,782 to various 
non-profit organizations allocated from the City’s 2010 CDBG Program as previously 
approved by Council. 

 

How this action item meets City Council Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 
The projects funded through the 2010 CDBG grant year allocation will include steps 
towards the City’s Comprehensive Plan Goals as listed below: 
 

Goal 12:  Goods and Services that Enhance a Healthy, Diverse Economy 
 
The CDBG projects discussed below provide services that enhance our community 
including improved services for youth and homeless persons. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Authorize the City Manager to Sign the Subrecipient Contracts with the St. Mary’s 
Foundation Foster Grandparent Program, the Center for Enriched Communications dba 
Counseling and Education Center and the Center for Independence for the City’s 2010 
Program Year Funds. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:  NA 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  2010 CDBG Program Year Funds 

 

Legal issues:  NA 

Date:  September 2, 2010  

Author: Kristen Ashbeck  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior Planner  

x1491 

Proposed Schedule: 9/13/10  

2nd Reading   NA  

   

   

   

 



 

 

 

Other issues:  None 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
City Council discussed and approved the allocation of CDBG funding to these projects 
at its May 17, 2010 meeting. 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
CDBG 2010-03  St. Mary’s Foundation Foster Grandparent Program:  CDBG funds will 
be used to pay for mileage reimbursement for 55 city residents.  This will allow 55 
volunteers to travel approximately 604 miles per year to and from their volunteer site 
placement and serve approximately 1,650 children. 
 
CDBG 2010-05  Counseling and Education Center:  CDBG funds will be used to 
provide counseling services to special needs of low and moderate income individuals 
and/or families that have no insurance  and in need assistance with a variety of mental 
health problems.  CDBG funds will supplement fees paid by clients, providing 134 
counseling hours to benefit an estimated 20 clients otherwise unable to access this 
assistance.   

 
CDBG 2010-08  Center for Independence Remodel:  CDBG funds will be used to 
remodel the main program office to improve energy efficiency of the building. 
 

Attachments: 
 

1. Exhibit A, Subrecipient Contract – St. Mary’s Foundation Foster Grandparent 
Program 

2. Exhibit A, Subrecipient Contract – Counseling and Education Center 
3. Exhibit A, Subrecipient Contract – Center for Independence 



 

 

2010 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS WITH 
ST. MARY’S FOUNDATION FOR THE FOSTER GRANDPARENT PROGRAM 

EXHIBIT "A" 
SCOPE OF SERVICES                                                                                                                                                      

  
 
1. The City agrees to pay subject to the Subrecipient Agreement St. Mary’s Foundation for the 

Foster Grandparent Program (Foster Grandparents) $12,000 from its 2010 Program Year CDBG 
Entitlement Funds for reimbursement of mileage expenses for program volunteers.  The general 
purpose of the entire program and this project is to provide useful, productive roles for senior 
citizens while in turn providing children with special needs with nurturing, mentoring and 
tutoring provided by the volunteer foster grandparents.  

 
2. The Foster Grandparent Program certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low 

and moderate income clientele benefit (570.201(e)).  It shall meet this objective by providing 
the above-referenced services to low and moderate income persons in Grand Junction, 
Colorado. 

 
3. The Foster Grandparent Program provides low to moderate income elderly persons with 

opportunities to help children.  It is estimated that over 1,800 children in local schools with 
special needs receive the nurturing, mentoring and tutoring services provided by the program.  
It is understood that the City’s grant of $12,000 in CDBG funds shall be used to reimburse 
volunteers for mileage expenses incurred for traveling to and from their volunteer station 
within the City limits. 

 
4. This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2010 Subrecipient 

Agreement and the completion of all appropriate environmental, Code, permit review and 
approval and compliance.  The project shall be completed on or before December 31, 2011. 

 
5.  The revenue for the entire annual program is as follows: 

Corporation for National and Community Service  $256,633 
City of Grand Junction CDBG     $  12,000 
United Way       $    3,798 
St Mary’s Auxiliary      $    5,000 
Anschutz Foundation      $    5,000 
Duncan Trust       $    2,800 
US Bank       $    1,000 
Direct Mail Donations      $    1,350 
Volunteer Stations      $   15,000 

     Bacon Foundation     $   10,000 
     Wells Fargo Community Investment   $        500 
 

_____  St. Mary’s Foundation 



 

 

 
_____  City of Grand Junction 
 
6. The Foster Grandparent Program estimates that the total number of clients served by the 

program in the coming year will be 75-80 volunteer foster grandparents that will serve 1,800 to 
2,000 of the 2,200 identified special needs children.   

 
7. The City of Grand Junction shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the 

Foster Grandparent Program to assure that the terms of this agreement are being satisfactorily 
met in accordance with City and other applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and 
standards.  Foster Grandparents shall cooperate with the City relating to monitoring, evaluation 
and inspection and compliance. 

 
8. The Foster Grandparent Program shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to 

the City.  Reports shall describe the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what 
activities are still planned, financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other 
information as may be required by the City.  A final report shall also be submitted when the 
project is completed. 

 
9. The Foster Grandparent Program understands that the funds described in the Agreement are 

received by the City of Grand Junction from the US Department of Housing and Urban 
Development under the Community Development Block Grant Program.  Foster Grandparents 
shall meet all City of Grand Junction and federal requirements for receiving Community 
Development Block Grant funds, whether or not such requirements are specifically listed in this 
Agreement.  Foster Grandparents shall provide the City of Grand Junction with documentation 
establishing that all local and federal CDBG requirements have been met. 

 
10. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V.(E) will not be 

required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement basis. 
 
11. A formal project notice will be sent to the Subrecipient once all funds are expended and a final 

report is received. 
 
 
_____  St. Mary’s Foundation 
 
_____  City of Grand Junction 



 

 

2010 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS WITH 
CENTER FOR ENRICHED COMMUNICATIONS 

 
EXHIBIT "A" 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 

1. The City agrees to pay subject to the Subrecipient Agreement the Center for Enriched 
Communications dba Counseling and Education Center (CEC) $6,682 from its 2010 Program 
Year CDBG Entitlement Funds for counseling services provided by CEC.  The general purpose of 
the entire program and this project is to meet the special needs of low income to moderate 
income individuals and/or families that have no insurance and in need of assistance with a 
variety of mental health problems.    

 
2. CEC certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low and moderate income 

clientele benefit (570.201(e)).  It shall meet this objective by providing the above-referenced 
services to low and moderate income persons in Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 
3. CEC operates from its location at 2708 Patterson Road in Grand Junction.  CEC has no client 

eligibility requirements and a sliding scale payment is used for counseling services. CDBG funds 
will supplement fees paid by clients, with $6,682 providing 134 counseling hours to benefit an 
estimated 20 clients otherwise unable to access this assistance.  It is understood that the City’s 
grant of $6,682 in CDBG funds shall be used towards counseling services only and for clients 
who live in the City limits of Grand Junction.   

 
4. This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2010 Subrecipient  

 Agreement and the completion of all appropriate environmental, Code, permit review 
and approval and compliance.  The project shall be completed on or before December 31, 2011. 

 
5. Funding sources to date for the program beginning in mid-2009 through 2011 include the 

following: 
City of Grand Junction CDBG   $   6,682 
United Way of Mesa County   $ 23,175 
Goodwin Bacon Anschutz Foundations  $  17,000 
Victim’s Assistance Law Enf Fund  $ 13,200 
Wells Fargo Community Assistance  $   1,000 
St Marys Mission Fund    $ 10,000 
AV Hunter Trust    $   5,000 
Kiwanis      $   1,250 

  Fundraising     $   8,000 
 
_____  CEC 

_____  City of Grand Junction 



 

 

6. The City of Grand Junction shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of CEC to 
assure that the terms of this agreement are being satisfactorily met in accordance with City and 
other applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and standards.  CEC shall cooperate with the 
City relating to monitoring, evaluation and inspection and compliance. 

 
7. CEC shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to the City.  Reports shall describe 

the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what activities are still planned, 
financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other information as may be required 
by the City.  A final report shall also be submitted when the project is completed. 

 
8. CEC understands that the funds described in the Agreement are received by the City of Grand 

Junction from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development under the Community 
Development Block Grant Program.  CEC shall meet all City of Grand Junction and federal 
requirements for receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, whether or not such 
requirements are specifically listed in this Agreement.  CEC shall provide the City of Grand 
Junction with documentation establishing that all local and federal CDBG requirements have 
been met. 

 
9. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V.(E) will not be 

required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement basis. 
 

10. A formal project notice will be sent to CEC once all funds are expended and a final report is 
received. 

 
 
_____  CEC 

_____  City of Grand Junction 



 

 

2010 SUBRECIPIENT CONTRACT FOR 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT FUNDS 
WITH CENTER FOR INDEPENDENCE 

 
EXHIBIT "A" 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
                                                                                                                                                             

1. The City agrees to pay to the Subrecipient, subject to the subrecipient agreement, $34,100.00 
from its 2010 Program Year CDBG Entitlement Funds for the remodel of the CFI main program 
office located at 740 Gunnison Avenue in Grand Junction, Colorado (“Property” or “the 
Property”) to improve energy efficiency of the building.   
 

2. The Subrecipient certifies that it will meet the CDBG National Objective of low/moderate 
limited clientele benefit (570.208(a)(2)).  It shall meet this objective by providing the above-
referenced services to low/moderate income persons in Grand Junction, Colorado. In addition, 
this project meets CDBG eligibility requirements under section 570.201(e), Public Services. 

 
3. The project consists of capital construction/improvement to the existing main program office 

located in the building at 740 Gunnison Avenue.  The building was originally constructed as a 
church in 1940 but has been remodeled and used as offices for over 25 years and is in need of 
updating.  CDBG funds will be used to increase energy savings by replacing a failing heating 
system.  The Property is owned by CFI, which will continue to operate the facility.  It is 
understood that the City's grant of $34,100.00 in CDBG funds shall be used only for the remodel 
improvements described in this agreement.  Costs associated with any other elements of the 
project shall be paid for by other funding sources obtained by the Subrecipient. 

 
4. This project shall commence upon the full and proper execution of the 2010 Subrecipient 

Agreement and the completion of all appropriate environmental, Code, State and Local permit 
review and approval and compliance.  The project shall be completed on or before December 
31, 2011. 

 
5. The total project budget for the project is $34,100.  The specific improvements to the 740 

Gunnison Avenue facility to be funded with CDBG include:  HVAC Replacement; remove 2 
Tempstar and 2 Rudd rooftop units; and replace with Trane 5-ton units.  
 

6. CFI serves a special needs population of disabled persons in Grand Junction with transportation, 
activities and educational programs including a Vocational Program that teaches a variety of job 
skills to disabled persons.  In the past year, 232 clients that live within the Grand Junction City 
limits were served by CFI.  In the coming year, CFI anticipates the number of clients to increase 
to 262 clients within the City limits.   
 
 
 



 

 

 
_____  Center for Independence 

_____  City of Grand Junction 
 

7. The City of Grand Junction shall monitor and evaluate the progress and performance of the 
Subrecipient to assure that the terms of this agreement are being satisfactorily met in 
accordance with City and other applicable monitoring and evaluating criteria and standards.  
The Subrecipient shall cooperate with the City relating to monitoring, evaluation and inspection 
and compliance. 

 
8. The Subrecipient shall provide quarterly financial and performance reports to the City.  Reports 

shall describe the progress of the project, what activities have occurred, what activities are still 
planned, financial status, compliance with National Objectives and other information as may be 
required by the City.  A final report shall also be submitted when the project is completed. 

 
9. During a period of five (5) years following the date of completion of the project the use of the 

Property improved may not change unless:  1) the City determines the new use meets one of 
the National Objectives of the CDBG Program, and 2) the Subrecipient provides affected citizens 
with reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on any proposed changes.  If the 
Subrecipient decides, after consultation with affected citizens that it is appropriate to change 
the use of the Property to a use which the City determines does not qualify in meeting a CDBG 
National Objective, the Subrecipient must reimburse the City a prorated share of the City's 
$34,100.00 CDBG contribution.  At the end of the five-year period following the project 
closeout date and thereafter, no City restrictions under this agreement on use of the Property 
shall be in effect. 

 
10. The Subrecipient understands that the funds described in the Agreement are received by the 

City of Grand Junction from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development under the 
Community Development Block Grant Program.  The Subrecipient shall meet all City of Grand 
Junction and federal requirements for receiving Community Development Block Grant funds, 
whether or not such requirements are specifically listed in this Agreement.  The Subrecipient 
shall provide the City of Grand Junction with documentation establishing that all local and 
federal CDBG requirements have been met. 
 

11. A blanket fidelity bond equal to cash advances as referenced in Paragraph V.(E) will not be 
required as long as no cash advances are made and payment is on a reimbursement basis.  
 

12. A formal project notice will be sent to the Subrecipient once all funds are expended and a final 
report is received. 

 
 
_____   Center for Independence 

_____  City of Grand Junction 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  44  

Contract for VCB Web Site Marketing 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Contract Award for Visitor and Convention Bureau Web Site Marketing 
Services 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:   
Debbie Kovalik, Economic, Convention and Visitor Services Department Director 
Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
In an effort to promote Grand Junction as a visitor destination, Staff is requesting a 
contract award for Web Site Marketing.  The selected firm will work together with the 
Grand Junction Visitor and Convention Bureau (GJVCB) to meet marketing objectives. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 4: Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with job, housing and tourist attractions.   
 
This contract award will deliver more visitors to Grand Junction by enhancing the VCB’s 
award-winning, industry-leading tourism website to allow site visitors to find, discover, 
choose and share their perfect vacation. Content, design and functionality of the 
website is essential. 

 

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.   
 
This award will contribute to the growth and prosperity of Grand Junction by way of a 
travel website to give Grand Junction greater exposure, thereby bringing outside visitors 
into the City and improving the City’s image as a regional center of commerce, culture 
and tourism. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 

Date:  August 20 ,2010 

Author: Susan J. Hyatt 

Title/ Phone Ext: Senior Buyer/ 

1513  

Proposed Schedule:   

September 13, 2010 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

Authorize the Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to Miles Media of Sarasota, 
Florida in the Amount of $125,000 for Web Site Marketing Services   

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The GJVCB Board held a special meeting August 30, 2010 and unanimously 
recommended approval of the contract award to Miles Media Group, LLLP.   
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
The Grand Junction Visitor & Convention Bureau (GJVCB) was the first visitor and 
convention bureau in the state to have a web site.  In the past fifteen years since 
implementation of website publishing the GJVCB has been able to collect detailed and 
verifiable information on 481 Grand Junction tourism businesses which drive planning 
information.  Email deliverability has increased meaning more visitors and meeting 
planners desire communication from GJVCB.  The syndicated online photo and video 
library resulted in nearly 5,000 views last year alone. 
 
A Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) was advertised in the Daily Sentinel and sent to a 
source list of firms on BidNet’s Rocky Mountain E-Purchasing System as well a list of 
firms who had previously contacted the GJVCB.  Twelve responsive and responsible 
statements were received.  Of these twelve, one vendor was local. The responses were 
evaluated by representatives from the GJVCB Board, GJVCB Staff, and Purchasing.  
Of the 12, the evaluation team narrowed the list to two finalists.  The results are as 
follows listed in order of total points.   
 

Company City/State Total Points 

Miles Media Group, LLLP Sarasota, FL 436 

Ascedia Milwaukee, WI 394 

 
The short list was determined using ten criteria.  The selected vendor proposals 
showed that the vendor has the necessary qualifications, demonstrated the majority of 
the work will be completed by in-house staff, has relevant experience, competence and 
creativity, has experience working with advisory committees and government boards, is 
financially and organizationally stable, has demonstrated creativity with previous 
campaigns, has research capabilities, has no potential conflicts of interest with other 
Colorado tourism destinations, has web site hosting capabilities, has favorable 
references, and their offer was responsive to the requirements of the SOQ.   
 
Short listed vendors were requested to give oral presentations to the GJVCB Board and 
Staff.  Ascedia asked to be excused from the presentation and pulled their offer.  One 
presentation was provided to the group on August 12, 2010.  Miles Media Group, LLLP 
has been determined to be the best choice for the GJVCB. The contract will be for a 



 

 

period of three years, renewable annually, beginning January 1, 2011 through 
December 31, 2011 

 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
From the 3% lodging tax revenue in the VCB Special Revenue Fund, there is a set sum 
of $125,000 budgeted for this project.   
 

Legal issues: 

 
N/A 
 

Other issues: 
 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
N/A 
 

Attachments: 
 
N/A   



 

 

Attach 5 

2010 Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  2010 Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project 
 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director 
                                            Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 
 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
The existing Railhead Lift Station serves an area extending from the Appleton 
neighborhood on the northeast to the commercial/industrial area near I-70B and I-70 on 
the southwest.  The existing station is over 28 years old and is failing, with monthly 
repairs required to keep it operational.  A complete failure of the lift station could result 
in sewage spills reaching the Colorado River.  This project will replace the aging lift 
station with a new lift station that will operate for at least 50 years. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 

 
This project supports Goal 12 of the Comprehensive Plan by continuing the provision of 
sewer service to those residents, businesses, and industries that are within the 
Railhead sewer basin.  The City of Grand Junction is the sole entity responsible for and 
capable of providing this service.   

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with M.A. Concrete 
Construction, Inc. in the Amount of $198,168.60 for the Completion of the 2010 
Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: N/A 
 

 

Date: September 7, 2010 

Author: Dave Donohue  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Project 

Engineer/1558   

Proposed Schedule: September 

13, 2010  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
The Joint Sewer System Enterprise Fund has $320,000 budgeted for this project. 
 

 Project Costs Railhead Lift Station Replacement:                        

Construction Contract Amount -      $198,168.60 
Lift Station Purchase Cost  $86,550.00  
Design Costs           $15,927.02  
City Construction Inspection & Contract Admin   $  9,000.00 

Total Project Cost Railhead Lift Station     $309,645.62 

 

Legal issues: 

 
None 
 

Other issues: 
 
None 

 

Previously presented or discussed:  N/A 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
This project involves abandoning the existing aging Railhead Lift Station and replacing 
it with a new compact, high-efficiency lift station.  This project will also reconfigure a 
portion of the sewer main within Railhead Sewer Basin to route some of the basin’s flow 
to gravity-flow lines, thereby reducing the size of pumps needed for the new lift station 
and reducing electrical costs. 

 
A formal solicitation was advertised in the Daily Sentinel and sent to a source list of 
contractors including the Western Colorado Contractors Association (WCCA).  Four 
bids for the 2010 Railhead Lift Station Replacement Project were received.  M.A. 
Concrete Construction, Inc. of Grand Junction, Colorado was the low bidder in the 
amount of $198,168.60.   
 

FIRM LOCATION AMOUNT 

M.A. Concrete Const., Inc. Grand Junction, CO $198,168.60 

Schmidt Earth Builders, Inc. Windsor, CO $240,529.32 

Skyline Construction, Inc. Grand Junction, CO $261,541.00 

Sorter Construction, Inc. Grand Junction, CO $291,960.10 

 
This project is scheduled to be completed by the end of November 2010. 

 



 

 

Attachments:  N/A 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  66  

FAA Airport Improvement Program Grant AIP-46 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

Subject:  Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant AIP-46 
at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Supplemental Co-sponsorship 
Agreements for Construction of a Perimeter Fence. 
 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  Rex A. Tippetts, AAE, Director of Aviation 
 

 

 

Executive Summary:  AIP-46 is a grant for $4,150,000.00 for the construction of 
perimeter fence that was designed with the previously approved AIP-44 grant for 
$497,361.00 for the design of the southern Perimeter Fence which will replace all fence 
from 27 ¼ Road to north of the Speedway on the east end of the Grand Junction 
Regional Airport property.  The Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreements are required 
by the FAA as part of the grant acceptance by the City. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 

Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and 
natural resources.  
 
This grant acceptance will support the Council’s Goal # 9 by enhancing and maintaining 
the air transportation system within the region. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the Mayor and City Attorney to sign 
the original FAA AIP-46 Grant Documents for the Construction of the Southern Portion 
of Perimeter Fence at the Grand Junction Regional Airport and Authorize the City 
Manager to Sign the Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreements for AIP-46. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority will accept AIP-46 at their September 21, 
2010 meeting. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
No funds are being requested of the City of Grand Junction. 
 

 

Date: September 10, 2010 

Author:  Eddie F. Storer  

Title/ Phone Ext: Construction 

Manager 

Proposed Schedule:  September 

13, 2010  



 
 

 

Legal issues: 

 
Standard review by the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues: 
 
None. 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 

No 

 

Background, Analysis and Options 

 
The benefit of AIP-46 is to begin the enclosure of the Airport with higher fence and a 
better controlled gate system to provide for better safety and security of the Grand 
Junction Regional Airport.   

 

 

Attachments: 
 

1. Draft Grant Agreement for AIP-46. 

2. Supplemental Co-sponsorship Agreement



 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 

 



 
 

 

SUPPLEMENTAL CO-SPONSORSHIP AGREEMENT 

 

 
 This Supplemental Co-Sponsorship Agreement is entered into and effective this 
_____ day of _______________, 2010, by and between the Grand Junction Regional 
Airport Authority (―Airport Authority‖), and the City of Grand Junction (City). 
 

RECITALS 
 

A.  The Airport Authority is a political subdivision of the State of Colorado, 
organized pursuant to Section 41-3-101 et seq., C.R.S.  The Airport Authority is a 
separate and distinct entity from the City. 
 

B.  The Airport Authority is the owner and operator of the Grand Junction 
Regional Airport, located in Grand Junction, Colorado (―Airport‖). 

 
C.  Pursuant to the Title 49, U.S.C., Subtitle VII, Part B, as amended, the Airport 

Authority has applied for monies from the Federal Aviation Administration (―FAA‖), for 
the construction of certain improvements upon the Airport, pursuant to the terms, plans 
and specifications set forth in AIP Grant Application No. 3-08-0027-46 (―Project‖). 

 
D.  The FAA is willing to provide approximately $4,150,000.00 toward the 

estimated costs of the Project, provided the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County 
execute the Grant Agreement as co-sponsors with the Airport Authority.  The FAA is 
insisting that the City and County execute the Grant Agreement as co-sponsors for two 
primary reasons.  First, the City and County have taxing authority, whereas the Airport 
Authority does not; accordingly, the FAA is insisting that the City and County execute 
the Grant Agreement so that public entities with taxing authority are liable for the 
financial commitments required of the Sponsor under the Grant Agreement, should the 
Airport Authority not be able to satisfy said financial commitments out of the net 
revenues generated by the operation of the Airport.  In addition, the City and County 
have jurisdiction over the zoning and land use regulations of the real property 
surrounding the Airport, whereas the Airport Authority does not enjoy such zoning and 
land use regulatory authority.  By their execution of the Grant Agreement, the City and 
County would be warranting to the FAA that the proposed improvements are consistent 
with their respective plans for the development of the area surrounding the Airport, and 
that they will take appropriate actions, including the adoption of zoning laws, to restrict 
the use of land surrounding the Airport to activities and purposes compatible with 
normal Airport operations. 
 

E.  The City is willing to execute the Grant Agreement, as a co-sponsor, pursuant 
to the FAA’s request, subject to the terms and conditions of this 



 
 

 

Supplemental Co-Sponsorship Agreement between the City and Airport 
Authority.  

 
           Therefore, in consideration of the above Recitals and the mutual promises and 
representations set forth below, the City and Airport Authority hereby agree as follows: 

 

AGREEMENT 

 
1.   By its execution of this Agreement, the City hereby agrees to execute the 

Grant Agreement, as a co-sponsor, pursuant to the FAA’s request. 
 

2.  In consideration of the City’s execution of the Grant Agreement, as co-
sponsor, the Airport Authority hereby agrees to hold the City, its officers, 
employees, and agents, harmless from, and to indemnify the City, its officers, 
employees, and agents for: 

 
(a)  Any and all claims, lawsuits, damages, or liabilities, including 

reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs, which at any time may be or are 
stated, asserted, or made against the City, its officers, employees, or agents, by 
the FAA or any other third party whomsoever, in any way arising out of, or 
related under the Grant Agreement, or the prosecution of the Project 
contemplated by the Grant Agreement, regardless of whether said claims are 
frivolous or groundless, other than claims related to the City’s covenant to take 
appropriate action, including the adoption of zoning laws, to restrict the use of 
land surrounding the Airport, over which the City has regulatory jurisdiction, to 
activities and purposes compatible with normal Airport operations, set forth in 
paragraph 21 of the Assurances incorporated by reference into the Grant 
Agreement (―Assurances‖); and 

 
(b)  The failure of the Airport Authority, or any of the Airport Authority’s 

officers, agents, employees, or contractors, to comply in any respect with any of 
the requirements, obligations or duties imposed on the Sponsor by the Grant 
Agreement, or reasonably related to or inferred there from, other than the 
Sponsor’s zoning and land use obligations under Paragraph 21 of the 
Assurances, which are the City’s responsibility for lands surrounding the Airport 
over which it has regulatory jurisdiction. 

 
3.   By its execution of this Agreement, the Airport Authority hereby agrees to 

comply with each and every requirement of the Sponsor, set forth in the 
Grant Agreement, or reasonably required in connection therewith, other than 
the zoning and land use requirements set forth in paragraph 21 of the 
Assurances, in recognition of the fact that the Airport Authority does not have 



 
 

 

the power to effect the zoning and land use regulations required by said 
paragraph. 
 

4. By its execution of this Agreement and the Grant Agreement, the City agrees 
to comply with the zoning and land use requirements of paragraph 21 of the 
Assurances, with respect to all lands surrounding the Airport that are subject 
to the City’s regulatory jurisdiction.  The City also hereby warrants and 
represents that, in accordance with paragraph 6 of the Special Assurances; 
the Project contemplated by the Grant Agreement is consistent with present 
plans of the City for the development of the area surrounding the Airport. 

 
5. The parties hereby warrant and represent that, by the City’s execution of 

the Grant Agreement, as a co-sponsor, pursuant to the FAA’s request, the 
City is not a co-owner, agent, partner, joint venturer, or representative of the 
Airport Authority in the ownership, management or administration of the 
Airport, and the Airport Authority is, and remains, the sole owner of the 
Airport, and solely responsible for the operation and management of the 
Airport. 

 
 
 Done and entered into on the date first set forth above. 
 
 GRAND JUNCTION REGIONAL AIRPORT AUTHORITY 
 
 
 By __________________________________________ 
  Denny Granum, Chairman 
 
 
 CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 
 
 By __________________________________________ 
  City Manager 
 

 



 

 

Attach 7 

Change Order #1 to Construction Contract for 29 

Road and I70B Interchange Phase Project 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Change Order #1 to the Construction Contract for the 29 Road and I-70B 
Interchange Phase Project  
 

File # (if applicable):  N/A  

Presenters Name & Title:  Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director  
                                             Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
Change Order #1 to the Construction Contract for the 29 Road and I-70B Interchange 
Phase Project would increase the contract amount by $283,000.  Because funding for 
the project is being shared equally between the City and County, the City’s share of the 
Change Order cost would be $141,500.  This Change Order is necessary because the 
actual conditions being encountered in the field do not fit with the original design and 
additional construction work must be added to the contract to ensure that the structure 
will meet the 50 year design life. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 
This change order to the construction contract is necessary to ensure the successful 
completion of the 29 Road Interchange Project.  The 29 Road and I-70B Interchange 
project supports the following Goals from the Comprehensive Plan: 

 
Goal 1: To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County and other service providers. 

 
The project represents a collaborative effort between the City and County to 
construct a section of infrastructure identified in the plan as a key component of the 
Regional Transportation Plan and as a Mixed Used Opportunity Corridor. 
 

Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create order and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 

 

Date: September 2, 2010   

Author: D. Paul Jagim  

Title/ Phone Ext: Project 

Engineer,  244-1542  

Proposed Schedule: September 

13, 2010  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   N/A

   

   

   

 



 

 

The project will establish a transportation corridor essential to the implementation of 
land uses identified in the Comprehensive Plan, such as the Neighborhood and 
Village Centers in the Pear Park and Orchard Mesa areas. 

 
Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water, and 
natural resources. 
 

The Regional Transportation Plan identifies this project as a critical component of 
the transportation network.  The traffic model prepared by the Regional 
Transportation Planning Office estimates that vehicular traffic counts will be 29,790 
vehicles per day in the year 2030.  This significant improvement in traffic flow will 
reduce vehicle miles traveled, thereby improving air quality, and conserving natural 
resources. 

 
The project encourages multi-modal use of the corridor by including bike lanes and 
sidewalks in the street section.  It will also create a more efficient bus route 
connecting residential areas with the North Avenue commercial center and service 
providers such as the Mesa County Work Force Center. 

 
The new ―grade-separated‖ crossing of the Union Pacific Railroad tracks will result 
in safety and efficiency improvements for rail freight traffic by reducing vehicle and 
pedestrian traffic at existing ―at-grade‖ crossings.   

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Execute Change Order #1 to the Construction 
Contract with Lawrence Construction Company, of Littleton, Colorado for the 29 Road 
and I-70B Interchange Phase Project, changing the total contract amount to 
$19,595,363.34 thereby increasing the contract by $283,000. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The Memorandum of Understanding between the City and County stipulates that the 
City will administer the construction contract for the 29 Road and I-70B Interchange 
Project, including executing Change Orders as required.  The County’s Public Works 
Director, Pete Baier, and project staff have been consulted on the details and costs of 
the proposed Change Order #1 and they have recommended that the City proceed with 
this change order. 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
The Interchange project includes several construction elements that must work in 
harmony to result in an overall structure that will perform satisfactorily over the 50 year 



 

 

design life.  One example of this is the relationship between the retaining walls, the 
embankment fill, and the ground improvements.  Ground improvements are necessary 
to improve the existing ground so that it can hold up under the increased loads that will 
be placed on it by the embankment fill and retaining walls.  Insufficient ground 
improvements would result in settlement problems over time.  However, excessive 
amounts of ground improvements would result in additional costs to the project and 
provide no benefits.  For this reason, the original design of the project determined the 
most efficient level of ground improvements based on the best available data.  
Unfortunately, the original design does not fit with conditions actually being encountered 
in the field.  In a small portion of the project on the south side of the railroad tracks, 
where the highest retaining walls will be constructed, actual conditions will require 
additional ground improvements to ensure that settlement problems do not occur during 
the life of the structure. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
There will be no financial impact from this change order since the cost will be absorbed 
by the contingency line item already built in to the overall project budget.  
 

Legal issues: 

 
None 
 

Other issues: 
 
None 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
This item has not previously been considered. 
 

Attachments: 
 
None   
 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  88  

Public Hearing – St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s 

Housing Rezone, Located at 415 S 3
rd

 St 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 
 

Subject:  St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s Housing Rezone - Located at 415 S. 3
rd

 Street 

File #:  RZ-2010-073  

Presenters Name & Title:  Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 

Executive Summary: 
 
Request to rezone 0.28 acres located at 415 S. 3

rd
 Street from C-1, (Light Commercial) 

to B-2, (Downtown Business) zone district in anticipation of developing the properties 
for multi-family dwelling units for homeless veterans. 
 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
By the continued support of development in the downtown area of the City Center into a 
vibrant and growing area with housing to meet the needs of a variety of incomes, along 
with the preservation and appropriate reuse of existing properties.  The proposed 
request meets with Goals 4, 5 and 6 of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 
 

Goal 5:  To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs 
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages. 
 

Goal 6:  Land Use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 
 

Action Requested/Recommendation: 
 
Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication of the 
Proposed Ordinance 
 
 
 

Date:  September 1, 2010 

Author:  Scott D. Peterson 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior 

Planner/1447 

Proposed Schedule:  August 30, 

2010  

2nd Reading:  September 13, 

2010  

 



 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested rezone at their 
August 10, 2010 meeting. 
 
 

Background, Analysis and Options: 
 
See attached Staff Report. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget: 
 
N/A. 
 

Legal issues: 
 
N/A. 
 

Other issues: 
 
None. 
 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
First reading of the Ordinance was August 30, 2010. 
 

Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Proposed Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 415 S. 3rd Street 

Applicants: Grand Valley Catholic Outreach, Inc., Owner 

Existing Land Use: Vacant lots 

Proposed Land Use: 
Multi-family residential development (24 dwelling 
units for homeless veteran’s) 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single-family residential 

South Vacant lots 

East Single-family residential/Commercial 

West Single-family residential 

Existing Zoning: C-1, (Light Commercial) 

Proposed Zoning: B-2, (Downtown Business) 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North B-2, (Downtown Business) 

South C-2, (General Commercial) 

East C-1, (Light Commercial) 

West C-1, (Light Commercial) 

Future Land Use 
Designation: 

Downtown Mixed Use 

Zoning within density 
range? 

X Yes  No 

 

 

1.  Background: 
 
The existing properties (Lots 13, 14, 15 and 16, Block 145, City of Grand Junction - 
0.28 acres) are located at the southwest corner of Pitkin Avenue and S. 3

rd
 Street and 

are currently vacant.  Previously, the property contained four (4) single-family detached 
structures that were demolished by the applicant, Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Inc., 
in anticipation of developing the properties for multi-family dwelling units for homeless 
veterans (24 units total – 1 bedroom each).  Proposed residential density would be 86 
dwelling units an acre.  
 



 

 

The existing C-1 (Light Commercial) zoning district does allow multi-family development 
but only up to 24 dwelling units an acre.  The applicant wishes to rezone to B-2 
(Downtown Business), which has no maximum residential density requirement and no 
building setback requirements for principal structures.  The proposed B-2 zone is 
compatible with land uses in the surrounding area. 
The applicant held a Neighborhood Meeting on May 19, 2010 however no property 
owners from the adjacent neighborhood attended.  Project Manager did receive verbal 
comment from a neighboring businessman concerning the lack of off-street parking for 
the proposed development, however, this issue will be formally addressed at the time of 
Site Plan Review application for the project. 
 

2. Title 21, Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
Zone requests must meet all of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or  
 

Response:  The Comprehensive Plan’s Goal #4 states:  ―Support the continued 
development of the downtown area of the City Center into a vibrant and 
growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.‖ 

 
This area is designated on the Comprehensive Plan Map as Downtown Mixed 
Use.  Rezoning the property to B-2 will allow the applicant to develop a multi-
family housing development that would exceed 24 dwelling units/acre and 
provide much needed housing for the community’s homeless veterans, thereby 
supporting Goal #4 of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is 
consistent with the Plan; and/or  
 

Response:  The Comprehensive Plan designation of Downtown Mixed Use 
encourages the proposed B-2 zoning and therefore the request is consistent 
with the Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan reflects changes in 
the character of the downtown area for increased residential densities. 

 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed; and/or  
 

Response:  There are adequate public and community facilities existing in the 
area of the proposed rezone request.  The proposed development is within 
walking distance of services offered by Grand Valley Catholic Outreach, 
grocery/convenience stores and downtown area merchants.  

 



 

 

(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as 
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; and/or  
 

Response:  This is a proposed re-use of existing properties that contained four 
(4) single-family detached homes, adding more density to the properties, as 
encouraged by the Downtown Mixed Use designation of the Comprehensive 
Plan.  The proposed rezone also provides needed housing for part of the area’s 
homeless population.   

 
(5) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from 
the proposed amendment.  
 

Response:  The community will derive benefits from the proposed rezone by 
supporting residential development in the downtown area with housing for our 
area’s homeless veterans. 

 
Alternatives: In addition to the zoning that the petitioner has requested, the following 
zone districts would also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation for the 
subject property. 
 

a. Existing – C-1, (Light Commercial) 
b. R-16, (Residential – 16 du/ac) 
c. R-24, (Residential – 24 du/ac) 
d. MXR, (Mixed Use Residential) 
e. MXG, (Mixed Use General) 
f. MXS, (Mixed Use Shopfront) 

 
The Planning Commission recommends a B-2 zone designation and does not 
recommend C-1, R-16, R-24, MXR, MXG or MXS.  If the City Council chooses to 
approve one of the alternative zone designations, specific alternative findings must be 
made as to why the City Council is approving an alternative zone designation. 
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Existing City Zoning 

Figure 4 
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 CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING ST. MARTIN’S PLACE VETERAN’S HOUSING FROM  

C-1 (LIGHT COMMERCIAL) TO B-2 (DOWNTOWN BUSINESS)  
 

LOCATED AT 415 S 3
rd

 STREET 
 

Recitals. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of rezoning St. Martin’s Place Veteran’s Housing properties from C-1 (Light 
Commercial) to the B-2 (Downtown Business) zone district for the following reasons: 
 
 The zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
future land use map of the Comprehensive Plan, Downtown Mixed Use and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 
 After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the B-2 zone district to be established. 
 
 The Planning Commission and City Council find that the B-2 zoning is in 
conformance with the stated criteria of Title 21 Section 02.140 of the Grand Junction 
Municipal Code. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

THAT: 
 
The following property shall be rezoned B-2 (Downtown Business). 
 
Lots 13, 14, 15 and 16, Block 145, City of Grand Junction 
 
Also identified as Tax Parcel 2945-143-37-027 
 
Introduced on first reading this 30

th
 day of August, 2010 and ordered published. 

 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2010. 



 

 

 
ATTEST: 
______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 



 

 

 

AAttttaacchh  99  

Public Hearing Issuance of Certificates of 

Participation to Finance Certain Improvements to 

Sam Suplizio Field/Ralph Stocker Stadium 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Issuance of Certificates of Participation to Finance Certain Improvements to 
Sam Suplizio Field/Ralph Stocker Stadium 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:   
Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

 

Executive Summary:  
Second reading and public hearing on an ordinance to consider the proposed  execution 
and delivery of one or more series of Certificates of Participation (COP’s) in an aggregate 
principal amount not to exceed $7,800,000.   
 
The COP’s represent assignments of the right to receive certain revenues pursuant to a 
Lease Purchase Agreement between the Grand Junction Public Finance Corporation, a 
Colorado non-profit corporation, as lessor and the City as lessee. The proceeds will be 
used to finance the construction of certain improvements to Sam Suplizio Field/Ralph 
Stocker Stadium.  The improvements include replacing the existing press boxes, adding 
concourse and concession areas and adding box seating.   

 
 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 10: Develop a system of regional, neighborhood and community parks protecting 
open space corridors for recreation, transportation and environmental purposes.  
 
Sam Suplizio Field and Ralph Stocker Stadium are in the core of Lincoln Park, which is 
one of the largest open space and recreation sites in Grand Junction.  provide sports 
and special event facilities for the entire community.  Refurbishing and improving this 
shared community asset  
 

Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

Date: 8/13/10  

Author:  Jay Valentine 

Title/ Phone Ext: Asst. Fin. Ops 

Mgr. x 1517   

Proposed Schedule:  August 

30, 2010  

2nd Reading September 13, 2010  

 



 

 

 
Sam Suplizio Field and Ralph Stocker Stadium provide sports and special event 
facilities for the entire community as well as the region.  Refurbishing and improving this 
shared community asset will ensure the continued use and attraction of these facilities. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication of Ordinance. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The Grand Junction Parks Improvement Advisory Board has pledged support for this 
project through a donation of $250,000 at their Board Meeting on June 22, 2010. 
 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
The proposed re-development of Suplizio Field and Stocker Stadium involves several 
elements including grandstand refurbishment and hospitality areas.  The project will 
emphasize the improved safety and accessibility of all amenities including seating, 
restrooms, dugouts, and concession areas.  A re-development project was first 
presented in 2008 at an estimated cost of $16 million; however, due to a change in the 
scope of the project and construction cost savings, the project cost has been revised to 
$8.3 million.   If approved, the project will be led by Grand Junction Baseball Inc. and 
financed through the Grand Junction Public Finance Corporation. 
 
Sam Suplizio Field and Ralph Stocker Stadium is a multi-use facility that is shared by 
many users in the valley including Mesa State College, School District 51 and the City. 
Because of this shared use it provides a great value to the citizens and taxpayers of the 
community. These facilities are home to many special events throughout the year, 
including the National Junior College World Series which has been hosted in Grand 
Junction for over 50 years.  The improvements will keep the facilities as a premier multi-
user venue for at least the next 25 years.  

The project will be financed by the Grand Junction Public Finance Corporation pursuant 
to a Ground and Improvement Lease Agreement between the City as lessor and the 
Corporation as lessee.  The City will lease back the improved facilities pursuant to the 
Lease.   

The issuance of Certificates of Participation (COP) through the Grand Junction Public 
Finance Corporation (GJPFC) will enable the City and Grand Junction Baseball Inc. to 
obtain funding for these public capital improvements.  Capital assets may be acquired 
in one of two ways: by entering into a rental agreement to obtain use, but not 
ownership, of the asset; or by purchasing the asset, either outright or through a 
financing arrangement, to obtain use and ownership.  Tax-exempt leasing involving the 



 

 

sale of COPs uses both methods.  The GJPFC will sell lease revenue to raise the 
proceeds necessary to construct the capital improvements. When the facility is 
constructed and ready for use, the City will lease the facility from the GJPFC. Unlike 
bonded debt, these lease payments by the City to the GJPFC will be subject to annual 
appropriation.  At the end of the lease, the City will own the improved facilities outright.  
 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
The stadium improvements are projected to cost $8.3 million. Of this amount, donations 
and grant funding are expected to cover $1 million of the project.  The Grand Junction 
Parks Improvement Advisory Board has pledged a donation of $250,000 towards the $1 
million and recently the City applied for a Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) grant in the 
amount of $700,000 that if awarded would go towards the $1 million as well.  The 
remaining amount after grants and contributions would be financed.  The repayment of 
the amount financed will be in the form of lease payments over a 25 year time period.  
The annual lease payments will not exceed $550,000 per year.  Grand Junction 
Baseball Inc. has committed to $300,000 annually and the City intends to use Lottery 
funds, which are restricted to parks and open space projects only, to make the 
remainder of the lease payment. 
   
 

 

Legal issues: 

 
Neither the lease nor the COP’s constitute a general obligation, or other indebtedness 
or multiple fiscal year obligation of the City within the Colorado Constitution, statutes or 
City Charter.  The lease is subject to annual renewal.   

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
The Stadium Improvement Project has most recently been discussed by the City 
Council on May 17

th
, 2010 and July 7

th
, 2010.  Prior to those discussions, improvements 

to the facilities have been a long identified need. 
 
 

Attachments: 
 
Ordinance 
Ground and Improvement Lease Agreement 
Lease Purchase Agreement 
Indenture of Trust 
Continuing Disclosure Certificate 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 

Attach 10 

Public Hearing Issuance of Certificates of 

Participation to Construct Public Safety Buildings 
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Issuance of Certificates of Participation to Construct Public Safety Buildings  

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:   
Laurie Kadrich, City Manager 
Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

 

Executive Summary:  
Second reading and a public hearing to consider the proposed execution and delivery of 
one or more series of certificates of participation in an aggregate principal amount not to 
exceed $36,300,000.  These certificates represent assignments of the right to receive 
certain revenues pursuant to a Lease Purchase Agreement between Zions First National 
Bank, as lessor, and the City, as lessee. The proceeds will be used by the City to finance 
the construction of a police station, emergency communication center and the possible 
remodel of the existing shops building to serve as Fire Station #1 and the Fire 
Administration building.    

 
 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 

 
Reconstruction of these existing public safety facilities will constitute a significant 
redevelopment project in the downtown area. 
 

Goal 11:  Public safety facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in 
planning for growth.  
 
Providing new public safety facilities and maintaining essential public safety services to 
the community have been a top priority for several years.   
 

Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.

Date: 8/13/10  

Author:  Jay Valentine 

Title/ Phone Ext: Asst. Fin. Ops 

Mgr. x 1517   

Proposed Schedule: August 30, 

2010  

2nd Reading: September 13, 

2010 



 

 

 
 
Public safety is a fundamental and critical component of a healthy community and 
economy.  Having new and functional public safety facilities will help to ensure the 
delivery of these essential services in the community. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 
Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication of Ordinance 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The Grand Junction Emergency Telephone Safety Authority Board has pledged support 
for this project by authorizing the use of $500,000 for annual lease payments for the 
Emergency Communication Center. 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  
 
Because the 2008 ballot questions for funding public safety facilities failed, the City’s 
police station, including the 911 communications center and the main fire station are 
dangerously close to the end of their useful life. To assist the City in finding a solution to 
this problem, the City Council held several forums in order to listen to citizen comments 
regarding the facilities, the community’s needs and desires and methods to finance the 
necessary improvements. Through those meetings several key themes were heard, 
primarily, the citizens want the City to do something now, look at a smaller scale project 
and fund new public safety facilities within existing resources.  
 
With the certificate financing plan proposed, the City, along with the Grand Junction 
Emergency Telephone Safety Authority Board (911 Board), will be able to fund a lease 
purchase of a new building within existing revenues.  
 
Other direction to come out of the public forums was that citizens wanted the City to 
look at existing buildings as a possibility for some components of improving the public 
safety building plan. A possibility consistent with that direction is the remodeling of the 
existing shops building.  That building has recently been vacated due to reductions in 
the City work force and movement among City departments.  This financing plan 
assumes that the shops building could be remodeled to house Fire Station #1 and Fire 
Station Administration. The final programming, location, design, schedule and cost for 
those facilities is currently being assessed.  
 
The issuance of Certificates of Participation (Certificates) will enable the City to obtain 
funding for these important public buildings. Capital assets, like the police and fire 
buildings, may be acquired in one of two ways: by entering into a rental agreement to 
obtain use, but not ownership, of the asset; or by purchasing the asset, either outright 



 

 

or through a financing arrangement, to obtain use and ownership.  Tax-exempt leasing 
involving the sale of Certificates uses both methods.  Lease revenues will be sold to 
raise the proceeds necessary to construct the capital improvements. When the facility is 
constructed and ready for use, the City will lease the facility from the lessor. Unlike 
bonded debt, these lease payments by the City to the lessor will be subject to annual 
appropriation.  At the end of the lease, the City will own the improved facilities outright. 

 

 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
The public safety improvements described above are projected to cost $32 million. That 
amount will be financed from lease payments over 30 years.  The annual lease 
payment will not exceed $3.43 million and after the payment of interest from the Build 
America Bond subsidy, the net annual lease is projected to be $2.2 million each year.  
The 911 Board has committed up to $500,000 annually towards the lease payment. 
 

Legal issues: 
 
Neither the lease nor the Certificates constitute a general obligation or other 
indebtedness or multiple fiscal year obligation of the City within the Colorado 
Constitution, statutes or City Charter.  The lease is subject to annual renewal.   
 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
Public safety facility improvements have most recently been discussed by City Council 
on August 2, 2010. Prior to that discussion, improvements to public safety facilities 
have been identified as the number one priority by City Council. 
 

Attachments: 
 
E-911 Board Resolution 
Ordinance 
Ground and Improvement Lease Agreement 
Lease Purchase Agreement 
Indenture of Trust 
Continuing Disclosure Certificate 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 
 



 

 

Attach 11 

Contract Award for VCB Advertising Services 
 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Contract Award for Visitor and Convention Bureau Advertising Services 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:   
Debbie Kovalik, Economic, Convention and Visitor Services Department Director 
Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Manager 

 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
In an effort to promote Grand Junction, Staff is requesting a contract award for 
Advertising Services.  The selected firm will work together with the Grand Junction 
Visitor and Convention Bureau (GJVCB) to target audiences and develop a 
comprehensive tactical marketing plan. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 

Goal 4: Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with job, housing and tourist attractions.   
 
This contract award is expected to deliver more visitors to Grand Junction by promoting 
the City as a visitor destination for wine enthusiasts and destination travelers.  The 
striking western landscapes and downtown area have a unique appeal to leisure 
travelers as well as meetings and groups. 

 

Goal 12: Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.   
 
This award will contribute to the growth and prosperity of Grand Junction by increasing 
tourism.  Greater tourism numbers are expected to increase tax revenues, as well as 
encourage loyalty and repeat business which will improve the City’s image as a regional 
center of commerce, culture and tourism. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  

 

Date:  August 20 ,2010 

Author: Susan J. Hyatt 

Title/ Phone Ext: Senior Buyer / 

1513  

Proposed Schedule:   

September 13, 2010 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

Authorize the Purchasing Division to Award a Contract to CCT Advertising of Denver, 
Colorado in the Amount of $375,000 for Advertising Services  

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The GJVCB Board held a special meeting on August 30, 2010 and unanimously 
recommended bringing this contract award to CCT Advertising before City Council. 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  

 
The Grand Junction Visitor & Convention Bureau (GJVCB) was created in 1990 
following an election in 1989 that approved a 3% lodging tax to be collected by 
properties in the City of Grand Junction.  The lodging tax is the basis of the GJVCB 
operating capital and it is supplemented by a portion of the vendor’s fee from sales tax 
revenues.  The GJVCB represents 2897 rooms (39 properties) ranging from national 
chains to small independently owned properties and bed/breakfasts. 
 
A Statement of Qualifications (SOQ) was advertised in the Daily Sentinel and sent to a 
source list of firms on BidNet’s Rocky Mountain E-Purchasing System as well a list of 
firms who had previously contacted the GJVCB.  Sixteen responsive and responsible 
statements were received.  Of the sixteen, one vendor was local. The responses were 
evaluated by representatives from the GJVCB Board, GJVCB Staff, and Purchasing.  
Of the 16, the evaluation team narrowed the list to four finalists.  The results are as 
follows, listed in order of total points.   
 

Company City/State Total Points 

CCT Advertising Denver, CO 431 

Barnhart Denver, CO 419 

Hill Aevium Edwards, CO 405 

Atlas Advertising Denver, CO 330 

 
The short list was determined using ten criteria.  The selected vendor statements 
showed that the vendor has the necessary qualifications, demonstrated the majority of 
the work will be completed by in-house staff, has relevant experience, competence and 
creativity, has experience working with advisory committees and government boards, is 
financially and organizationally stable, has demonstrated creativity with previous 
campaigns, has research capabilities, has no potential conflicts of interest with other 
Colorado tourism destinations, has past experience with public and media relations, has 
favorable references, and their offer was responsive to the requirements of the SOQ.   
 
Short listed vendors were requested to give oral presentations to the GJVCB Board and 
Staff.  Atlas Advertising asked to be excused from the presentation and pulled their 
offer.  Three presentations were provided to the group on August 12, 2010.  CCT 
Advertising has been determined to be the best choice for the GJVCB. The contract will 



 

 

be for a period of three years, renewable annually, beginning January 1, 2011 through 
December 31, 2011. 



 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
From the 3% lodging tax revenue in the VCB Special Revenue Fund, there is a set sum 
of $375,000 budgeted for this project.   
 

Legal issues: 

 
N/A 
 

Other issues: 
 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
N/A 
 

Attachments: 
 
N/A   



 

 

Attach 12 

Resolution Opposing Amendment 60 

 

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Resolution Opposing Amendment 60 

 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, Jodi Romero, Financial 
Operations Manager and John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

Executive Summary:  
Amendment 60, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, has 
been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the November 
2, 2010 election.  Amendment 60 would among other things change Article X, Section 
20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to create additional restrictions on the 
collection and use of property taxes. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
All Goals of the Plan are potentially impacted if the ballot measure passes; the City will 
be severely restricted in its ability to finance public projects and raise revenue for 
essential governmental services. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  
Consider a Resolution Opposing Amendment 60. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
N/A 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  
Amendment 60 will appear on the November 2, 2010 ballot.  The passage of this 
measure would significantly impact government in Colorado.  While the language and 
effects of the measure are open to interpretation, the passage of the ballot measure 
would without question change how government is financed and operated. 
  
The resolution contains a brief summary of the ballot measure and a reflection of what 
City Staff has determined to be some of the significant impacts.   

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  
Financial Impact is estimated to be in the tens of millions of dollars. 

Date:   September 4, 2010  

Author:   Belinda White 

Title/ Phone Ext:   Sr. Admin. 

Assist.,  #1508  

Proposed Schedule:  September 

13, 2010  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

 

Legal issues: 
If the ballot measure passes litigation will likely follow.    
 

Other issues: 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
At its September 1, 2010 work session the City Council expressed a desire to have a 
resolution opposing Amendment 60 presented for formal consideration and/or action on 
September 13, 2010. 
 

Attachments: 
Resolution Opposing Amendment 60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

RESOLUTION NO. -10 

 

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING AMENDMENT 60 ON THE NOVEMBER 2, 2010 

GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT  

 

 

RECITALS. 
Amendment 60, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, has 
been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the November 
2, 2010 election.  Amendment 60 would among other things change Article X, Section 
20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to create additional restrictions on the 
collection and use of property taxes. 

 Amendment 60 will immediately undo prior voter-approved property tax 
decisions.  So called ―de-Brucing‖ or ―TABOR excess revenue‖ election decisions 
will be overturned.   

o In 2007 Grand Junction residents voted to allow the City to keep excess 
property tax revenue to pay down the Parkway Debt.  That voter-approved 
measure would immediately expire with the passage of Amendment 60.  

 

 Amendment 60 requires the State to audit and enforce the provisions of the 
Amendment. 
 

 Amendment 60 would allow out-of-state residents to vote on property tax issues 
in jurisdictions where they own property.   
 

 Amendment 60 requires school districts (such as Mesa County School District 
51) to reduce their non-debt mill levy by 50% between 2011 and 2020.  That 
requirement reduces operations and maintenance budgets 50% over the next 10 
years and obligates the State to make up the difference which has been 
estimated by the Legislative Council to be more than $1.5 billion annually.  
 

 Amendment 60 requires property tax questions to be voted on only in November 
elections and must be independent of debt issues.  
 

 Amendment 60 allows for ―petitions‖ to lower property taxes.  The amendment 
does not specify the form of the petition or the process.  The vagueness will be 
susceptible to legal challenge. 
 

 Amendment 60 requires government enterprises to pay property tax and requires 
local governments to reduce their mill levies to offset the increased tax revenue.  
 

o The Persigo Wastewater Treatment Plant and the City’s Water Plant are 
examples of enterprises that would have to pay.  The increased expense 



 

 

is estimated to be between $1,700,000 and $2,500,000.  The cost of 
paying the taxes would cause a significant increase in the water and 
wastewater rates users pay.   

 
o Amendment 60 could require the City to pay property tax on the Two 

Rivers Convention Center, Lincoln Park Pool, Lincoln Park Golf Course, 
Orchard Mesa Pool and Tiara Rado Golf Course.  How such properties 
would be assessed and how much the users of those facilities would have 
to pay to offset the new tax is unclear.   

 

 Amendment 60 prohibits government enterprises from levying a tax or fee on 
property. 
 

 Amendment 60 makes the extension of an expiring tax a tax increase and sets 
expiration dates on voter-approved taxes. 
 

The City Council, after due and careful consideration has determined that the passage 
of Amendment 60 will cause significant negative impact to the operations of the City 
and its ability to provide public services.  
  
The City understands that its citizens desire and deserve accountability for how taxes 
are collected and spent.  Amendment 60 does not ensure those results. 
 
The passage of Amendment 60 will not solve the problems in Denver or Washington 
D.C.  While those problems are real, they are vitally important and they must be solved, 
Amendment 60 if enacted will severely disrupt the ability of local government to provide 
necessary services.      
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand 
Junction does hereby oppose Amendment 60 and urges the defeat of such measure for 
the reasons stated. 
 
Further, the City Council urges all City voters to consider the severe impacts 
Amendment 60 will have on the City’s ability to provide for the needs of the citizens. 
 
Dated this ________day of _______________ 2010. 
 
 
 
       _______________________ 
       Teresa Coons 
       President of the Council 
 
 



 

 

ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________ 
Stephanie Tuin 
City Clerk 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1133  

Resolution Opposing Amendment 61 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Resolution Opposing Amendment 61 

 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, Jodi Romero, Financial 
Operations Manager and John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

 

 

Executive Summary:  
Amendment 61, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, has 
been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the November 
2, 2010 election.  Amendment 61 would among other things change Article X, Section 
20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to prohibit the State from incurring debt and 
limit how local government incurs debt. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
All Goals of the Plan are potentially impacted if the ballot measure passes; the City will 
be severely restricted in its ability to finance public projects and raise revenue for 
essential governmental services. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  
Consider a Resolution Opposing Amendment 61. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
N/A 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  
Amendment 61 will appear on the November 2, 2010 ballot.  The passage of this 
measure would significantly impact government in Colorado.  While the language and 
effects of the measure are open to interpretation, the passage of the ballot measure 
would without question change how government is financed and operated. 
  
The resolution contains a brief summary of the ballot measure and a reflection of what 
City staff has determined to be some of the significant impacts.   

 

Date:   September 4, 2010  

Author:   Belinda White 

Title/ Phone Ext:   Sr. Admin. 

Assist.,  #1508  

Proposed Schedule:  September 

13, 2010  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  
Financial Impact is estimated to be in the tens of millions of dollars. 
 

Legal issues: 
If the ballot measure passes litigation will likely follow.    
 

Other issues: 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
At its September 1, 2010 work session the City Council expressed a desire to have a 
resolution opposing Amendment 61 presented for formal consideration and/or action on 
September 13, 2010. 
 

Attachments: 
Resolution Opposing Amendment 61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

RESOLUTION NO. -10 

 

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING AMENDMENT 61 ON THE NOVEMBER 2, 2010 

GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT  

RECITALS. 
Amendment 61, an initiated ballot measure to amend the Colorado Constitution, has 
been certified for consideration by the voters of the State of Colorado at the November 
2, 2010 election.  Amendment 60 would among other things change Article X, Section 
20 of the Colorado Constitution (TABOR) to prohibit the State from incurring debt and 
limit how local government incurs debt.  
 

 Amendment 61 prohibits State borrowing – ―The state shall not contract any debt 
by loan in any form.‖ 
 

 Amendment 61 requires all local government borrowing to be voter-approved 
bonded debt and requires that it be repaid within 10 years.   
 

o The City currently leases copiers and public safety vehicles.  Amendment 
61 would require voter approval for those types of leases. Restricting debt 
to 10 years would severely limit the ability of the City to finance capital 
projects and plan for the future. 

   

 Amendment 61 prohibits local government borrowing if the total current and 
proposed borrowing exceeds 10% of the assessed value within the jurisdiction.   

 
o This would reduce the City’s debt capacity by more than 50%.   

 

 Amendment 61 requires that after borrowing is repaid the tax rates are required 
to decline in an amount equal to the annual debt repayment even if the debt is 
not repaid by taxes.   
 

o The City currently pays an average annual debt repayment of $7 million.  
Amendment 61 would require the City to permanently reduce its revenue 
by that amount annually after it pays off the debt.   

 

 Amendment 61 requires that all current borrowing be repaid and no debt can 
continue past the original term 
 

o Passage of the amendment would prohibit the City from engaging in 
favorable debt financing and capturing better rates to save taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

 



 

 

The City Council, after due and careful consideration has determined that the passage 
of Amendment 61 will cause significant negative impact to the operations of the City 
and its ability to provide public services.   
 
The City understands that its citizens desire and deserve accountability for how taxes 
are collected and spent.  The City further understands and agrees that debt is a tool 
that must be used responsibly.  The passage of Amendment 61 does not ensure those 
results. 
 
Likewise the passage of Amendment 61 will not solve the problems in Denver and 
Washington D.C.  While those problems are real, they are vitally important and they 
must be solved, Amendment 61 if enacted will severely disrupt the ability of local and 
state government to provide necessary services.  
     

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand  
Junction does hereby oppose Amendment 61 and urges the defeat of such measures 
for the reasons stated. 
 
Further, the City Council urges all City voters to consider the severe  
impacts Amendment 61 will have on the City’s ability to provide for the needs of the 
citizens.   
 
Dated this ______ day of _________ 2010. 
 
 
        
       __________________ 
       Teresa Coons 
       President of the Council 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________ 
Stephanie Tuin  
City Clerk 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1144  

Resolution Opposing Proposition 101 

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

Subject:  Resolution Opposing Proposition 101 

 

File # (if applicable):  

Presenters Name & Title:  Laurie Kadrich, City Manager, Jodi Romero, Financial 
Operations Manager and John Shaver, City Attorney 

 
 

 

 

Executive Summary:  
At the November 2, 2010 election voters will decide Proposition 101, an initiated 
change to Colorado law.   
 
Proposition 101 would amend Colorado law to change State income taxes and reduce 
various fees and taxes on motor vehicles and telecommunications services.  Even 
though this measure is a statutory change, it would require a statewide election to 
amend or repeal the proposition if it is approved by the voters. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
All Goals of the Plan are potentially impacted if the ballot measure passes; the City will 
be severely restricted in its ability to finance public projects and raise revenue for 
essential governmental services. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  
Consider a Resolution Opposing Proposition 101. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
N/A 
 

Background, Analysis and Options:  
Proposition 101 will appear on the November 2, 2010 ballot.  The passage of this 
measure would significantly impact government in Colorado.  While the language and 
effects of the measure are open to interpretation, the passage of the ballot measure 
would without question change how government is financed and operated. 
  

Date:   September 4, 2010  

Author:   Belinda White 

Title/ Phone Ext:   Sr. Admin. 

Assist.,  #1508 

Proposed Schedule: September 

13, 2010  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

   

   

 



 

 

The resolution contains a brief summary of the ballot measure and a reflection of what 
City staff has determined to be some of the significant impacts.   

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  
Financial Impact is estimated to be in the tens of millions of dollars. 
 

Legal issues: 
If the ballot measure passes litigation will likely follow.    
 

Other issues: 
N/A 

 

Previously presented or discussed: 
At its September 1, 2010 work session the City Council expressed a desire to have a 
resolution opposing Proposition 101 presented for formal consideration and/or action on 
September 13, 2010. 
 

Attachments: 
Resolution Opposing Proposition 101 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

RESOLUTION NO. -10 

 

A RESOLUTION OPPOSING PROPOSITION 101 ON THE NOVEMBER 2, 2010 

GENERAL ELECTION BALLOT  

 

 

RECITALS. 
At the November 2, 2010 election voters will decide Proposition 101, an initiated 
change to Colorado law.   
 
Proposition 101 would amend Colorado law to change State income taxes and reduce 
various fees and taxes on motor vehicles and telecommunications services.  Even 
though this measure is a statutory change, it would require a statewide election to 
amend or repeal the proposition if it is approved by the voters. 
 
Fee revenue and sales and use taxes are vital financial resources for Grand Junction 
and allow the City to provide necessary services to the residents, businesses and 
visitors to Grand Junction.  Those services include police, fire and emergency medical, 
road and bridge construction and maintenance, investment in capital improvements, 
economic development, parks, recreation and open space.  If Proposition 101 passes in 
November, the City Council must approve a budget that includes significant reductions 
in these services.   
  

 Proposition 101 decreases specific ownership tax on motor vehicles.  According 
to the Colorado Municipal League, the decrease will result in an estimated 
annual loss of nearly $500 million statewide for municipalities and taxing districts. 

 
o If the proposition passes it will result in an estimated $900,000 annual 

reduction to the City of Grand Junction from specific ownership tax. 
 

 Proposition 101 requires that all vehicle registration, license and title charges, 
combined, equal $10.00 per year.  That change will end a principal source of 
funding for street and highway maintenance. 
 

o If the proposition passes it will result in an estimated annual reduction of 
more than $1 million to the City of Grand Junction from vehicle fees and 
taxes passed through from the state and put another $1 million annually 
at risk. 

 



 

 

 Proposition 101 sets the state income tax rate at 4.5% and over time the rate 
reduces to 3.5%. The reduction is estimated to result in a loss of more than $1 
billion to the State. 
 

 Proposition 101 sets the emergency 9-1-1 rate at 2009 levels without a means 
for increase and without regard to service and/or equipment demands. 
 

o The E-911 Regional Communication Center which serves all area law 
enforcement, fire, and emergency agencies is dependent on the 911 
charges (currently $1.30 per line) to fund essential technology 
infrastructure to support emergency telephone service.  E-911 surcharges 
fund the capital needs of the Communication Center and serve the Grand 
Junction Police Department, Grand Junction Fire Department, Fruita 
Police Department, Palisade Police Department, Mesa County Sheriff’s 
Office, Lower Valley Fire Protection District, Grand Junction Rural Fire 
Protection District, Palisade Fire Protection District, Plateau Valley Fire 
Protection District, East Orchard Mesa Fire Protection District, Central 
Orchard Mesa Fire Protection District, Gateway/Unaweep Fire Protection 
District, Powderhorn Metropolitan District, and the Land’s End Fire 
Protection District)  

 

 Proposition 101 defines all other charges as ―tax increases‖ which would require 
an election for every increase in those charges regardless of amount. 
 

 Proposition 101 eliminates taxes on vehicle rentals and leases.  It also eliminates 
taxes over 4 years on the first $10,000 of all vehicle sales. 
 

o If the proposition passes it will result in an estimated $4 million reduction 
to the City in vehicle taxes. 

 

 Proposition 101 eliminates taxes on telecommunication services (telephone, cell 
phone, internet, cable, etc.) 
 

o If the proposition passes it will result in an estimated $1.7 million reduction 
to the City in telecommunication taxes.   

 
The City Council, after due and careful consideration has determined that the passage 
of Proposition 101 will cause significant negative impact to the operations of the City 
and the State and their ability to provide public services.  The City cannot provide the 
same level of services in light of the reductions in tax revenue.   
 
The City understands that its citizens desire and deserve accountability for how taxes 
are collected and spent.  The passage of Proposition 101 does not ensure those 
results. 



 

 

 
The passage of Proposition 101 will not solve the problems in Denver and Washington 
D.C.  While those problems are real, they are vitally important and they must be solved, 
Proposition 101 if enacted will severely disrupt the ability of local and state government 
to provide necessary services.   
    

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand  
Junction does hereby oppose Proposition 101 and urges the defeat of such measures 
for the reasons stated. 
 
Further, the City Council urges all City voters to consider the severe impacts that 
Proposition 101 will have on the City’s ability to provide for the needs of the citizens.   
 
Dated this ______ day of ______________ 2010. 
 
 
 
 
       _________________ 
       Teresa Coons 
       President of the Council 
 
 
ATTEST:  
 
 
_________________ 
Stephanie Tuin  
City Clerk 

 
 
 
 


