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The work you will read below is either a summary of the minutes or a complete 
representation of the minutes of the Littleton Riverfront Authority (LRA).  The Littleton 
Riverfront Authority was created by city council in 1980.  The first two sets of minutes 
are from the first and second reading that took place in October of 1980 at the city 
council level establishing the LRA.  The rest of the minutes are from the LRA. 
 
If you see $$$$ noted that is an indication that there was some sort of discussion during 
the meeting on financial matters. 
 
Because it is just an attempt to answer questions that several citizens have had about the 
history of the Riverfront Authority, I am not taking the time to make this look like 
anything but a quick (it was hardly a quick task) effort to provide the reader with enough 
information to track the activities of the Authority from the very beginning to the present.  
Many of the minutes are actual minutes from their secretary who did a great job of 
preserving the history through her minutes. 
 
10/07/1980 – City Council Meeting – First Reading on the Riverfront 
Authority 
Council members were:  Jim Collins (President), Samuel Harper (President Pro Tem), 
Charles Emley, James Taylor, Joe Trujillo, Jennie Staritzky, and Sally Parsons 
 
Public Hearing on the Creation of the Littleton Riverfront Authority – 
On September 6, 1980, a petition was filed with the City Clerk setting forth the need to 
create a Littleton Riverfront Authority, pursuant to 31-25-104 of the Colorado Revised 
Statutes of 1973. 
 
Mr. Douglas introduced the public hearing to consider the necessity of creating such an 
Authority.  He stated that the staff believes the creation of a Riverfront Authority is 
important to Littleton’s future economic development; that he has personally contacted 
each of the property owners in the riverfront area in addition to being in contact with 
downtown merchants, the Chamber of Commerce, and various citizen groups; and that all 
of the publication requirements have been met and all affected property owners have 
been made aware of this public meeting. 
 
Mr. Douglas stated that the Economic Advisory Committee comprised of businessmen 
appointed by Council has studied the redevelopment and revitalization of the riverfront 
area over the past six or eight months and the Committee had recommended the creation 
of a Riverfront Authority.  He defined the Riverfront Area as that area bounded by 
Church on the south, Crestline on the north, the Platte River on the west and Santa Fe on 
the east.  He stated that the Economic Advisory Committee, upon studying this area has 
reached a conclusion that there are four major reasons for the inhibition of private capital 
to develop this area.  Those reasons are as follows:  (1) the existence of marginal land 
uses which detract from adjacent land uses; (2) the fragmentation in ownerships which 
has resulted in some ownerships being smaller than 1,000 square feet with no access to 
public streets; (3) the abundance of public rights of way that have been dedicated over the 
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years; and (4) the natural hazards of the floodplains of the Platte River and Little’s Creek. 
 
Mr. Douglas continued by stating that creation of an Authority would be a compromise 
between complete urban renewal and a do-nothing policy.  He stated that the Authority 
would be comprised of a group of 5 to 11 citizens appointed by the Council; that the 
Advisory Committee is recommending a 7-member Authority; that members of the group 
could consist of landowners with one member being a city official; and that appointments 
would be made following another public hearing.  He noted that the Authority would 
serve two major functions—that of planning redevelopment for the area; and once that 
plan has been approved by the Planning Commission and the City Council, the Authority 
would have the power to make recommendations to property owners for cleanup and site 
improvements, to make acquisitions, assemblage and resale of private property. 
 
Mr. Douglas stated that most of the landowners have expressed concern about the 
riverfront plans, which were used to secure the Small cities grant; and that the owners 
have been assured that these plans would be thrown out if an Authority is created.  He 
also noted that most of the people in this area have expressed a desire to have a City 
Councilman sit on the Authority and the staff agrees that this would be very appropriate.  
He further noted that financing will be dependent upon the scale of redevelopment plans 
adopted by the Authority and approved by Council; and that the Authority will require 
staff assistance in establishing the Authority as well as in the planning process. 
 
In conclusion, Mr. Douglas showed a map of the area, which indicated reactions from the 
25 property owners involved; and stated that the staff believes the creation of a Riverfront 
Authority would be the first step in a long, difficult process, which will improve this area 
for future generations. 
 
President Collins asked what financing alternatives are being considered?  Mr. Douglas 
replied that the options considered include the use of federal funds supplemented by local 
funds; the establishment of tax increment financing; and sale of city owned property in 
the area to the Authority, which it could in turn resell the property or issue a long-term 
lease. 
 
Mr. Berkowitz commented that the only financing tool not available to the Authority 
would be the ability to impose any tax. 
 
Councilman Emley asked if funds were appropriated in the 1981 budget for this 
Authority.  Mr. Christy replied that there is money in the 1981 Small Cities budget, 
which would provide assistance for the infrastructure in the area; and that it is the intent 
to utilize the services of Kirk Douglas and the Planning Staff to assist the Authority. 
 
Councilman Emley asked if the Authority would have the power of eminent domain to 
which Mr. Douglas replied that it would have such power. 
 
Councilman Emley then asked for a comparison of this Authority to the current Housing 
Authority. Mr. Berkowitz replied that the Housing Authority was created to provide 
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housing; and the Riverfront Authority looks to a much broader scope of redevelopment of 
land and also has a much closer relationship to the council than the Housing Authority.  
He stated that the Housing Authority does not require Council approval to undertake 
actions, while the Riverfront Authority requires Council approval of plans as well as full 
public hearings. 
 
Councilman Emley then expressed concern over the working in the state statute which 
says Council must make the finding of fact that the proposed area is a menace to the 
public health, safety, morals or welfare in it present condition and use.  Mr. Berkowitz 
replied that while the work “menace” may be a poor choice of words, he thinks the 
health, safety and welfare of the area is affected because of previous flooding and 
economic conditions caused by the topography of the area. 
 
At the request of Councilman Staritzky, Mr. Berkowitz defined the conflict of interest 
statutes, and Mr. Douglas defined tax increment financing. 
 
To conclude the presentation, the following individual spoke at this time: 
 
Dr. William McKinnell 
President, Economic Advisory Committee 
 
Dr. McKinnell stated that the Economic Advisory Committee (EAC) is comprised of 8 
businessmen who have vested interests as members of this Community; that the 
Committee feels Littleton should be a balanced Community with businesses, homes and 
places of employment for as many of its citizens as possible; that EAC feels this project 
would add to the entire Community by increasing the assessed valuation of the City; and 
that the Community would be involved in the project because the Authority would 
consist of members of the Community and plans would be carried out only after approval 
by Council and after public hearings are conducted.  In conclusion, he stated that none of 
the EAC members are involved with any of the subject property. 
 
Following the presentation, President Collins reviewed the procedures for conducting a 
public hearing and declared the public hearing open.  He noted that the public hearing 
roster contained only one signature in favor of the proposal and no signature in 
opposition.  He then asked to hear from those in favor of the creation of a Riverfront 
Authority and the following individuals spoke at this time. 
 
Jay Myers, Representing the Greater Littleton Area Chamber of Commerce 
 
Mr. Myers stated that the Chamber is in favor of the creation of a Riverfront Authority. 
 
Gene Womack, 5800 Old Mill 
Mr. Womack stated that he owns property in the subject area and is very much in favor of 
the Authority. 
 
President Collins then asked to hear from those in opposition to the creation of a 
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Riverfront Authority, and the following individuals spoke at this time. 
 
Leonard Sipos, 2485 West Main 
Mr. Sipos felt the Authority would only add another layer of government and that other 
areas of the city, such as storm drainage problem areas, should be addressed before an 
Authority is created. 
 
Roger Edney, 1045 Yank Street, Golden  
Mr. Edney stated that he has owned a business in this area since 1973 and is concerned 
that this Authority could force him out of his business, and that the Authority would not 
be accountable to the taxpayers.  He stated that the Economic Advisory Committee 
consists of members of banks and large corporations and should include small business 
people also. 
 
Carolyn Ashbaugh, 1201 Ridge Road 
 
Mrs. Ashbaugh stated that she understood the redevelopment of this area had something 
to do with low-income housing and asked what would become of the plans, which were 
developed by Bill Franklin for this project. 
 
Mr. Christy replied that all of the work completed by Bill Franklin will be utilized as 
conceptual design.  He also stated that low income housing, while a part of the riverfront 
development, has never been a major thrust of the redevelopment plans; that economic 
development is the main concern. 
 
In conclusion, Mrs. Ashbaugh expressed concern that this Authority would possibly 
accelerate the ejection of low-income residents from this area. 
 
Mr. Gleem, 5702 Old Mill 
 
Mr. Gleem stated that he is a renter in this area and expressed concern that 75 low-
income families residing in trailer houses would lose their homes if this area becomes 
Commercial. 
 
President Collins asked if there were others wishing to address Council at this time.  
Hearing no response, Councilman Trujillo moved and Councilman Parsons seconded 
THAT THE PUBLIC HEARING BE CLOSED. 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
Mr. Berkowitz entered the following document into the record: 
 
  CITY COUNCIL EXHIBIT “A” – Map of the redevelopment area. 
 
The resolution was read by title. 
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Councilman Parsons then moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT THE 
RESOLUTION BE APPROVED AND THAT THE COUNCIL PRESIDENT BE 
AUTHORIZED TO AFFIX HIS SIGNATURE THERETO; AND THAT THE CITY 
ATTORNEY PREPARE THE REQUIRED CERTIFICATE OF CREATION FOR 
EXECUTION BY COUNCIL. 
 
Councilman Staritzky expressed her concern about conflicts of interest; relocation and 
the matter of declaring this are a menace to the public health, safety, morals or welfare. 
 
Councilman Trujillo expressed concern about the Authority having the power of 
condemnation.  He stated that he feels the creation of an Authority at this time is 
premature in that there are no development plans or funding packages and the EIS is not 
complete for possible Bowles improvements, which may occur.  He also stated that he 
felt it would be proper for the City to provide a replacement area (trailer park) for those 
persons displaced from their trailer homes by this redevelopment. 
 
Councilman Taylor indicated that he would prefer a five member Authority rather than a 
seven.  He asked for clarification of a “city official” to serve on the Authority. Mr. 
Berkowitz replied that the State statute does not limit this to an elected official; however, 
the resolution does call for a City Councilman.  He also noted that the State statute says 
that not more than one of the Commissioners can be an official of the City. Councilman 
Taylor expressed concern that the responsibility for plans in this neighborhood will be 
made by an appointed body rather than an elected body. 
 
President Collins stated that he feels the creation of a Riverfront Authority makes sense; 
and the Economic Advisory Committee has studied the matter and recommended a 
coordinating entity, which would be self-financing but still subject to City Council 
control. He stated the relocation rights of those affected by actions of the Authority are 
fully covered by Federal law. He also stated that the lack of a funding package is a 
concern; however, he believes that would be one of the first tasks of the Authority when 
guidelines and parameters have been established. 
 
Councilman Parsons stated that she is in full support of the Riverfront Authority in that 
this body would provide a direct input to the development plans by the affected property 
owners.  She indicated that after all Council members have had the opportunity to 
Comment on this matter, she would withdraw her motion to allow this matter to be 
discussed with members of the Economic Advisory Committee at a council study session 
in order to gain more information. 
 
Councilman Harper indicated that he is basically in favor of the Authority; however, he 
agreed with Councilman Parsons that there is a need for a study session on this matter. 
Councilman Emley stated he is in favor of redevelopment of this area but is not sure of 
the proper vehicle to implement the redevelopment.  He requested the City Attorney to 
report on the authority that this body would have; specifically, does it have any power the 
Council doesn’t already have; and how does it relate to other authorities which have been 
created by Council.  He expressed concern about granting the right of eminent domain to 
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any body created by Council. 
 
Mr. Christy Commented that the power of eminent domain could be covered in the plan 
developed by the Authority and Council could, as part of the review and approval 
process, deal with the condemnation process very clearly; that we don’t know if the CA 
zoning on this property is adequate to allow the private sector to redevelop that land; and 
that there is a substantial difference in redevelopment now than when ACC was built 
because federal law is more protective of the individual rights of property owners, tenants 
and business people.  He also addressed the matter of relocation of mobile home tenants 
stating the owners of that park could close down today and these tenants would be out of 
a home with no relocation assistance; whereas if these people are relocated under the plan 
involving the city, relocation assistance would be available to them.  He stated that staff’ 
major concern is economic development as a result of direction from City Council. 
 
Councilman Parsons expressed concern about delaying the creation of the Riverfront 
Authority, which would aid in plans for this area. 
 
With the permission of the seconder (Councilman Harper) Councilman Parsons withdrew 
her original motion.  She then moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT THIS 
ITEM BE TABLED UNTIL THE FIRST MEETING IN NOVEMBER AND 
SCHEDULED FOR DISCUSSION AT A STUDY SESSION ON OCTOBER 30, 19080. 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
11/05/1980 – City Council Meeting where Riverfront Authority was 
Approved 
Council members were:  Jim Collins (President), Samuel Harper (President Pro Tem), 
Charles Emley, James Taylor, Joe Trujillo, Jennie Staritzky, and Sally Parsons 
 
Resolution No. 63-80 Littleton Riverfront Authority – Second Reading 
 
This resolution setting forth the need to establish and create an Authority pursuant to Part 
1, Article 25, Title 31, Colorado Revised Statutes, 1973, as amended to be known as the 
Littleton Riverfront Authority, creating such an Authority, and authorizing actions 
necessary to create such an Authority was read by title. 
 
Mr. Douglas introduced the resolution and provided Council with copies of a Riverfront 
Development Plan Conceptual Outline which was requested from staff at the last study 
session.  (this outline was available at the back of the room for members of the public.)  
He reviewed the outline which consists of:  (1) Riverfront Goals and Objectives; (2) 
Physical Site Plan; (3) Community Impacts; (4) Implementation Plan; and (5) 
Implementation Policies.  He suggested that, if the resolution is approved tonight, an 
amendment be added as the fifth Whereas of the resolution to read as follows:  “And such 
outline as attached hereto and made a part hereof and shall serve as directives to the 
Riverfront Authority.” 
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Mr. Douglas then reviewed the criteria for appointment to the Riverfront Authority as 
follows:  (1)  City Council may serve as the Authority; (2) if Council does not act as the 
Authority, one Council member or another official of the municipality may serve on the 
Authority; (3) appointments will be for five-year terms with staggered expirations; (4) 
Council would select the first chairman of the Authority and after the first five years, the 
Authority would select its own chairman; (5) Council would have power to remove any 
member of the authority for inefficiency, neglect of duty or misconduct in office; (6) any 
member may resign at any time and Council would retain the power to reappoint or make 
appointments; and (7) no member may own property or reside in the immediate project 
area.  He suggested that members, in addition to a Council member, may be 
representatives of the downtown merchants and downtown residents, a person with 
design background, a person with land development background and citizens at large.  He 
also suggested that the City Manager or Manager’s Designee should serve as Secretary 
and Executive Director of the Riverfront Authority and that such appointment would be 
ratified by the Authority. 
 
Councilman Taylor asked if the City Attorney would also serve as attorney to the 
Riverfront Authority.  Mr. Kerkowitz replied that the City Attorney could serve in this 
capacity; however, the Authority could also hire its own attorney. 
 
Councilman Parsons moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT RESOLUTION 
NO. 63, SERIES OF 1980, BE APPROVED AND THAT THE COUNCIL PRESIDENT 
BE AUTHORIZED TO AFFIX HIS SIGNATURE THERETO, AND THAT THE CITY 
ATTORNEY PREPARE THE REQUIRED CERTIFICATE OF CREATION FOR 
EXECUTION BY COUNCIL. 
 
President Collins then moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT THE 
RESOLUTION BE AMENDED TO ADD THE FOLLOWING LANGUAGE TO THE 
FIFTH “WHEREAS”:  “AND SUCH OUTLINE IS APPROVED AND ATTACHED 
HERETO FOR DIRECTION TO THE AUTHORITY; AND” 
 
The motion carried by a vote of 6 to 1 with Councilman Trujillo voting opposed. 
 
Councilman Staritzky moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT THE 
RESOLUTION BE FURTHER AMENDED ON PAGE TWO, PARAGRAPH THREE, 
TO STRIKE THE WORDS “WEST CRESTLINE AVENUE” TO BE REPLACED BY 
THE WORDS “WEST BOWLES AVENUE.” 
 
Councilman Staritzky stated that she does not believe the Council can find that the vacant 
land between West Crestline and Bowles meets the criteria contained in paragraph 4 of 
the resolution. 
 
President Collins asked what action would be required to later amend the boundaries of 
the Riverfront Authority.  Mr. Berkowitz replied this can be done by simple motion. 
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Councilman Parsons expressed concern about having this area deleted and stated that she 
feels the total area should be planned as one piece; and that she is concerned about traffic 
accessibility to the other side of Bowles Avenue in that area. 
 
Councilman Taylor stated that he feels the entire area needs the benefit of comprehensive 
planning. 
 
Councilman Harper stated that he feels the intent of the motion is to eliminate this area 
from any redevelopment and retain it as open space or parkland. 
 
Councilman Staritzky agreed that this was the reason for her motion.  She also stated that 
elimination of this portion of the Authority would slow development and give the city 
time to deal with traffic problems in this area. 
 
Councilman Emley stated that he would not support the motion because he does not 
believe this is a blighted area as requred in paragraph 4 of the resolution; that this is city-
owned property and can be dealt with in a number of ways; and that this area can always 
be added at a later date. 
 
Councilman Harper stated that he had received a telephone call from Mr. Hubbard and 
asked if he were present this evening to address council.  Mr. Hubbard was not present in 
the audience. 
 
Councilman Trujillo invited Comments from the public.  The following individuals 
addressed Council at this time. 
 
Roger Edney – 2970 W Bowles Ave 
Mr. Edney expressed concern that his property may be in jeopardy; and that it will be 
difficult to appoint people to the Authority who won’t have a conflict of interest noting 
that bankers, for example, would have much to gain from the redevelopment in the area.  
He stated that only private investment should be considered for this area without the 
government jeopardizing investments of present owners.  He urged the Council to defeat 
the proposed Riverfront Authority.  He also stated that he encountered great difficulty in 
obtaining a building permit to build his motorcycle store at the above address.  Mr. 
Christy pointed out that this was due to the area being in a floodplain. 
 
Mr. Edney asked if it is the intent of the Riverfront Authority to utilize the entire 
Riverfront area as park land.  President Collins replied that it is the intent to encourage 
private investment and enhancement of that private inestment. 
 
Ed Aldridge – 5731 S Santa Fe Drive 
Mr. Aldridge stated that he owns the Kawasaki Shop at the above address and that he is 
opposed to the formation of a Committee which would have the authority to possibly take 
his business. 
 
President Collins explained that adoption of the resolution this evening would create an 
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Authority to present a plan to Council and such plan would have to be approved by 
Council. 
 
Mr. Aldridge asked if the Authority would have the power of condemnation.  President 
Collins stated that the Authority would have the power to condemn only with Council 
approval, and only after Council approval of the general plan. 
 
President Collins asked the City Attorney to clarify this matter of condemnation.  Mr. 
Berkowitz stated that the Authority could condemn land for purposes of redevelopment, 
for example, lots which can’t be developed because of topographical conditions or 
inaccessibility; and that such lots could be acquired and reassembled into buuildable lots.  
He stated that this would encourage private investment which would subsequently 
heighten property values in the area.  He stated that such a plan would go to the Planning 
Commission followed by a public hearing before City Council, and that only after 
approval of this plan by Council, could condemnaton proceedings be implemented. 
 
Leonard Sipos – 6990 South Chase Court 
Mr. Sipos stated that he believes this area should be developed by private investment  and 
that city government should not be involved.  He also opposed the City Manager serving 
as Executive Director of the Authority, and that the Authority should hire an independent 
staff.  He favored the Council serving as the Authority. 
 
Referring to Councilman Staritzky’s motion to change the northern boundary of the 
Authority, President Collins stated that he will oppose the motion; that while he is not 
opposed to this are being utilized as park and open space, he is not sure what the property 
will look like after the channelization and the removal of many trees, etc.; and that 
inclusion of this area would not be in conflict with paragraph 4 of the resoltuion.   
 
In regard to Council serving as the Authority, President Collins stated that he believes the 
Authority will be very busy with the planning process and investigation of financial 
alternatives; and that these activities would be too time consuming for the Council to do a 
competent job in this area.  He noted that Council will have the power to approve or 
disapprove plans presented by the Authority. 
 
Councilman Emley asked for clarificaiton on areas to be included in the boundaries of the 
Authority.  He asked if the Authority could include in its planning an area which is not in 
the boundaries of the Authority.  Mr. Berkowitz replied that it could; and that if the area 
included in Councilman Staritzky’s motion was deleted, there is nothing which would 
prohibit the Authority from including that area in any plan it may bring before Council. 
 
A vote was called for on Councilman Staritzky’s motion to amend the resolution.  The 
motion failed by a vote of 3 to 4, President Collins and Councilman Trujillo, Taylor and 
Parsons voting opposed. 
 
President Collins moved and Councilman Harper seconded THAT THE CONCEPTUAL 
OUTLINE PORTION OF THE RESOLUTION BE AMENDED AS FOLLOWS: 
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1) ADD SUBSECTION “E” TO PHYSICAL SITE PLAN WHICH WOULD 
READ:  “EMPHASIS ON OPEN SPACE AND PARK USE FOR AREA 
NORTH OF BOWLES AVENUE”. 

2) ADD SUBSECTION “C” TO IMPLEMENTATION PLAN WHICH WOULD 
READ:  “PRIVATE INVESTMENT CAPABILITIES”. 

3) ADD THE FOLLOWING PHRASE TO SUBSECTION “B” OF 
IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES WHICH WOULD READ:  “(FUNDING AND 
ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS)” 

4) ADD SUBSECTION “F” TO IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES WHICH 
WOULD READ:  “EMPHASIS ON PRIVATE INVESTMENT VERSUS 
PUBLIC ACQUISITION”. 

 
The motion carried by a vote of 7 to 0. 
 
President Collins called for discussion of the main motion as amended. 
 
Councilman Trujillo stated that he would oppose the Riverfront Authority on the basis of 
the moral implications of housing shortages.  He stated that the effect of relocation on 
families presents a challenge to the Council to take constructive steps to provide a 
remedy.  He stated that he has been contacted by businessmen who have suggeted that  
rather than creating a Riverfront Authority, the City should utilize its planning staff to 
make recommendations for this area and then put some money into the area to help 
development occur.  He also expressed concern that when Santa Fe is widened, traffic 
will be prohibited from turning south onto Old Mill Street and this are will change 
tremendousy.  He also expressed concern with labeling this area as “blighted”.  He 
suggested that the City Planning Staff investigate alternatives for development of this 
area instead of creating a Riverfront Authority. 
 
Councilman Startizky stated that she would oppose the resolution for six reasons:  (1) a 
relocation plan should have been presented for approval at the same time the creation of a 
Riverfront Authority is approved—she expressed concern about the trailer park; (2) a 
financing plan is also an integral part of the Riverfront Authority and is not available at 
this time; (3) the lack of an alternate river crossing at this time—the Riverfront Authority 
would only add to traffic problems on Bowles; (4) this area cannot be defined as 
“blighted” under the intent or letter of the law; (5) that the Council should act as the 
Authority; and (6) redevelopment of the riverfront area could lead to the death of the old 
downtown Littleton area. 
 
Councilman Emley sated that he would oppose the resolution because he does not believe 
the area to be blighted; there is no financial plan; traffic is not adequately addressed; and 
he does not agree with the five-year terms for members of the Authority.  He stated that 
he believes the area needs redevelopment; however, he disagrees with this particular 
method. 
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President Collins stated that he is in favor of the Authority and stated that he believes the 
findings set forth in the Council Communication for designating this area as “blighted” 
meets the legislative criteria and that this Authority seems to be the best vehicle for 
planning and developing the riverfront area as well as developing the financial plans to 
accomplish this development.  He commented that he feels the residents of the trailer 
park are better off with the Authority which would provide relocation assistance; that 
although traffic is of great concern in this area, this is one of the immediate directives to 
the Authority – to develop a traffic plan for Council approval; and that the downtown 
merchants have given their support to this Authority. 
 
Councilman Trujillo stated that he has talked to several downtown merchants who are 
concerned about the effect of the Riverfront area on the downtown area. 
 
Councilman Parson stated that she attended the meeting with the Downtown Merchants 
Assocation when Riverfront was discussed; that the Association is aware of possible 
condemnation; and that they feel an improved business climate for the city which would 
result from the redevelopment of the riverfront area, will be an asset for the downtown 
area. 
 
Councilman Harper called for the question on the motion to approve the amended 
resolution.  The motion carried by a vote of 4 to 3, Councilmen Trujillo, Straitzky and 
Emley voting opposed. 
 
 
12/1980 
No minutes other than the city council minutes were available 
 
The first Riverfront Authority Board Members were: 
 
Tom Kristopeit, Chair  5 year appointment 
Burt Mills   4 year appointment 
John Ellingboe   3 year appointment 
Vaughn Cole   2 year appointment 
Bill Skufca   2 year appointment 
Tommy Drinkwine  1 year appointment 
Jim Collins   1 year appointment 
 
***1/22/1981 
Employees of the Authority are eligible for all benefits of the city.  There are two employees. 
 
The First Commissioners were:  Tom Kristopeit, Burt Mills, Bill Skufca, Tom Drinkwine, 
Jim Collins, Vaughn Cole and Jack Ellingboe 
 
Public Projects – 

1. Channelization of Little’s Creek 
2. Santa Fe 6 lanes with a pedestrian underpass from Church to Crestline 
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3. Platte River Channelization 
4. Railroad Depression – 18 million and schedule to begin in Sprint 1982 
5. Belleview Grade Separation - $4.6 million scheduled for completion June 1981  
6. Santa Fe 6 lanes from Crestline to Union - $14 million – scheduled for completion 

June 1983 
7. Bowles Grove Park - $350,000 - Complete 
8. South Platte Park - $2 million – Acquisition scheduled to be completed 1981 

 
Riverfront Goals and Objectives – 

1. Develop public and private partnerships to engage in urban redevelopment 
2. Develop an integration of residential, office and limited retail uses in a 3 dimensional 

mix 
3. Develop an environment with 24 hour vitality and use 
4. Eliminate outdoor storage and other uses which diminish both the market 

attractiveness and natural beauty of the So Platte and Little’s Creek 
5. Enlarge and diversify the tax base of Littleton 
6. Other objectives as developed by the Riverfront Authority Commissioners 

 
Riverfront Staff Concepts – Kirk Douglas provided an overview of the staff thinking on 
the ranges of thought in proposing the creation of the Riverfront Authority.  The Authority 
will have the responsibility to implement the adopted plan and assure proper treatment for 
those negatively affected by a site plan that may be approved.  Present analysis of area and 
market shows capacity up to 190,000 sq. feet of office space, 100,000 square feet of retail 
space, and 70 dwelling units. 
 
CPM Schedule – Kirk Douglas provided the Authority with a Critical Path Schedule, which 
staff proposed, impact analysis and implementation policies. 
 
****2/26/1981 
Recommendation to City Council on Potential Federal Grant Program – Motion made 
to recommend to City Council the approval of submission of the application for the grants 
program and to include the Riverfront Authority as co-applicant.  Motion carried. 
 
Letters to Interested Citizens - Letters were mailed to 150 people.  Every tenant in the 
Holmes Trailer Park and every business tenant rec’d a letter as well as newspapers and 
interested citizens.   Motion made to print the agendas for the business meetings (not for 
their workshops – deliberately excluded) as a news item in the newspapers before each 
meeting.  Motion carried. 
 
Field Workshop – March 12, 1981 – scheduled per Kirk Douglas’ request to get the 
Authority in the field to appreciate some of the things being proposed. 
 
Internal Traffic Plan -  
 
Definition of Planning Units – 
There are 5 planning units for the property.  Kristopeit stated two issues. 
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1. City and Highway Dept. need to work out a system, ideally a temporary signal, but 
certainly improved temporary signage, maps, etc. for the businesses detour. 

2. Need to keep the Old Mill open as long as possible 
 
Gale Christy thought three things should be done. 

1. Ask Highway Dept for temporary traffic signals at Church and Santa Fe 
2. Work a plan with businesses to develop best way to show how customers can get 

there 
3. See if Old Mill can be kept open as long as possible. 

Motion was made to adopt three items noted by Christy with the cooperation of the land 
owners and tenants.  Motion carried. 
 
***3/25/1981 
Traffic Detours – this section is about how to arrange detours during the construction 
stage. 
Site Planning – conversation about how to handle tenants who may be displaced.  The only 
policy is to follow Federal standards.   Christy felt that the Authority should work towards a 
plan that they could really defend.  Different approaches would be necessary for each 
planning unit.  Implementation strategies should be site specific. 
 
Motion was made to accept the conceptual development plans and proceed with the 
marketing consultant.  Motion carried. 
 
Motion made to have a preliminary consensus by the Riverfront Authority by April 16th.  
Another motion was made to hold an executive session on April 13th.  “A vote was taken on 
the two motions with all present voting aye.” 
 
$$$Fund Sources – 
Kirk Douglas said there were three basic fund sources available.   

1. Revenue generated from the sale of City land within the Riverfront area. 
2. Tax increment financing 
3. Grant programs 

He stated that the staff had set aside $45,000 in the 1981 grant, if it is approved to pay for 
curb, sidewalks, gutters, concrete, as well as paving for the new Old Mill Street.  There’s 
another grant for Land Water Conservation Fund for $600,000; which is frozen until they 
resolve what they are going to do with the different contingency funds in the 1981 Federal 
budget.  It may be “defrosted” about May 1st. 
 
A substantial portion of the funds for Riverfront could be turned back over in resales if 
property acquisition is involved.  The ability to bond through TIF is dependent on the 
strength of the implementation plan adopted for revitalization.  If a private initiative is 
selected, the results of Riverfront are less certain than they are through public initiative.  As 
such, the amount, which may be funded through bonding, is substantially less.  It was 
concluded that substantial funds are available to accomplish revitalization objectives. 
 
It was asked if the Authority could get the infrastructure costs for the meeting on the 13th.  
Douglas stated that the cost out that they have planned on doing in terms of how much it 
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would costs to acquire lands, infrastructure, etc. really is intended to follow the adoption and 
concurrence of the formal plan. Collins stated that that may be debatable because if they 
don’t know where the money is coming from, it is hard to get decisions made. 
 
 
 
 ***4/16/1981 
City Attorney Report – Berkowitz informed the Authority with information on 
amortization provisions as it applies to non-conforming uses.  Theory of amortizing a non-
conforming use was adopted in Colorado in 1973. 
 
Christy reported on the discussions for relocating the trailer park residents. 
 
Authority was informed of a group called WHERE that are concerned about the widening 
and improvement of Santa Fe. 
 
Douglas presented Site Planning – a complete illustrative site plan and proposals.  Four 
categories need to be discussed regarding the adoption of the Riverfront Plan consensus 
position. 

1. Uses 
2. Zoning 
3. Circulation 
4. Illustrative site plan 

 
Motion was made to approve the Riverfront Plan as presented encompassing the uses as 
portrayed, the zoning which is currently in place, the circulation plan, the illustrative site plan 
for each of the planning units, and approving but not specifically limiting the specifics of 
each of the planning units and approve the land uses and open space uses.  Also that BBC is 
authorized to do a marketing analysis with respect to uses projected.    Kristopeit suggested 
that the Riverfront Authority meet at 3:00 pm on the 30th of April to review a written 
consensus position.    (There is nothing in the minutes to indicate a vote on this motion.) 
 
Implementation Options – Douglas said there were 2 sets of policies that needed to be 
developed.   

1. Termination of nonconforming uses or uses that do not fall within the concept of 
the adopted plan.  There are three options according to Kristopeit.  1) If a 
nonconforming use is congruent, parallel, or consistent with the intent of the 
Riverfront Plan, we do nothing; 2) if a nonconforming use is inconsistent or 
opposed to the intent of the plan, we have the right to acquire it, or to amortize it; 3) 
for a nonconforming use that is incongruent to the plan, the market place may take 
action by buying it and disposing of it and replacing it with a new use that is in 
conformance with the plan.  Staff was asked to identify the nonconforming uses so 
they would know what they are working with.  Christy said to deal with the Holmes 
Trailer Park separately. 

2. A relocation policy based on providing benefits directly towards the tenants of 
property. 

Policies will be developed for consideration. 
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$$$***4/30/1981 
Introductions – Planning Commission and the Economic Advisory Committee were in 
attendance.  A slide presentation was given on Riverfront project.   
 
Mr. Douglas said the LRA was working to adopt a policy to eliminate the non-compatible 
uses with three alternatives.  They are: 
 
1) Market – Authority would make infrastructure changes, get involved with some code 
enforcement, and assist in a comprehensive marketing effort. 
 
2) Amortization – Amortization program is where the Authority would request that all the 
uses which are non-conforming be subject to amortization provisions on the area which says 
that in three years time period, the uses will be terminated. 
 
3) Acquisition – The Authority would acquire uses through negotiation and condemnation 
as a last resort. 
 
Douglas has done a cost benefit analysis that does not attempt to deal with the intangible 
costs involved.  It is strictly an economic analysis.  Douglas said their primary source of 
revenue is TIF.  The cost range of the activities would be somewhere between $225,000 and 
$700,000.  The benefit range in 1980 dollars is $2,100,000 and if allowed to inflate at 7% for 
25 years the benefit is close to $5,000,000. 
 
Dennis Orr did not think the plan was bold enough.    Moving the Holmes Trailer Park was 
recognized as one of the most difficult problems they would have.   They are working on a 
relocation policy. 
 
Douglas was asked what was going to happen to the property west of the river – he said it 
was owned by the city and would remain in a recreational use. 
 
***5/11/1981 
The city council was in attendance.  Douglas gave his slide presentation.   Douglas described 
the three approaches towards the elimination of noncompatible uses:  1)market;  2) 
amortization; 3) acquisition.  The trailer park would be considered separately.  He also 
provided the council with the cost/benefit analysis showing what would be possible in 25 
years.   
 
Charlie Emley questioned the Commercial value of the 6 acres of land north of Bowles.  It 
was estimated to be worth $2.50 per sq. ft. at present…a price far under the market 
potential. 
 
***5/28/1981 
Review of Site Plan Changes – Discussion on how long the current residents would have to 
vacate their property – it was suggested that three years would be the timeline.  Comm. 
Collins thought the plan should be more specific regarding the theme, infrastructure and 
financing. 



Summarization	  of	  the	  Littleton	  Riverfront	  Authority	  Minutes	  1980-‐2014	  
Compiled	  by	  Carol	  Brzeczek	  	   	   	  
	  

Updated	  June	  1,	  2014	   	   Page 16 of 86	  
	  

 
***6/11/1981   Bond Projections  
Review of Illustrative Site Plan 3 – the separation of residential and Commercial spaces 
has been separated.  Douglas said the site plan was conservative and depended more on 
amortization and the market place than on acquisition and relocation.    Some of the 
architectural themes had been changed to orient more towards the River. 
 
There will be a survey of the trailer home park to see what it costs to live there, the ages and 
income levels which will help in the decision making process for implementation. 
 
***6/25/1981 
Results of the survey of the mobile home trailer park – most are employees of the racetrack 
and make under $800 per month.  50% have lived there under two years and 78% of the 
trailers are more than 5 years old. 
 
Review of Relocation Needs – Council would be asked to approve a three year 
amortization overlay that would begin the day the council ratifies the plan and the three year 
period would be from that date forward. 
 
The acquisition program stated conditions upon which the Authority could engage in 
acquisition.  They are: 

1. The determination of land uses which may not be amortized 
2. Land use may hinder redevelopment options. 
3. Assembly of land parcels for marketability 
4. Public infrastructure development 
5. Other public uses 

 
The Authority will follow the policy prescribed by City Council for land acquisition, which 
they adopted when the City rec’d, the Small Cities Grant.  A discussion on whether it would 
be the city council or the Authority that would condemn property and it was resolved that 
the sentence “no property shall be condemned without the approval of city council” 
should be changed to “the Authority shall notify the Littleton City Council prior to 
any decision regarding condemnation.” 
 
It will be easier to implement the program through amortization than acquisition.  If 
amortized the only people eligible for the relocation benefits would be those who were there 
prior to the adoption of the amortization overlay district.  If the Authority should choose to 
acquire the Holmes Trailer Park at some point, the would have to pay according to the 
Relocation Benefit Program to anyone that is located on the site prior to the closing on the 
site.  Douglas said there are 4 trailer types eligible for benefits.   
 
***7/16/1981 
Douglas said that there were five changes to the implementation policies.  They were made a 
little broader. 
 
Implementation Policies were approved. 
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Mr. Wildman was asked to work on a couple of finance approaches using TIF.  One to get 
the Authority out of debt as quickly as possible and into the hands of the private sector and 
the other maximized public revenue. 
 
***7/29/1981 – Public Meeting 
Notification to trailer park residents – we will relocate you within 50-mile radius and allow 2 
years for the relocation. 
 
***8/12/1981 
Amendments to the redevelopment plan…..dealing with the relocation of the trailer park 
residents. 
 
The public meeting with lots of people from the area addressing the Authority with their 
questions. 
 
It was agreed that there would be room left for future amendments to the plan. 
 
$$$***10/22/1981   
Gale Christy reviewed the operating budget for the Authority.  Personal Services total 
$72,400 and Supplies and Other Fixed Costs totaled $13,200.  There were two options 
available under the Capital Outlay budget.  The Authority could utilize office and equipment 
in the Community Development Department or space could be renovated and furnished in 
Geneva Lodge for approximately $20,000.  It was moved and approved that the Authority 
set up offices in the Community Development Department and use their equipment as it 
was the least expensive way to go.   
 
Comm. Drinkwine recommended that the Riverfront Authority use the City structure and 
furniture for the director and secretary.  Committee also agreed that the Riverfront Authority 
needed legal counsel and requested Jim Windholz be the appointed attorney.  The 
Committee also recommended a need for a financial consultant, an operating budget, and 
by-laws be drawn up and be drafted into the Agreement as soon as possible.  Approved 
unanimously. 
 
Drinkwine’s term is up and it was recommended that his name be given to council with a 
recommendation for another 5-year term. 
 
After hearing proposals from 4 underwriters it was decided to go with Hanifen, Imhoff by a 
unanimous vote. 
 
***11/12/1981 
The agreement between the Authority and the City was reviewed.  Drinkwine disagreed with 
the section that gave the City manager the authority to select and/or terminate the Exec 
Director of the Authority which was opposite of what was originally stated.    The premise 
to that concept was that they would contract from the City the services with respect to 
personnel rules, pension, etc. 
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The main reasons noted for the change were that the employees would then fall under the 
rules and regulations of the City and would be eligible for all benefits of the City.   
 
A special meeting was suggested to discuss the agreement further – Nov. 19th. 
 
Legal council was approved. 
 
K. Douglas reported that Hanifen, Imhoff and Co were in the process of reviewing all 
documents that created the Riverfront Authority as well as the initial cost benefit analysis 
and all of the financial operational analyses put together by Boettcher & Co. 
 
Douglas said a builder/developer was essential before March 1 to add credibility to the bond 
package and that in the first three months of 1982, the Riverfront Authority would be 
getting expressions of interest and submissions of concept ideas and then select one on the 
basis of a conceptual plan and track record.  After April 1, the builder/developer would have 
exclusive right for a certain amount of time to put together a plan and present it.  At that 
point, it would begin to cost the developer hard dollars which are non-refundable to be 
applied toward the eventual project cost. At some time during the option period, the bond 
package would be sold and the Authority can use the developer as security toward the bond, 
which will improve the rating of the bond. 
 
***12/10/1981 
By-laws were reviewed and public notification was discussed.  The Director was instructed 
to prepare and administer the budget.  The director was also given the responsibility to over 
see the staff.  By-laws were amended and approved unanimously. 
 
Walt Imhoff reviewed the Tax Increment Financing package, which included: 

1. Use of Bond Proceeds 
2. Projection of Incremental Assessed Valuation 
3. Projection of Incremental Sales Tax 
4. Financing Plan 
5. Estimated Debt Service Schedule 

The Engagement letter was reviewed.  Windholz will meet with Mr. Imhoff to negotiate in 
more detail the relationship with the Authority consistent with their discussion.  Motion 
carried. 
 
Kutak, Rock and Huie were approved to be the bond counsel for the Authority. 
 
The City’s Personnel Director had placed ads and was receiving applications for the 
Executive Director’s position. 
 
T. Kristopeit asked if Council had approved the agreement between the City of Littleton and 
the Riverfront Authority yet.  It was noted that it was on the agenda for the coming meeting. 
 
Kirk Douglas noted that they had rec’d several inquiries from developers regarding the 
Riverfront project. 
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1982 Riverfront Authority Board members were:  Tommy Drinkwine, Burt Mills, Jack 
Ellingboe, Jim Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Bill Skufca and Tom Kristopeit 
 
 
 
***1/21/1982  
Tom Bishop of Hanifen Imhoff stated that the bond market is still satisfactory regarding the 
bond issue.  Greg Johnson of Kutak, Rock & Huie confirmed the bond issues and feels that 
the Authority will be able to finance the development of the Riverfront. Bishop answered 
several questions – the first question was, “can the bond issue finance working capital?”  
Bishop said yes.  Johnson addressed the possibilities that the IRS could construe the tax 
increment bond to be IDB because land sale proceeds were used to pay debt service.  A 25% 
limit on the use of sale proceeds is required to avoid the possibility. 
 
Bishop addressed the issue about financing future operating costs.  Bishop explained that the 
state statute prohibits the use of increment tax proceeds for any purpose except debt 
payment.  The income from capitalized interest could be utilized to fund future operating 
expenses. 
 
Bishop answered the question, “Do bonds have to be called early if excess cash is available?”  
The bond use may be structured for a twenty-year amortization schedule without requiring 
an early call.  However, the excess funds generated from the tax increments may be used 
only to retire debt. 
 
The issue concerning the sources of revenue for the payment of debt service during the early 
years was disclosed.  Bishop explained that the bonds will be repaid from capitalized interest, 
tax increment income and 25% of the land sale proceeds. 
 
Johnson explained the benefit of labeling the bonds as general obligation bonds for 
marketing purposes.   
 
The next item discussed was sinking-fund limitations and how they may or may not apply to 
Riverfront’s operations.  Bishop explained that the bonds would not be subject to arbitrage 
limits, even if the interest income rate was in excess of the tax exempt finance rate. 
 
Imhoff explained arbitrage. 
 
Bishop discussed letters of credit to be required from the developer.  He explained that the 
bond issue will be secured by the cash from the bond proceeds, mortgages and land or the 
cash receipts from developer. 
 
K Douglas explained the Letter of Credit and guarantee for the developer. 
 
Bishop discussed an issue regarding the City receiving cash from the Authority.  Bishop 
stated that the principal amount of land sale proceeds will need to be retained by the 
Authority so interest income can be used to help cover debt service payments.  The principal 
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amount from the land sale may be released for use by the Authority when enough 
development has occurred such that the incremental taxes cover the debt service.  This 
could also be included in a transfer back to the City. 
 
Gale Christy asked about the tax jurisdiction of the school district. 
 
Bishop explained the issue of redefining the future project area of the Authority to extend 
the project in such a way as to retain the original tax base for future tax increment financing.  
Tom recommended that the current plan be revised to include some future extension of the 
project be extended on a contiguous basis and utilize the original tax base to retire both the 
first and second issue of bonds.   
 
Christy suggested putting language into the plan so the Authority may be able to expand at a 
later date. 
 
Johnson explained extending the Riverfront area for tax increment financing.   
 
Drinkwine asked how contiguous is contiguous? 
 
Johnson explained contiguous, from Bond Counsel perspective. 
 
Johnson explained return assessment in the event of reassessment in 1983.   
 
Resolution #1 retaining Hanifen Imhoff for bond financing for the Riverfront Project. Mills 
then moved to postpone new business until the March meeting.  There is no vote indicated 
for either of these two motions. 
 
Tom Kristopeit was named executive director at $34,200/year with $150/month car 
allowance.  Part-time work will be allowed. 
 
***2/13/1982   
Riverfront is operating well within its budget.  Tom Kristopeit’s Executive Director contract 
was approved. 
 
A memo from T. Kristopeit was discussed regarding recommendations for a new Littleton 
Riverfront Authority member.  The recommendations given to the Mayor for consideration 
were reviewed in executive session. 
 
Office partitions would be put up in the Community Development Department to provide 
office space for the Authority. 
 
Three citizens volunteered, when asked, to serve on an advisory Committee.  The advisory 
Committee would be discussed again at the next meeting. 
 
***3/11/1982 
Nothing of notable importance was discussed. 
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***4/22/1982 
Motion was made to exercise the termination clause of the agreement with Kutak Rock & 
Huie since they are unable to meet the legal needs of the Authority.  Approved. 
  
After a small discussion regarding the memo that was given the Commissioners, it was 
moved that the Authority should authorize T. Kristopeit to explore the possibilities of 
securing interim financing for a relocation fund for small businesses and a possible 
relocation of the mobile home park.  Approved. 
 
***5/13/1982 
Windholz recommended that the Authority obtain insurance separate from the City.  The 
Governmental Immunity Act extends to the Authority, its officers and employees, but does 
not include independent contractors. 
 
$$$***6/10/1982 
Drinkwine presented a press release concerning an option the Authority has taken on 9.2 
acres of ground, located at Belleview and Bryant St and a loan Commitment from United 
Bank of Littleton for interim financing. The loan would be up to $500,000 and proceeds 
could be used for relocation of businesses and individuals, asset acquisition, operating 
expenses of the Authority and payment of existing Authority obligations.  Repayment would 
be based on the bond issuance but no later than Dec. 31, 1983. 
 
Resolution #10 to execute agreements and all related documents, for the transfer of 8 acres 
of City owned property to the Riverfront Authority was approved. 
 
$$$***6/24/1982 
Resolution #12 reaffirming the relocation policies of the Riverfront Businesses and mobile 
homes was approved. 
 
Resolution #13 approving the issuance of the Bond Anticipation Notes was approved. 
 
$$$***7/8/1982 
T. Kristopeit mentioned the approval by city council regarding documents selling the 
Authority 8 acres of City owned land and an agreement with the City and County regarding 
tax increment payments to the Authority. 
 
Phil Brady, active citizen, has volunteered to review the proposals for the developer selection 
consultant. 
 
***7/22/1982 
The Authority would be insured through the City’s insurance provider with the Authority 
reimbursing the City for their portion of insurance fees. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss the selection of a developer for the Riverfront area. 
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Once reconvened a motion was made to enter into an offer to negotiate with 
Gammon/Lankford and the Writer Corp.  Approved unanimously. 
 
***8/2/1982 
Executive session called – no reason given.  Once reconvened Drinkwine had informed the 
board members that the joint venture between the Writer Corp and Gammon/Lankford had 
not worked out.  Resolution #16 to accept the Writer Corp proposal for the development of 
the Littleton Riverfront area was approved with Ellingboe voting no. 
 
$$$***8/12/1982 
T. Kristopeit was going to be in San Francisco on another matter and wanted the Authority 
to authorize the expenses for him to visit the Farmer’s Market in Los Angeles, which was a 
model for Writer’s plans for Riverfront.  Approved. 
 
A parcel of land called Site B had been appraised.  This was a possible site for a new mobile 
home park. 
 
Windholz informed the Authority that they would be in violation of the state statutes if it 
were to acquire any businesses.  Drinkwine asked if they could appraise properties and 
Windholz said there would be no reason to have the appraisals done since they could not 
buy the businesses.   (Two businesses had asked the Authority to buy their businesses rather 
than relocate them.) 
 
Resolution #18 was approved – it authorized the Executive Director to execute contracts 
for the purchase of properties for the purpose of relocating the businesses in the Riverfront 
area.  Motion approved. 
 
Rough draft of an agreement with Writer has been agreed to.  Resolution #19 approving the 
Agreement to Negotiate between the Writer Corp and the Authority was approved. 
 
Repayment of the City Loan – The Authority owes the City $53,100 which is $10,000 less 
than what was borrowed.  Resolution #20 authorizing the payment was approved. 
 
Resolution #21 accepting the offer of Van Court and Co to provide appraisal services to the 
Authority was approved. 
 
Resolution #22 for soil testing was approved. 
 
***9/9/1982 
T. Kristopeit reported that his trip to CA had been very beneficial.  The Writer Corp had 
recommended a visit to the farmers market in Irvine-Newport, since they felt it was the best 
example of what they intend for Riverfront.  Kristopeit had a slideshow for those that 
wanted to stay showing all centers and farmers markets visited. 
 
Moonlighting – Kristopeit explained that every year the City Manger’s office asks for an 
updated list of those employees who hold jobs outside the city organization.  He informed 
the Board he is assisting the City of Edgewater in establishing a redevelopment authority and 
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a plan for redevelopment.  He is also a director on the Colorado Housing Finance Authority 
Board. 
 
Goals and Objectives – Kristopeit informed the Commissioners that the City Manager had 
asked each Department Head to prepare a list of goals and objectives of the department for 
1983.  He stated his report to the City manager was attached and that the Authority’s goals 
are actually specific items form the Authority’s schedule; some items included were property 
acquisition, relocation, and clear property for developer and start construction. 
 
Writer Agreement – the Agreement to Negotiate had been signed on August 23rd. 
 
Taylor asked Kristopeit if the Authority had rec’d any response from Kutak, Rock and Huie 
regarding the bond counsel bill.  Kristopeit stated that he had rec’d a short letter from Greg 
Johnson and that the firm had accepted the $1,626,53 as full payment.   
 
***9/20/1982 
Tom Drinkwine passed away.  Motion made for Comm. Ellingboe to remain as Acting Chair 
and Steve Lyon be elected Vice Chair. 
 
***10/14/1982 
Comm. Ellingboe submitted his resignation. 
 
T. Kristopeit mentioned he would be attending a meeting of DURA, CML and directors of 
urban renewal authorities and downtown redevelopment authorities in Colorado to discuss 
the problems the Aurora Urban Renewal Authority is having with Aurora School Board. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss the Exec Director’s report. 
 
More discussion on the trailer park. 
 
Another executive session was called for Committee reports. 
 
Stan Dial was hired to help with acquiring land at Riverfront and in relocating businesses and 
residents.  Resolution #27 – passed. 
 
Resolution #26 would authorize the 9-acre business park to be subdivided.  Passed. 
 
Another Executive session – no topics mentioned in the minutes. 
 
Meeting was adjourned and then an executive session was called.  Topics were:  Business 
Relocation report, Relocation Committee report, and a Discussion of the Bond Program 
from Tom Bishop.	   
 
***11/11/1982 
The Developer Committee was moved into an exec session. 
 
Their first budget was presented and discussed. 
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Vaughn Cole and Bill Skufca’s terms were expiring.  Cole was not interested in being 
reappointed but Skufca did want to be reappointed. 
 
Meeting was adjourned and then they went into an exec session to discuss the proposed 
1983 budget.  Once reconvened motion was made to amend the proposed 1983 budget by 
increasing the personal services by $4,000 and correcting the city accounting amount to 
$10,800 and making the total budget $132,496.  Motion approved unanimously. 
 
Resolution #28 regarding the budget was approved. 
 
The meeting adjourned and then met in an executive session to discuss Developer 
Negotiating Committee Report. 
 
***11/18/1982 
Writer Corp has asked for an extension on the Agreement to Negotiate to 22 Dec.    
Authority decided they would extend to 12/16/1982.  Motion was approved. 
 
The Relocation Handbook draft was presented to the Authority.  It will have to be approved 
by the city council. 
 
Execution session was called to discuss budget clarifications.   
 
***12/09/1982 
More discussion on the mobile home park took place. 
 
Windholz stated that Resolution #30 is asking city council to review and approve Exhibit A 
detailing the Plan Amendments.  If the changes are considered substantial then a public 
hearing would be required but the city attorney and Windholz did not consider the changes 
substantial.   
 
Taylor asked if the tax increment financing would affect the county, the school district, 
recreation district and special sewer district that the property lies within.  The paragraph that 
Taylor was referring to was only for sales tax and another section referred to property tax, 
which would affect those entities.  A meeting with Dorothy Vogt, county treasurer, would be 
set to discuss how the tax increment financing worked. 
 
***12/16/1982 
Resolution #31 would extend the Agreement to Negotiate between the Writer Corp and the 
Authority until Jan. 7, 1983.  Adopted unanimously.  Final contract should be ready to sign 
Jan. 6, 1983. 
 
Short term financing was secured through UBL.  Resolution #32 authorizing the Authority’s 
Director to negotiate a Commitment for financing with UBL – approved. 
 
Resolution #33 was approved. 
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The mobile home park was discussed at length. 
 
1983 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Bill Skufca, Steve Lyon, and Phil Brady 
 
***1/6/1983  
Discussion on the draft contract with Writer Corp. 
- 
***1/13/1983 
Writer Corp accepted the final draft of the contract. 
 
Riverfront area has been posted; the signs give notice to the public that the area is under the 
jurisdiction of the Redevelopment Authority. 
 
$$$***2/3/1983 
The Authority had used all their $250,000 line of credit from United Bank of Littleton.    
The Authority has an option on a 9 acre business park with requires an option payment of 
$10,000.  They have made an original payment of $52,000 and a $10,000 extension payment 
with another one due the next day.  Resolution #2 was passed to authorize the borrowing of 
additional funds from UBL to extend the option on the nine-acre business park. 
 
Bill Skufca resigned. 
 
$$$***2/10/1983 
It was asked if it was appropriate for Massey to vote for the approval of the minutes of Dec. 
16, Jan. 6 and Jan. 13 since he was not yet a member of the Authority at that time. 
 
Several members of the public addressed the Authority on relocation issues. 
 
Bill Skufca was thanked for his service to the Authority. 
 
T. Kristopeit reported that Mayor Collins had 6 questions for the Authority.  The first two 
dealt with relocation issues, the third was a summary of expenditures by the Authority to 
date, the fourth was whether they have a plan to condemn, fifth, the item you have already 
addressed a minimum time for relocation and sixth, the general plan on expenditures for the 
$7.5 million. 
 
The expenditures have already been documented.  We are absolutely not planning on 
condemnation rather than negotiating.    We prefer to negotiate first.  Don’t think it would 
be appropriate for us to discuss the details of expenditures for the $7.5 million – we have 
budgeted within that amount our anticipated acquisition costs, all relocation costs, operation 
costs, clearance costs, costs related to the business park and new mobile home park in a 
manner we think is adequate and reasonable, along with come contingency funding and 
some additional interest.   
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Lucy Duncan, Littleton Auto Body, has some serious issues with the Authority and they 
were discussed at length. 
 
Retreat will be held Feb. 26th 
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss financing. 
 
$$$***2/24/1983 
Auditors gave brief presentations to the Authority on their proposals.  The City’s Auditor 
Fox & Co was offered the job for $2,000.  If Fox & Co declined then VanSchooneveld  & 
Co would be offered the position with the same arrangements. 
 
T. Kristopeit explained the Authority would be asking city council for two items in the 
coming month, which relate to the Writer contract. 
 1.  Development rights over Little’s Creek and the transfer of six parcels of City land 
to the Authority.  The Writer contract calls for the Authority to acquire from the city and 
transfer to Writer, the development rights over Little’s Creek, which would allow Writer to 
build over, across and under Little’s Creek, subject to the following:  1) no structure would 
be built which would impede the flow of the 100 yr. storm/drainage waters within Little’s 
Creek, 2) the channel of Little’s Creek shall not be completely covered or enclosed, 3) City 
shall have access to the channel and banks of Little’s Creek at all times for the purpose of 
maintaining, repairing and replacing any portion of Little’s Creek utilized by the City, 4) the 
bike and pedestrian pathway currently owned and maintained by the City along Little’s Creek 
shall be allowed to remain in its present location, and 5) any landscaping along the banks of 
Little’s Creek shall be accomplished and maintained in such a manner so as not to impede 
the ability of Little’s Creek to carry storm/drainage waters. 
 
The second item, was the transfer of City owned property to the Authority, the parcels 
include:  1) two-2 acre pieces abutting Santa Fe and Bowles that have been requested by the 
Highway Department, they wanted to assure that slopes and drainage from the roads are 
properly handled, and that there is room for road signs.  It has been agreed that Writer can 
meet these requirements during site planning, 2) a parcel .8 acre south of Tortilla Flat, and 3) 
three remnants of lots that were purchased by the city for the Little’s Creek project. 
 
Massey asked if the land City Council would be conveying to the Authority through this 
request was to be mortgaged to cover the Authority’s immediate cash needs.  Kristopeit 
stated that land would not be mortgaged, that Resolution #4 and #3 were not related.  UBL 
has agreed to advance the Authority $50,000 against the earnest money deposits on the 
Business Park, along with assignments of the options the Authority holds on the property.    
 
Mary Harms of Performance Transmission said she knows of no business or business 
owners that want to relocate to the new Business Park and wondered if the Authority should 
continue with the options.  Kristopeit said one tenant and 5 owners expressed interest. 
 
Massey moved to approve Resolution #3 to borrow $50,000 from United Bank of Littleton. 
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Resolution #3 – Taylor did not think there would be a problem receiving the development 
rights over Little’s Creek with the conditions and restrictions discussed earlier.  He did think 
they should ask the council to donate the four acres abutting Santa Fe and Bowles to the 
project. 
 
Lyon stated that city council should be informed that if the Authority has to pay market 
value for all city owned land could very well extend the life of the tax increment bonds.  
Resolution #4 to request the city council transfer six parcels of city owned land to the 
Authority and development rights to Little’s Creek for transfer to Writer Corp was 
approved. 
 
Massey cleared up for the record the alleged discrepancies between two memos dated Feb. 
11, 1983 and Feb. 15, 1983 that went to city council.  The Feb. 15th memo is accurate – the 
Authority has expended $261,000. 
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss details of financing options. 
 
$$$***3/10/1983 
A business park has been proposed and business owners were present to express whether or 
not they are interested in moving to the business park.  Most present were not interested. 
 
Letter written by Pat Cronenberger to the Denver Post was presented for information only. 
 
T. Kristopeit said a $50,000 loan with United Bank of Littleton was approved. 
 
A motion was made to approve the Relocation/Acquisition Handbook draft be submitted to 
the public, a public hearing to receive Comments, input, and reaction to the document.  
Motion approved. 
 
Resolution #5 to approve VanSchooneveld & Co to perform the audit was passed. 
 
United Bank of Littleton asked the Authority for a back-up contract for the land north of 
Bowles.    If the Riverfront Authority fell into default for any reason, a contract and 
purchase of the land would pay off any LRA indebtedness to United Bank of Littleton.  
Kristopeit was asking the Authority for permission to engage in discussion with Phillip 
Nolen who would be interested in pursuing the idea.  Massey asked if anyone else was 
interested in the property.  Kristopeit said he had not pursued any interest in the property 
but if the Authority wanted him to he would be glad to do so.  Lyon thought the City should 
have first right of refusal on the property.  Ellingboe said that the City would have final 
approval on any such agreement.  Resolution #6 authorizing the Exec Director to negotiate 
a back-up contract on the land north of Bowles with Nolen and other interested parties was 
approved. 
 
Final financing plan for the Authority should be ready to be presented to the city council on 
March 15th.  Motion was made to do so and was approved. 
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss details of financing plan. 
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***3/17/1983   
No quorum present 
 
$$$***3/24/1983 
Gale Christy, (city manager at the time), asked for some time before the meeting started to 
clarify the use of federal funds to pay for admin costs for the Riverfront Authority in 1982.   
When businesses from the Riverfront questioned the use of federal funds, Shirley Smith of 
the Sentinel Newspapers contacted Margo Blu of HUD who stated the City had 
inappropriately used federal funds for the Authority.  On Dec. 15, 1981 an agreement was 
reached by and between the LRA and the City, whereby the City would loan the LRA up to 
$62,000 for the LRA’s first few months of operation; the loan would be paid back by August 
15, 1982.  The agreement did not refer to the source of funds – it was not the LRA’s 
responsibility as to where the funds were to come. 
 
After several meetings with the city staff to decide where the funds would come from, Kirk 
Douglas, suggested using the Community Development Block Grant money until a 
construction contract was awarded for the Little’s Creek Project.  Douglas spoke with Blu 
concerning the eligibility of administrative expense to come out of Block grant funds to 
assist with the operating costs of the Authority, with the understanding that those funds 
would be paid back by August 1982.  LRA would incur expenses and they would be sent to 
the City Finance department for payment.  Finance would pay the bills with funds from the 
General Fund.  Then, on a monthly basis, the City would send the expenses to HUD, who 
would pay back the City for those expenses.  The HUD money would then be deposited 
back into the General Fund.   
 
Christy said the Authority was correct when it stated that no federal funds had been used for 
the Riverfront project, and it was his contention that the City did not spend federal funds 
inappropriately. 
 
T. Kristopeit had discussed with Doug Bell of United Bank of Littleton an increase in the 
Authority’s line of credit to $350,000, secured by an 8-acre tract north of Bowles.  A recent 
appraisal supports the increased credit.  The funds would carry the Authority through May.  
Resolution #9 was approved. 
 
Tom Bishop (Hanifen Imhoff) presented the Authority a Letter of Intent to Purchase 
Bonds.  An Underwriting Agreement should be entered into by May 5, 1983.  There were 
changes proposed: 

1. Paragraph 3, Page 1 – We contemplate that if the proposed transaction were 
consummated today along the lines discussed by us, the Series A Notes maturing in 
1984 would be purchased by us from the Authority at 99% of their par amount with 
coupons between 7% and 8%, and that the Series B Notes, maturing in 1986, would 
be purchased by us from the Authority at 98% of their par amount with coupons 
between 8% and 10%. 

2. Item 4, Page 2 – It is understood that the proposed Underwriting Agreement may 
provide, among other things, for reciprocal indemnification among the Underwriters, 
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the Authority and Writer with respect to liabilities and claims under State and Federal 
securities lows.  Resolution #10 was approved as amended. 

 
Since the Authority will not have the financing completely committed by the end of the 60-
day period as required by contract with Writer, an amendment to the contract is necessary.  
Resolution #8 was approved as presented. 
 
$$$***4/21/1983 
UBL approved the additional line of credit for $345,000.  Sale of six parcels of land to the 
Authority has been approved by the city council. 
 
Bishop was asked to estimate the additional cost of closing on a temporary bond as early as 
May 17th.  Hanifen, Imoff would carry a daily carrying cost of $451.38 per day for a total of 
$7,7673 from May 17th to June 2nd.  Commissioners decided to wait until June 2nd to close the 
temporary bond. 
 
Funds from the Series A bonds will be available for acquisition, relocation, site clearance and 
demolition.  Funds from the Series B bonds will be held by an escrow agent (UBL) until 
such time as the Authority has acquired 70% of the land in Riverfront.  Funds cannot be 
interchanged between A and B series. 
 
Some discussion as to the management of the funds being held in escrow took place.              
 
Executive session was called to discuss real estate negotiations. 
 
$$$***5/05/1983 
Public hearing is required for $5 million bond.  The purchase price shall be, for the 
$5,000,000, 7.75% Revenue Anticipation Notes, 99% of the principal amount thereof, or 
$4,950,000, and, for the $2,500,000 Tax Increment Bond Anticipation Notes, 98% of the 
principal amount thereof, or $2,450,000, plus interest accrued on each issue of Notes to and 
through the day preceding the closing date, and shall be payable in immediately available 
funds to the order of the Issuer.  Motion to accept the Underwriting Agreement was 
approved. 
 
The Audit and Financial Statements prepared by VanSchooneveld and Co., Inc. were 
approved.  Copy of the audit report has to be filed with the Sec of State.  It was accepted 
and made public. 
 
Resolution #11 authorizing the issuance of the Littleton Riverfront Authority revenue 
Anticipation Notes dated May 15, 1983 in the amount of $5,000,000 to finance a portion of 
the cost of a redevelopment project be adopted by the Authority.  Approved. 
 
Resolution #12 authorizing the issuance of the Littleton Riverfront Authority Tax 
Increment Bond Anticipation Notes, dated May 15, 1983 in the amount of $2,500,000 to 
finance a portion of the cost of a redevelopment project.  Approved. 
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Resolution #13 extending the contracts to buy and sell real estate with Gertraud Gillies and 
Mark Stevens until May 20, 1983.  Adopted. 
 
$$$***5/19/1983 
Executive session was called to discuss Resolution #15 authorizing the extension of a loan 
from United Bank of Littleton with regards to the contracts on the Bryant St Business Park.  
The extension would be through Sept. 20, 1983.  This Resolution was approved after the 
executive session. 
 
Resolution #16 would extend the real estate contracts on the Bryant St property through 
June 20, 1983.  Massey amended the resolution by adding, “if sellers do not so agree, the 
Director is directed to rescind and terminate said contracts immediately.”  Resolution was 
approved as amended. 
 
T. Kristopeit said the bond closing is scheduled for May 25th.  He also reported on the 
Mobile Home Park Committee and discussion of rent increases in the future.  There was an 
audit follow-up and questions were raised in the management letter from VanSchooneveld 
about budgetary requirements.  Windholz will be giving his written opinion regarding our 
requirements under state law for the budget and bidding; whether the accounting system 
should be on a fund basis or an enterprise basis.  The City is considering acting as the 
Authority’s investment manager for the funds rec’d after the bond closing.  Gale Christy and 
Marvin Thrasher are to make that decision next week. 
 
Council approved the $5 Million IRB. 
 
Resolution #14 for the approval of the Relocation Handbook and relocation policies was 
made.  Approved unanimously. 
 
***6/16/1983 
All funds from the bond closing have been deposited with Columbia Savings and Loan at an 
average rate of just over 9%. 
 
A question had been raised whether the Authority is subject to bidding; T. Kristopeit stated 
when there is an item of any significance (over $5,000) the Authority will ask for bids, except 
in the case of service consultants, which follows the City guidelines. 
 
Writer is receiving good response from prospective tenants. 
 
Resolution #17 authorizing not less than two of the officials of the Authority from the 
offices of Chairman, Vice Chairman and Executive Director to deposit, invest, withdraw, 
and transfer revenue anticipation note funds and bond anticipation note funds that are on 
deposit with Columbia Savings and Loan was approved. 
 
Massey moved that the Chairman appoint 3 or 4 Commissioners to work out a contract, 
authorize Comm. Brady and Kristopeit to negotiate and receive final approval from the 
Committee.  Motion was approved.  Resolution #18 was also approved. 
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More public appearances. 
 
***7/14/1983 
Motion made to approve the purchase price of the Donnelly property in the amount of 
$357,000.  Approved 4/0. 
 
Mr. Charles MacArthur stated the May 1984 clearance date was unrealistic for him.  The 
Authority will help Mr. MacArther in anyway they can. 
 
Lucy Duncan said Mr. Emley at a study session said if the Authority ran out of money 
during the acquisition and relocation that the deal was off; also that Sally Parsons had said 
Stan Dial did not have the power to negotiate.  Board members said they would live within 
their budget and assured Mrs. Duncan that Mr. Dial does have the authority to negotiate on 
behalf of the Authority. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss real estate negotiations. 
 
***7/21/1983 
A letter from Loring Harkness outlining legal issues considered in formulating their bond 
opinion, and a news letter from Hensel-Phelps regarding construction costs were included in 
their packets. 
 
T. Kristopeit briefly discussed title work and closing cost; update on Writer plans; City 
beautification program at Santa Fe and Bowles, and an exec session report to council. 
 
Acq/Rel Committee Report – Recommended to accept leases with Boyko, Baxter Bebber 
and Crow’s RV.  Committee also reviewed a relocation payment for Eagles Nest Cabinetry 
and recommends approval by Riverfront. 
 
T. Kristopeit said several mobile home owners have requested Riverfront purchase their 
units in accordance with Riverfront policy.  The Mobile Home Park wants the Authority to 
appraise all units and consider a stronger buy-out program; Mr. Kristopeit concurred.  
Appraisal would cost $3,150.   Mills so moved.  Massey said the budget does not include 
funds for a total buy-out, so why have them all appraised?  All voted no.  Massey moved for 
six appraisals – approved 4/0. 
 
Motion to approve damage insurance was approved. 
 
Motion to authorize T. Kristopeit to enter into leases with tenants for acquired properties on 
terms the same as existing leases was approved 4/0. 
 
Three new leases were approved 4/0.  Relocation payment of $1,340 was approved for 
Eagles Nest Cabinetry. 
 
Motion to approve an agreement with Land Title for closing and insurance was approved 
4/0. 
 



Summarization	  of	  the	  Littleton	  Riverfront	  Authority	  Minutes	  1980-‐2014	  
Compiled	  by	  Carol	  Brzeczek	  	   	   	  
	  

Updated	  June	  1,	  2014	   	   Page 32 of 86	  
	  

John Gillies, owner of the 6-acre tract the Authority had under option stated he has been 
approached with the idea of a venture to provide spaces for a mobile home.  He explained 
he has not worked out the economics involved, but understood it would cost about $10,000 
to $12,000 to prepare each mobile home site, which would place the rent amount at about 
$300 to $325 per month.  Brady thought that was high and the market would bring about 
$200 per month.  More info will be gathered by both parties. 
 
Exec session to discuss relocation payments and litigation regarding deposit funds on the 
Business Park.  Once reconvened Massey moved to authorize Windholz to use whatever 
means he deems necessary to retrieve earnest money owed the Authority by owners of the 
Business Park.  Approved 4/0. 
 
Motion made to authorize T. Kristopeit to make relocation payments if amount is within 
budget.  Approved 4/0. 
 
***7/28/1983 
It was moved to authorize T. Kristopeit to negotiate and enter into contracts in accordance 
with the guidelines previously discussed in Exec session for the following properties:  Mill St. 
Properties, Arapahoe Drywall, Gary Shaw and Sauter & Petersen.  Approved 4/0. 
 
***8/18/1983 
T. Kristopeit summarized his written report.  Topics were:  recent acquisition and 
relocations; a re-designed accounting system structured to fit the Authority’s budget; an 
update on Writer plans; and new Authority checks requiring two signatures over $5,000. 
 
Stan Dial asked the Authority for clarification regarding lease differential payments.  The 
relocation handbook provides that the payment can be discounted to present value for a 
cash settlement.  Massey moved to approve lease differential lump sum payments discounted 
at 10% for owner occupants and tenants.  Approved  
 
Mr. Dial also reported a mobile home for sale by a resident of mobile home park for $2,000. 
Dial recommended the Authority purchase the trailer.  Approved. 
 
Mr. Kristopeit was directed to continue negotiations with regards to a new mobile home 
park being considered by Steve McCarthy. 
 
***9/29/1983 
T. Kristopeit reviewed the following:  possibility of an in-house accounting system; public 
hearing to be set by the end of the year to review the Authority’s budget; tentative meeting 
set with city council, planning Commission and EAC for 11 October at 7:30 to review 
redevelopment plans in detail with the Writer Corp; follow-up on possible land trade 
between the city and Baker/Collins for relocation needs; Authority retreat tentatively set for 
October 29. 
 
Mills presented the following. 

1) Sher Marshall; purchase of mobile home of $6,000.  Amount slightly exceeds 
Authority’s general basis for purchase.  Approved 5/1 with Massey dissenting. 
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2) Relocation payment to Vincent Terranova of $22,161 plus permission to remove and 
relocate one overhead door at no cost at such time the Authority acquires the 
property.  The Authority would be responsible for Mr. Terranova’s rent thru Dec 
1983.  Motion was made to approve up to the $25,000 maximum and should it 
become necessary the Authority could consider the additional rent under the 
“Hardship Budget.”  Motion was defeated on a 3/3 vote with Ellingboe, Mills and 
Brady dissenting.  A second motion was made to the same as above but to use the 
Hardship Budget for any expenses exceeding $25,000.  Motion approved 6/0. 

3) Motion was made to approve the payment of $5,000 in relocation toward new 
underground fuel tanks, $1,500 for relocation of personal property and actual bid 
amounts to move equipment and other business property not to exceed $13,500, and 
a property offer of $60,000.  Motion passed 5/0 

 
Taylor moved to authorize the Authority to negotiate with Mr. Superchi and come to an 
agreement for a mobile home park.  Motion approved 6/0.  It was explained that the mobile 
home park deal Mr. McCarthy was putting together had fallen through. 
 
Motion was made to authorize the Acq/Rel Committee to approve contracts for the sale of 
mobile homes acquired from resident of Holmes Mobile Home Park.  Motion approved. 
 
Motion was made to authorize the Director to enter into an agreement with Ray Greenhagen 
(employee of Mobile World) for the sale of mobile homes acquired by the Authority to pay 
Mr. Greenhagen a Commission of $200 for each unit sold.  Approved 5/0 with Massey 
abstaining. 
 
Resolution #19 to authorize the Exec Director to execute documents for the Authority’s 
acquisition of real property in the Riverfront area was approved.  6/0 
 
***10/20/1983 
Don Duncan (Littleton Auto Body) asked for a copy of expenditures that were listed on a 
memo sent to city council on 15 Feb 1983.  He also asked for and rec’d a copy of a letter 
sent to the tenants of Riverfront on 12 October 1983. 
 
T. Kristopeit discussed the sale of LRA owned mobile homes, a progress report on a new 
mobile home park, the city/Baker-Collins trade, the clearing and demolition of the 
Riverfront area, budget and accounting, and vacation schedule. 
 
Resolution #21 to authorize the initiation of legal proceedings for the acquisition of various 
parcels of real property in the Riverfront area was approved 4/1 with Cole dissenting. 
 
Mills moved a relocation payment of $25,000.  Approved 5/0 
 
Mills moved the authorization to sell the duplex on Sauter/Peterson property now owned by 
LRA to Leif Jensen for $5,500.  Approved 5/0 
 
Mills moved to approve the purchase of Mr. Gliem’s mobile home for $5,740.  Approved 
5/0. 
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Moved to approve the relocation agreement with Custom Electric in the amount of $2,796.  
Approved 5/0 
 
Mills moved to approve the purchase of the Petersen property for $35,000.  Approved 5/0. 
 
Windholz asked the Authority to review the Superchi agreement and return Comments 
ASAP. 
 
 
***10/27/1983 Special Meeting 
Mills moved to approve the contract for purchase of the Vogel property at the agreed upon 
amount of  $250,000.  Approved 5/0 
 
***11/07/1983 Special Meeting 
It was moved to approve the contract for purchase of the Hubbard property at the agreed 
upon amount of $64,000.  Approved 4/0 
 
It was moved to approve the relocation payment to the Hubbards in the amount of $31,000.  
Approved 4/0. 
 
***11/15/1983 Special Meeting 
Resolution #22 authorizing the initiation of legal proceeding for the acquisition of various 
parcels of real property in the Riverfront area was approved 6/1 with Cole dissenting. 
 
Lyon moved for approval of $25,000 relocation payment for Richard and Delores Huck.  
Approved 7/0. 
 
***11/17/1983 
Resolution #23 extending the agreement between the Authority and Stanley Dial was 
approved with all present voting aye. 
 
Payments for relocation considered reasonable were approved. 
 
Several relocation agreements were agreed to. 
 
Don Duncan, citizen, inquired as to the status of the Bill Bolis project.   
 
Judy McFarland asked for an explanation of Resolution #20.   Sounds like she is a resident 
of the Holmes Trailer Park and wanted to know why the residents of the park are named in 
the condemnation lawsuit the Authority has filed against Mr. Clark and Mr. Witt.  Windholz 
said as a resident of the park, they have a certain kind of property interest that requires them 
to be named in the lawsuit even though they are not being sued or personally liable. 
 
***12/1/1983 
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Littleton Auto Body presented their case for relocation costs.  Windholz advised the 
Authority to adjourn to an executive session after the meeting to discuss the Duncan’s 
claims and draft a letter of response to be delivered to the Duncan’s within 14 days of the 
appeal.  The executive session as called and when reconvened and a motion was made to 
approve a written lease between the Authority and the Duncan’s.   
 
Meeting adjourned to an executive session. 
 
***12/8/1983  
Windholz updated the Authority on his progress with regards to the SBA property 
acquisition and reviewed the legal steps of the condemnation suit. 
 
***12/15/1983 
Windholz updated the Authority on the progress with regards to the SBA property 
acquisition and reviewed the legal steps of the condemnation suit.  He reminded the 
Authority the preliminary hearing is scheduled for Dec. 16.   This hearing would cover: have 
the property owners been properly served; have the legal proceedings been attended to 
accordingly, and any responses that the property owners may file. 
 
***12/27/1983 
Mr. White cancelled his meeting with the Authority – rescheduled for Jan. 19, 1984. 
 
Massey moved to approve the purchase of the Kreig mobile home, sp. 61 at Holmes Mobile 
Home Park (HMHP).  Approved 7/0.  Lyon moved to approve the purchase of the Moss 
mobile home, sp. 3 at HMHP.  Approved 7/0. 
 
Mills moved the Authority approve an additional option of paying mobile home a 
percentage (not to exceed $6,000) of the appraised value of their mobile home, allow the 
people to keep the mobile home but have it removed from the park by Mar. 1, 1984 (this 
amount would be in lieu of any other relocation benefits).  This was a new item just added to 
their agenda and was approved 7/0. 
 
T. Kristopeit, regarding the 1984 budget, stated there are three major requirements the 
Authority must address:  1.  Must adopt a budget by year-end, 2. Hold a public hearing, and 
3. A copy of the budget must be filed with the Div of Local Govts.  Massey asked if changes 
to the budget could be made at a later time.  Windholz said they could provided that notice 
was made and they by resolution; only if a budget overrun was involved would the Authority 
need a public hearing.  Mr. Kristopeit stated the total amount remaining in the budget would 
be $5,865,133 for 1984. 
 
Lucy Duncan asked about the Operations budget amount – referring to the payroll and why 
such an increase.  Massey explained the amount would be the total budget for operations 
and the internal division of that $134,706 is still subject to further action by the Authority 
(by notice and resolution).  Cole asked if more detail of the budget could be discussed.  Lyon 
advised against it since there are on-going negotiations involved.  Mills moved the public 
hearing closed.  Ellingboe presented Resolution #24 be adopted, approving the 1984 budget.  
Mills moved to amend the resolution by adding:  the monthly salary and automobile 
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allowance for the Exec Director remain at the current figures and that the difference 
between the current figures and those shown in the proposed 1984 budget be subtracted.  
Massey questioned the amendment.  Mills suggested the amount be transferred to the 
Relocation Budget.  Cole seconded the motion.  Taylor requested an exec session to discuss 
personnel.  Massey and Lyon agreed.  Ellingboe called for a vote on the amendment.  Failed 
2/5 with Ellingboe, Taylor, Massey, Brady and Lyon dissenting.  Ellingboe moved to adopt 
Resolution #24 to include a 5% increase to the salary of the Exec Director for the balance 
of his employment and auto allowance to remain at the current rate.  Approved 5/2 with 
Mills and Cole dissenting. 
 
Exec session was called to discuss a court stipulation regarding condemnation action. 
 
Massey moved the Authority authorize its legal counsel to propose a stipulation for 
preliminary deposit and immediate title and possession with respect to the Prado property 
Parcel 5, on such terms and conditions as counsel to the Authority shall determine.  Motion 
approved 7/0. 
 
 
1984 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Steve Lyon, Phil Brady and Mike Massey 
 
***1/19/1984 
Report was given about all parcels under condemnation……contents not mentioned in the 
minutes. 
 
Several mobile homes were purchased.  Several parcels of property were purchased. 
 
***2/2/1984 
Resolution #3 authorizing the initiation of legal proceedings for the eviction of tenants from 
real property owned by the Authority in the Riverfront Area was approved. 
 
Resolution #4 authorizing the initiation of legal proceedings for the acquisition of various 
parcels of real property in the Riverfront Area through condemnation was approved with 
Cole voting no. 
 
***2/9/1984  
Several mobile homes were purchased and a few relocation agreements were approved.  The 
Crandell property was purchased. 
 
***2/15/1984 
T. Kristopeit explained that the Authority is still working with the City’s accounting 
department to enable the Authority’s books to be placed on the computer system. 
 
Resolution #5 was read.  It requests the Littleton City Council to amend the redevelopment 
Plan by deleting the Authority’s requirement to relocate the mobile homes in Holmes Mobile 
Home Park within a 5 mile area.  Motion carried 4/0. 
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***2/23/1984 
Relocation issues with Mr. Kunkel, which resulted in an executive session.  Once 
reconvened a motion was made to settle with the individual. For $11,627 rather than the 
$19,887 Kunkel requested. 
 
***2/27/1984 
The demolition contract was discussed.  Stan Dial requested an executive session to discuss 
issues relating to Relocation/Acquisition.  Some mobile home purchase agreements were 
approved. 
 
***3/1/1984 
Writer has already submitted a preliminary plat and a planned development overlay. 
 
Eviction notices will be served on those people in the Riverfront area who are not eligible 
for any type of relocation benefits. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss Acquisition/Relocation items. 
 
Relocation contracts were approved. 
 
***3/8/1984 
Traffic study done for Writer Corp by the City Traffic Engineer was reported on. 
 
***3/16/1984  
The first phase of the Riverfront Festival Center will start with 144,000 sq. ft of retail space 
and 3 free-standing restaurants.  More relocation settlements were approved and some 
discussed. 
 
***3/22/1984 
Relocation agreements were discussed. 
 
***3/30/1984 
Motion was made to purchase city owned property remnants for the agreed upon amount.  
Motion passed. 
 
Relocation agreements were discussed with business owners. 
 
***4/5/1984 
Security was hired to protect the Riverfront Area 24/7.  A relocation agreement was 
discussed. 
 
The meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss an acquisition item. 
 
***4/19/1984 
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More property acquisition and relocations were discussed.  The meeting adjourned to an 
executive session but no subject was mentioned. 
 
***4/27/1984 
The Denver Water Board ROW covers approximately 35,000 sq. ft. and the Water Board 
has agreed to $11,000 to vacate the ROW.   Motion was made to acquire the ROW for the 
$11,000.  Motion was defeated.  A motion to reconsider was passed.  Lyon and Taylor 
thought the Water Board should be paid considerably less since they did not have to pay for 
the land.  Lyon asked if the land could be added to the condemnation suit.  Windholz told 
them the Water Board would have to approve being added to the suit.  Motion was made to 
offer $1,000 to vacate the ROW.  Motion was approved. 
 
***5/17/1984 
Denver Water Board ROW was discussed. 
 
Short executive session to discuss Resolution #11 was taken.   
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss negotiations on property. 
 
***6/4/1984 
The offer for the ROW from Denver Water of $1,400 was rejected.  Motion was made to 
pay Denver Water $11,000 for the ROW.  Approved. 
 
Remnants of land on the western parcels would need to be sold to the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board for the river channelization.   
 
Executive session was called to discuss the Anderson/Arapahoe Acres property.   
 
***6/11/1984 
Writer Corp presented their Subdivision Plan and Plan Development Overlay to the 
Authority for their approval. It was approved. 
 
$$$***6/19/1984 
Tom Bishop explained that Hanifen Imhoff is proposing to prepare an offering circular and 
privately place an additional Tax Increment Bond Anticipation Note in the amount of 
$1,000,000 to mature June 15, 1986.  Letter of intent was approved. 
 
Executive session was called with no subject mentioned. 
 
$$$***7/19/1984 
Resolution #15 authorizing negotiations between the Authority and the Writer Corp to 
redevelop the south portion of the Riverfront Area and advise the city council of the 
Authority’s intent to accept said proposal of the Writer Corp was passed. 
 
Resolution #16 authorizing the sale to and acquisition from the Colorado Water 
Conservation Board of real property within the Riverfront Area for use in the South Platte 
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Channelization was presented.  The land owned by the Authority was valued at $164,000; the 
land the Authority must acquire from the Conservation Board is $4,400; the Conservation 
Board is paying $10,445 as consideration for a portion of the relocation costs and fees 
incurred by the Authority in acquiring the property; final amount to be rec’d by the 
Authority is $170,000.  Motion passed. 
 
T. Kristopeit was instructed to give notice to the Littleton city council of their intent to issue 
an additional $1.1 million of Bond Anticipation Notes to cover condemnation payments and 
other project expenses. 
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss legal items. 
 
$$$***8/8/1984 
Resolution #17 authorizing the issuance of a bond anticipation note in the principal amount 
of $1,100,000 to finance a portion of the cost of the redevelopment project was approved. 
 
Resolution #18 authorizing the closing of all documents with The Writer Corp was 
approved. 
 
Meeting was adjourned to an executive session to discuss legal items. 
 
$$$***8/9/1984 
Resolution #21 approving an agreement to transfer real property (remnants) from the City 
to the Authority for an amount of $1,143,626 and approved a promissory note in favor of 
the city for a total amount of $1,235,169 which would cancel a previous note between the 
parties dated July 6, 1982 was approved. 
 
The Subdivision Plan and Plan Development Overlay of the Riverfront Area in substantially 
the same form as was presented to the Authority on August 9, 1984 was approved in 
Resolution #22. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss acquisition and possible litigation. 
 
***8/10/1984 
Estrada contract. 
 
***8/14/1984 
Certain closing documents with Writer Corp. (Resolution 29) was approved. 
Bond closing will be taking place August 16th. 
 
***8/24/1984 
Meeting went directly into an executive session to discuss the Nylund relocation agreement. 
 
$$$***9/13/1984 
Authority was asked to act on a 1984 supplemental budget to include the $1.1 million bond  
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Executive Director was cut to a part-time position. 
 
Meeting adjourned to an executive session to discuss relocation agreements of Mast and 
Gorman and the Anderson contract. 
 
***9/27/1984 
Mr. Anderson was present and stated he understood the condemnation proceedings would 
not begin if a response was received from Mr. Bussard regarding the note he holds on the 
Anderson property. 
 
***10/4/1984 
More property settlements discussed. 
 
Executive session to discuss condemnation negotiations. 
 
***10/11/1984 
Retreat of November 9th and 10th and the purchase of the Anderson property were 
discussed. 
 
***11/8/1984 
More settlements discussed. 
 
***12/13/1984 
Several acquisition agreements were approved. 
 
Motion was made to direct Windholz to send a letter to the Div. of Local Governments 
explaining the Authority’s budget will be late and the reasons why it will be late.  Motion 
approved. 
 
Executive session to discuss a condemnation case and the Kristopeit contract.   
 
Motion was made to direct the Authority and staff to make adjustments as necessary to the 
1982, 1983 and 1984 budgets to assure compliance with the appropriation standard for the 
State of Colorado.  Approved. 
 
Sale Agreements were made – example – Trailer home residents were to be offered 60% of 
the value of their trailer homes but not to exceed $6,000.00. 
 
1985 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Steve Lyon, Phil Brady and Mike Massey 
 
***1/10/1985 
Gorman’s Tool Chest asked for $68,475.18 for relocation fees.  Windholz sent a letter with 
direction from the Authority to offer $10,000.  The requested benefits are:  1) Moving Costs 
$2,316.00; 2) Finder’s fee $500.00; 3) Advertising $757.00; 4) Sign $300.00; 5) Office Supply 
$511.00; 6) Telephone $464.00; 7) renovation of New Shop $6,059.00; 8) Trash Removal 
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$768.00; 9) Rent Differential $16,042.00; 10) Damage Deposit $1,000.00; 11) Loan Interest 
$463.00; 12) Down Time $7,768.00; 13) Attorney Fees $1,555.00; 14) Loss of Income 
$29,972.18; for a total of $68,475.18.  Executive session was called to discuss an offer and 
prepare a response.  Once reconvened a motion was made to take no action; wait for 
documentation from Mr. Anderson; place this on the agenda for the next regular meeting. 
Approved 6/0. 
 
Requirements of budget submittal to the Div of Local Govt and review of the statute the 
Authority were tabled. 
 
Resolution #1 making Kristopeit a contractor and not an employee was approved 6/0. 
 
Prado Acquisition – Mary Prado is willing to settle for $57,500 and formal approval is 
needed to close.  Approved 5/0. 
 
***2/05/1985 
It was moved that the SDP and the Deed of Trust with regards to the land between Little’s 
Creek and Church Ave be approved subject to a statement from Windholz and its delivery 
to the Authority.  Approved 4/0. 
 
Kristopeit explained that Writer would need the City’s approval of these items.  Haddock 
asked if parcel C is included within this section between Little’s Creek and Church Ave.  She 
explained that parcel C does not have an SDP approved yet and therefore cannot be 
included in the deed of trust.  Windholz said the letter would read that this is subject to City 
approval. 
 
Possible conflict of interest with Kristopeit seeking employment with Osprey and Osprey. 
 
***2/14/1985 – Special Meeting 
An executive session was called to make final decision.  Once reconvened a motion to offer 
the Gorman’s a total of $11,000 for relocation benefits was made.  Approved 4/1 with Cole 
dissenting. 
 
Resolution #3 regarding the Anderson property was approved 5/0. 
 
Resolution #4 regarding an amendment to the DDA between Writer and Riverfront 
regarding the acquisition of the Anderson property was approved 5/0. 
 
Resolution #2 approving the expenditures and revenues of fiscal years 1982, 1983, and 1984 
and proposed budgetary transfers for 1985 was presented.  The resolution also directs the 
Exec Director to publish the proposed resolution in the Independent and notice that the 
Authority shall consider the resolution at the public meeting in March.  Approved 5/0. 
 
***2/14/1985 – Regular Meeting 
Windholz explained a settlement regarding Moll; attorney fees of $2,800.  Judge Lee 
recommended the Authority settle the matter for $1,000.  Approved 5/0. 
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Executive session to discuss the Anderson relocation.  Once reconvened it was moved to 
approve the relocation expenses itemized by Mr. Anderson of Arapahoe Acres.  Approved 
5/0. 
 
***3/14/1985 
Memo by Gale Christy regarding a public hearing to discuss consensus report resulting from 
the February council workshop was distributed. 
 
Kristopeit’s report covered updates on Writer and Tortilla Flat. Windholz reviewed the 
condemnation cases:  Silver, Witt & Clark and Aldrich. 
 
1985 Budget adopted 6/0 
 
Resolution #6 authorizing Massey to sign the Aldrich closing documents was passed 6/0. 
 
Montague explained because of the cost involved ($600,000) in relocating a sewer 
easement/pipe, the Writer Corp is requesting a change in plan of the parking garage located 
at Bowles and Santa Fe.  The change would involve the reduction of the parking structure at 
Bowles and approve a structured parking garage at Church and Santa Fe.  The two structures 
would enable Writer to meet the parking space requirement of 955 spaces for the retail 
pavilion.  Change was approved 6/0.  Update on Writer’s plan to include a hotel complex 
within the project. 
 
$$$***5/9/1985 
Writer Refinancing Plan – Sid Montague explained Writer’s front-end costs on Phase I has 
reached $8,420,000.  Writer would like to borrow $5 million from First Interstate Bank, 
however the bank is requiring 1st Lien position on all remaining Riverfront property.  The 
agreement with Writer precludes Writer from doing that unless and SDP is approved on the 
property.  Montague explained that Writer couldn’t submit an SDP as specific as Riverfront 
needs to get it approved because plans are not finalized yet on the office buildings, 
restaurants, hotel and theater.  The bank is requiring a first lien position on the rest of the 
land because their payback will depend on those final deals.  Larry Reichart then explained 
front-end costs.  Montague asked for a release, enabling First Interstate Bank to have first 
lien position security. 
 
Windholz explained the Authority has a claim on the rest of the parcels excluding the festival 
center; a claim without anyone in front of the Authority in case of default by Writer.  The 
Authority has a claim on the Festival Center property but it is subordinate to the $21 million 
finance package that was negotiated; if Writer would default and their financier has to 
foreclose, it must do so in accordance with a contract with the Authority having the right to 
cure.  It would be possible the Authority would take the project back and do it all over again; 
the Authority would have control over the project.  Writer is asking the Authority to give up 
this senior lien to all remaining parcels.  Massey asked Windholz what the Authority could 
do to help Writer and still maintain a secure position.  Windholz gave three possibilities.  1) 
Look to Writer’s corporate record for security (least desirable), 2) Negotiate an agreement 
with First Interstate to work parallel with the Authority, the bank not necessarily receiving 
first lien position; 3) Have First Interstate commit to become a developer if Writer defaults, 
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with some Authority control or another developer which can only do this project in 
accordance with our contract and plan.  Kristopeit presented another option – issue the 
Authority’s tax increment bonds early, thereby eliminating the legal obligations under the 
bond anticipation notes the Authority has outstanding and relieve some of the restrictions 
related to the first lien position.  Windholz reminded members by doing this it would take 
out all remedies for specific performance on Writer’s part.  It was also noted a feasibility 
study would be required that would take up to 60 days.  Taylor was asked to find out when 
the City wants to be paid their $1.4 million.  No decision was made.  Windholz and 
Kristopeit were directed to pursue all avenues and report back. 
 
Estrada Contract Agreement – No action was required on this item.  Writer and Estrada 
were exchanging a parcel of land and there is a possibility Estrada’s will be asked to share in 
the cost of a storm drainage pipe. 
 
Executive session to discuss appraisal fees charged by Mr. Sempson for the Silver parcel. 
 
***6/25/1985 
Writer SDP/Financing – Bill Nollsch discussed the Writer Financial position regarding the 
Riverfront project.  Due to site improvement/development cost in relation to the total 
ground, Writer has spent substantially more funds than anticipated; $10 million in 
development costs alone.  Nollsch requested approval of an SDP and a 1st lien of $5 million 
on the remaining property less the Anderson property and a 2nd lien position on the festival 
center property.  An executive session as called to further discuss Writer’s financial position 
and the leasing negotiations ongoing for the Festival Center. 
 
Ron Loser discussed and explained the Writer position statement prepared for the Authority 
with regards to the SDP and financing.  Massey wanted the Writer people to know the 
Authority is extremely pleased with what is being built at Riverfront and will try to work out 
a solution that will satisfy both Writer and Riverfront. 
 
Another executive session was called to discuss the matter with Windholz and Bishop. 
 
T. Kristopeit’s contract was extended with minor changes. 
 
Another executive session was called to discuss Witt/Clark and Aldrich condemnation 
awards. 
 
***7/11/1985 
Resolution #7 to pay Kristopeit was approved. 
 
5th amendment to DDA/Writer –Estrada Agreement – Resolution #8 was presented.  
Approved 5/0. 
 
$$$***7/31/1985 
A proposal from Laventhol & Horwath to determine TIF bond capacity for the Riverfront 
Authority was received.  Resolution #9 would approve Laventhol & Horwath to do the 
Impact/Market Study for the Authority.  After a lengthy discussion motion was made to 
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approve Resolution #9 subject to revisions regarding terminology and work responsibility.  
Approved 5/0. 
 
Jim Windholz explained one of the appraisers of Riverfront has complained to the Court 
that the Riverfront did not pay his full fee.  Authority did not think the fee was accurate.  
Windholz was directed not to make further payments unless directed to do so by the Court. 
 
Resolution #10 approves the sixth amendment to the Development Agreement between the 
Authority and the Writer Corp; which is releasing a parcel of property that Writer must sell 
to Colorado Water Conservation Board for the river channelization from the terms and 
conditions of the DDA.  Approved 5/0. 
 
Motion has been filed for a new trial (a hearing has been set for that motion) on the decision 
of the Aldrich condemnation panel.  Another attorney should be hired since Windholz will 
be called as a witness.  Approved 4/0 subject to final approval by the executive Committee. 
 
A summary budget was discussed.  Main item – decision of the City to be paid from TIF 
bonds this year of $1.4 million.  A proposed 1985 budget must be submitted to them by 
Sept. 20th; also any revisions to the 1985 budget should be discussed then. 
 
$$$ ***9/12/1985 
Mr. Howlett presented the Downtown Action Committee plan calling for the rehab of Main 
Street and surrounding area.  Discussion included finances, removal of the pods, increase on 
street parking and a parking garage; a shuttle system; redevelop entrances to the City; 
complete Little’s Creek channel and ACC pedestrian link improvements.   
 
T. Kristopeit presented the proposed 1986 budget (prelim).  Discussion followed regarding 
the Aldrich amount (did not include costs and fees); $50,000 demo obligation to Writer; a 
request for the breakdown of Administration costs; and increment income from the bond 
issue.  Kristopeit will revise the budget. 
 
Laventhol & Horwath/Hanifen Imhoff – Preliminary data from Laventhol & Horwath was 
given to the Authority.  Tom Bishop discussed various options, using conservative numbers 
(Phase I only (Marketplace) – did not consider anything not out of the ground).  Lyon 
disclosed he could not vote or participate in any matter involving Hanifen Imhoff.  Massey 
felt it was important for Lyon to participate in the discussion but would not be allowed to 
vote on matters pertaining to Hanifen Imhoff.  Bishop was directed to proceed with the 
bond issue ASAP.  Mr. Bishop questioned if the City will want to be paid the $1.4 million 
owed by the Riverfront Authority.  The consensus of the Authority – pay back the City as 
soon as the Authority could afford it. 
 
***10/10/1985 
The Downtown Action Plan was mentioned with Massey saying that the Authority has no 
official position on the plan. 
 
It was decided that T. Kristopeit would submit his monthly services bill for review and 
approval.  Approved 4/1 with Mills dissenting. 
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Kristopeit gave a brief update on the upcoming issuance of bonds.  Tom Bishop requested a 
cover memo/summary balance sheet and income/expenditure statement for the portion of 
the City audit dealing with Riverfront.  Documents would be requested from 
VanSchooneveld.  Bishop also requested a special meeting the week of Nov. 4th. 
 
Comm. Lyon stated that Comm. Cole had called him saying he did not understand the 
budget, what the Authority had spent and how it was spent.  A summary of income and 
expenditures was given to the Authority covering 1982 thru October 1985.  They reviewed 
the document item by item and Massey wanted everyone to understand the document and 
encouraged questions.  Cole stated he still did not understand the figures and wanted 
someone with an accounting background to come in and check the books and explain them 
to him.  Lyon moved to employ an accountant from the firm of VanSchooneveld and Co to 
explain the finances to Cole.  Motion was defeated 2/4 with Massey, Mills, Brady and Taylor 
dissenting.  Massey asked Cole if he thought the funds had been mishandled.  Cole said no – 
he just did not understand the finances.  It was suggested that Cole employ an accountant to 
explain it to him. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss court costs for Witt and Clark; and the Aldrich 
negotiations. 
 
$$$***11/14/1985 
Massey said he was sorry to lose Taylor on the city council and welcomed Mr. Cole on the 
City Council.  Ms. Ashbaugh was congratulated on her re-election. 
 
T. Kristopeit’s invoice was approved for payment.  Mr. Kristopeit handed out the 1985 
Budget revisions.  Discussion followed regarding Division of Local Govt requirements.  No 
action taken.  Windholz and Haddock told the Authority that an amended budget would 
have to be approved before any of the bond issue monies could be spent. The Authority 
must publish the 1985 Budget and the Resolution in full before it can be adopted at a public 
meeting.  Both the 1985 Amended Budget and the 1986 Budget must be adopted by Dec. 
31, 1985.  A special meeting was scheduled for November 26. 
 
Bond Issue – Bishop distributed a sheet showing the source and use of funds.  Bishop stated 
a resolution would be going to the City Council, November 19, for adoption stating the City 
agrees not to reduce the percentage of incremental municipal sales tax revenues which would 
be paid over on behalf of the Authority into the Tax Increment Fund, further, the City 
would agree to pay over all such municipal sales tax generated within the Redevelopment 
Area to the Central Bank of Denver, as trustee. 
 
Windholz said the fee to Ballard & Spahr was out of line with the work being performed.  It 
was suggested the Authority wait until the closing was nearer so as not to jeopardize any 
required documents before disputing the charges. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss legal action in the Witt and Clark case.  Four minutes 
later the meeting reconvened.  Direction had been given to Windholz with regard to the Witt 
& Clark settlement. 
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$$$***11/26/1985 – Special Meeting 
Resolution #11 – Mr. Bishop stated that Hanifen, Imhoff was ready to take the risk in 
buying the bonds with the condition of a change to the Underwriter’s Discount to 3.5% 
instead of 3%.  The request for the increase is connected with the marketing of the bonds; 
increases to commissions to salesmen.  Approved 4/1 with Lyon abstaining. 
 
T. Kristopeit explained a 1985 supplemental budget was necessary because of the tax 
increment bond.  The proceeds of the bond issue must be budgeted before they can be 
spent.   Taylor moved to continue to the December meeting.  Approved 5/0. 
Bill Nollsch gave a summary of expenditures to date on the Riverfront project.  The Writer 
Corp is requesting the Authority to amend the Disposition and Development Agreement to 
allow them to encumber the property without having an approved Site Development Plan.  
This request is necessitated to offset unforeseen costs involved with the project such as 
demolition, gas pollution and infrastructure.  All agreed they had no problem with the 
amendment.  Comm. Ellingboe moved the Authority adopt in concept the change to 
paragraph 40A(1) of the DDA subject to the sale of bonds and a formal amendment.  
Approved 5/0. 
 
Massey informed the Authority that he had met with the City’s Finance Dept, Carolyn 
Ashbaugh, Charley Emley, and Vaughn Cole to discuss the Authority’s finances.  As a result 
Cole and Ashbaugh thought they had a better understanding of the financial information.  
Massey said he is still hearing rumors about the Authority’s financial condition, and was 
sorry we cannot answer these charges publicly, but since they are raised privately there is 
little we can do.  Taylor thought the rumors were harmful to all Authority members. 
 
Massey commented that United Bank of Littleton not acting as Trustee in connection with 
the bond issue.  Mr. Bishop stated Central Bank had been chosen because of their 
experience in this matter and their fee for acting as trustee was much lower than UBL.  
Massey indicated he was unhappy with the decision not to use a bank within the City.  As a 
result, UBL will be offered to act as Escrow Agent for the refunding of the bond issue for a 
fee of $1,150. 
 
$$$***12/12/1985 
T. Kristopeit’s invoice was approved for payment. 
 
T. Kristopeit presented the 1985 supplemental budget and appropriations of additional 
revenues to the Authority for review.  Resolution #12 was approved 6/0. 
 
The 1986 budget was presented for review – Resolution #13 approved 6/0. 
 
Resolution #15 (taken out of order) approves an agreement with Hanifen, Imhoff, Inc. to 
provide the Authority with advice in regards to investing the proceeds of its tax increment 
refunding and general-purpose bonds issued on Dec. 12, 1985.    Approved 5/1 with Lyon 
abstaining.  Mr. Windholz requested a written legal opinion regarding the Authority’s 
investment in Colotrust (a local govt liquid asset trust) as to whether it is legal under the 
statutes. 



Summarization	  of	  the	  Littleton	  Riverfront	  Authority	  Minutes	  1980-‐2014	  
Compiled	  by	  Carol	  Brzeczek	  	   	   	  
	  

Updated	  June	  1,	  2014	   	   Page 47 of 86	  
	  

 
Resolution #14 – Amendment to the Disposition and Development Agreement.  Jim 
Windholz explained this agreement had been approved at the last meeting but required a 
resolution.  Approved 7/0. 
 
Steve Lyon was reappointed to the Authority.  Recommendation would be made to Mayor 
Emley to reappoint Lyon. 
 
Resolution #16 – authorizes the Authority to join with other local government entities as a 
participant in the Colorado local govt liquid asset trust (COLOTRUST) in order to pool 
funds for investment, subject to the legal opinion requested by Mr. Windholz.  Approved 
5/1 with Lyon abstaining. 
 
Massey reported on the fee negotiations that were ongoing with Ballard, Spahr.  Mr. 
Harkness’ position is the Authority owes Ballard, Spahr $44,000.  Massey asked for a 
reduction of to $35,000.  Tom Bishop felt obligated to pay the costs of $2,750 which was the 
amount of costs at the time of closing, the Authority had requested that not be paid until 
negotiations were complete.  Massey stated the Authority’s position is no payment for costs, 
however, if Ballard, Spahr looks to Tom Bishop for the $2,750 the Authority has a moral, if 
not legal obligation to pay the costs.  Massey suggested a letter be sent to the managing 
partner of Ballard; Spahr in Denver and Philadelphia that the Authority was unhappy with 
the work performed and felt we were overcharged for the services rendered. 
 
$$$$***12/26/1985 
There was an error in the interest payment for $1.1 million due Dec. 15, 1985.  An additional 
$17,416.67 due requires a budget transfer within the 1985 budget to accommodate the 
unanticipated expenditure.  The additional amount was budgeted for Business Park, 
Operations, and Bond Expenses.  Approved 4/0 
 
T. Kristopeit said The Estrada family is requesting an advance of $30,000 on their relocation 
payment to pay current utility connection charges on the new building.  Their money was 
tied up in a money market fund and they would loose the interest earned if withdrawn.  Mr. 
Kristopeit suggested making the payment but discount the interest the Authority would have 
received for 4-6 months…. about $300.  Comm. Lyon moved to advance the $30,000 
without discounting.  Approved 4/0. 
 
Chair Massey stated part of the closing fees on the bond were number verifications made by 
VanSchoonveld; part of which were verified incorrectly (part of the reason for Resolution 
#18); the cost of this was $2,000, he suggested it not be paid.  Taylor moved not to pay the 
$2,000 verification fee, cut the amount to $1,000.  Approved 3/1 with Lyon dissenting. 
 
1986 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Steve Lyon, Bill Lajoie and Mike Massey 
 
$$$***2/13/1986 
Bill Lajoie was appointed to replace Phil Brady who passed away.  Steve Lyon works for 
Hanifen Imhoff. 
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The first sales tax increment payment made by the city to LRA in the amount of $5,250.62 
from 12/1985. 
 
3/13/1986   
Discussion of the requirements for Writer to get their Certificate of Completion.  A motion 
was made to approve the Certificate of Completion, which was approved 5/0. 
 
Dale Flowers was just hired by Writer to manage the Festival Center.   
 
Ramada Inn wants to start construction immediately. 
 
Massey stated he was most distressed to read in the newspapers the allegations that people 
on the Authority were given their positions because of previous City positions or because 
they are on the Riverfront Board – referring to T. Kristopeit (former city councilman) and 
Steve Lyon (now employed by Hanifen Imhoff).  Massey asked Authority members if they 
wanted to respond by a public statement; advise city council; or any further action.  Cole 
stated he had advised Mr. Nowlen (Mr. Cole’s landlord) to write a letter to the City council 
regarding his allegations to see if it could be resolved outside of the press and outside of a 
public forum.  Massey wanted it known that. Kristopeit was hired by the Authority, not by 
the City council, and with a unanimous vote.  When Mr. Lyon went to work for Hanifen 
Imhoff, the Authority already had a contractual obligation with Hanifen to offer all future 
offerings of the riverfront; and the moment Lyon took the job he informed the Authority 
and has abstained from any vote dealing with Hanifen Imhoff.   It was agreed not to 
respond to Nowlen’s allegations. 
 
An executive session was called to discuss the Ballard Spahr letter. 
 
$$$4/10/1986 
Kristopeit disclosed that he is now employed by Capitol Markets Corp. 
 
All bond issues are being reviewed to see if it is feasible for any of the clients to take 
advantage of the current low interest rates.  Lyon went on to explain the Authority could 
refund their issue, but the bonds would not be paid off, since they are not subject to 
redemption prior to their maturity dates.  The proceeds would be put into U.S. Treasury 
Bonds.  The rate on the Authority’s Tax Increment Bond is 0.25% and current rates are near 
8.5%.  However, the proceeds from the refund would only earn 7.4%, which would result in 
a $40,000 loss per year to the Authority.  Lyon advised the Committee not to consider 
refunding the issue unless the investment rate for proceeds was such that the Authority 
would break even. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss the Aldrich Condemnation Suit. 
 
***7/16/1986 
The Festival Center is now 60% leased and should be 75% leased by the end of the year.  
Nollsch talked about new stores opening and expressed his disappointment that the center is 
taking longer than anticipated to be leased out; and the commitment Writer has made to 
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make the project work.  He also stated that they will not be building a concert theater on the 
site north of Bowles Avenue but other concepts are being looked at. 
 
Dale Flowers introduced himself and gave a brief summary of his background in shopping 
center management.  He said the biggest problem facing the Riverfront besides a sluggish 
economy is the fact no one knows what is in the Center.    Writer will be spending a lot of 
money in the next few months promoting the Center.   
 
Kristopeit reported on finances saying that the Authority had no financial problems for 86-
87, but could run into some problems in 1988 if business does not pick up for the Center. 
 
Bishop, who could not be there, had told Massey that there are enough funds available to the 
Authority thru 1987 and it is not a time topic but to keep a watchful eye. 
 
Massey called for an executive session to discuss the Ballard Spahr Letter and the Aldrich 
Court Decision.  Once reconvened a motion was made to pay the final compensation and 
costs for the Aldrich property as finally determined by the trial court. 
 
***10/09/1986   
Lajoie reported that he, Kristopeit, Bill Nollsch and Michael Fields met the day before to 
discuss and review incremental sales tax collections to date as compared to the amount 
projected in the Laventhol report, because we felt that there was a more than significant 
shortfall in 1986.  Another meeting was scheduled to go thru the leases on a lease-by-lease 
basis.  Lajoie explained the projected numbers; about $8 million for the Farmers Market; 
when they end this year it will be about $3 million.  The longer you look at the numbers and 
recognize that in 1988 we start paying back principal and also looking at the size of our 
reserves (the Bond Reserve Fund) it just leads you to believe as part of due diligence we 
really ought to meet, recast the projections then meet as a group again, soon.  Massey asked 
if Lajoie thought there would be a serious shortfall in 1987.  Both Lajoie and Kristopeit 
agreed it did look that way.  Massey asked Bishop, what if the Authority ran out of money; 
what alternatives are available to us?  Bishop concurred with Lajoie’s report and said in 1987 
the Authority would use up the entire reserve fund and would have about $190,000 to carry 
into 1988.  He said that 1988 would be a crisis year, the easiest thing to do to help lessen the 
impact of that crisis is to remove the next three principal payments; take the 1988, 89, and 
90 principal payments and just basically move them out to 1998, 99, and 2000.  That would 
mean that you live with basically the $463,800 interest only, but with added interest because 
you have to pay interest at a higher rate, very roughly it would cost you interest on $800,000 
for the time involved.  That would not be enough, that would take you to about $520,000; 
what the concern is you really can’t be using your reserve fund like its capitalized interest, if 
you dip into that reserve fund you have an obligation to replace it, and you can’t do an 
additional refunding with a parody without replacing the reserve fund so we have to raise the 
question whether you have to issue more bonds.  Another concern is tax reform; a cursory 
opinion is the Authority has one more refunding it can do, so we want to do it right and we 
want to do it as flexible as possible and stretch it out once and for all, make sure it works.  
Does the Authority want to do a refunding now or wait a year?  Bishop also mentioned a 
capitol accumulator bond, but would have to check into the legality of such work for a tax 
increment bond.  Massey said if we use about $40,000 of the reserve fund to make the next 
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bond payment how much of the bloom is going to be off the rose if we want to refund and 
we have to disclose that we already used $40,000 out of our reserve and also its full and fair 
disclosure for the refunding if you anticipate that you are going to have to dig into that next 
year it seems that you would have to disclose that too.  Bishop stated that he would rather 
refund now than a year from now or six months from now just for that reason. Massey did 
not think it was feasible to do a refunding before Dec. 31 and suggested they could come up 
with the $40,000, possibly from the operations reserve.  Massey formed a Committee; Lajoie, 
Taylor and Mills to come up with a recommend program and how much it will cost the 
Authority.  Bishop said the Authority may have trouble with bond attorneys allowing us to 
raise the amount of this bond issue, for the purpose of capitalized interest, you just can’t 
issue bonds to pay interest on bonds, and when you do a refunding right before a payment it 
gets disguised. 
 
The Certificate of Completion had to be re-authorized. 
 
There was a discussion on how many years it took to be fully vested as an employee of the 
Riverfront Authority.  They decided they would be fully vested after a year of employment. 
 
Regular meeting was adjourned and an executive session was called to discuss financing and 
bond counsel. 
 
$$$***11/13/1986   
After interviewing two firms and the Authority going into an executive session to discuss 
legal matters a motion was made to employ Davis, Graham & Stubbs for legal counsel for a 
proposed refinancing/refunding of the Authority’s bond issue.   
Kristopeit recommended a transfer in the 1986 budget; enough money from the operating 
fund to the bond payment fund in order to cover the Dec. 1, 1986 bond payment.  That 
would allow the payment to be made without using funds fro the reserve fund. 
 
Nollsch gave an update of estimated sales tax revenues for 1987; that being $300,000 with 
the occupancy rate at 100% by mid 87.  Lajoie felt that the $300,000 was too high and that 
$150,000 was a good estimate. 
 
Final details for the retreat were discussed. 
 
***11/21/1986 
Resolution #9 transferring $190,000 from the Contingency Fund into the TIF Payment 
Fund and transfer $15,000 from the Contingency Fund into the Administration/Operations 
Fund was presented.    T. Kristopeit explained the resolution was published in error; the 
amount of transfer from the Contingency Fund into the TIF Payment Fund should be 
$6,600; and the budgeted amount had been correct, however, income has been less than 
anticipated.  The amount of $15,000 to Admin/Ops was also discussed; Lyon stated he 
would like the amount increased to $40,000 in the event a feasibility study was 
commissioned before the end of the year. 
 
The Resolution was passed with the transfer to the TIF Fund as $6,600 and the Admin/Ops 
amount $40,000. 
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Comm. Lyon explained questions had been raised regarding a possible conflict of interest 
because of his employment with Hanifen Imhoff.  He submitted a letter to the Authority. 
 
$$$***12/11/1986 
A summary letter was given to Authority members from Bishop regarding the options for 
refunding/refinancing Riverfront bonds. 
 
Kristopeit passed out his notes from the Authority’s retreat. 
 
Massey was asked to write a letter on behalf of Tari Sears to see if there would be another 10 
hours available somewhere in the City.    Kristopeit explained that the Authority’s by-laws 
state the personnel rules of the City shall apply to all personnel of the Authority; a person 
working for the City less than 20 hours per week would not be eligible for any benefits.  
Kristopeit asked the board to consider a change in the by-laws to allow Authority personnel 
to pay for benefits even though they are working less than 20 hours per week. 
 
Resolution #11 regarding Mr. Lyon’s employment with Hanifen Imhoff and a possibility of 
a conflict of interest was addressed.  Mr. Lyon is an asset to the Authority and he will 
continue to abstain from all votes of the Authority regarding Hanifen, Imhoff and bond 
matters before the Authority; and his continuing service to the City of Littleton by serving as 
a member of the LRA is not contrary to the public interest.   
 
There was discussion as to whether Mr. Lyons would abstain from the discussion of the 
matter to be voted on.  Haddock stated the Authority previously has made the determination 
that because of Steve’s expertise the Authority wanted him to participate in the discussions.  
Resolution was approved. 
 
Kristopeit handed out an article from the Wall Street Journal concerning developers seeking 
new approaches as festival markets lose their appeal. 
 
Bishop reviewed the options for refunding for those Commissioners that did not attend the 
retreat.   
 
Option I – An extension of the 1988-90 principal payments of the existing debt service to 
1997.  This would cause an average decrease of $200,000 per year from 1988-90 and a slight 
increase thereafter and one year’s addition debt service in 1997. 
 
Option II – Refund all debt and fund an additional year’s capitalized interest, which allows 
for an even further decrease in the debt service through 1990, but would cause an extension 
of the total debt to 2001.   
 
Bishop said Cheroutes’ opinion was the Authority’s bonds should have been classified as 
private activity bonds.  Massey said that was not what Cheroutes had stated to him.  Bishop 
stated that as a result of the determination of a private activity bond, it means that we need 
to follow some transition rules and still do this tax exempt, however, issuing costs must be 
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limited to 2% of the total cost of the issue funded out of the bond issue as is required of any 
private activity bond. 
 
Another limitation Bishop was concerned with is the refund will probably be subject to an 
alternative minimum tax.  Cheroutes has reported to Bishop that Ballard Spahr has written 
the documents in such a way that it makes a partial refunding impossible.  The language was 
utilized probably five years ago or more, and did not contemplate the desire to take 
particular maturities of a total series and only refund just three or four maturities. 
 
One more problem mentioned by Bishop is the Authority cannot pass a parity test, if we are 
able to do a partial refunding.  The only way to issue additional bonds, whether they are 
refunding bonds or new money bonds, is if you meet a parity test.  To get around this parity 
test is to issue subordinate bonds or refund everything.  If everything were refunded a parity 
test would not be required since there are no other bonds outstanding.  Bishop and 
Cheroutes said because of the subordinate test and because of the escrow and the inability to 
do a partial refund Option I is currently not legally possible. 
 
Massey said that is clearly not what he was told and suggested a meeting with Cheroutes and 
a written report as to his opinions of what the Authority can do with respect to Option I and 
Option II.  The Authority has already decided Option I is the way they want to go, if 
possible’ let’s lay out the legal framework that can do that, if we can’t, tell us, and we go back 
to the drawing board and come up with something else. 
 
1987 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Steve Lyon, Bill Lajoie and Mike Massey 
 
***1/5/1987 
Last meeting Windholz was directed to prepare a revision to the LRA By-laws to permit the 
part-time employees of the Authority to participate in the benefit plans ordinarily available 
only to full-time employees, in accordance with City personnel policy. 
 
$$$***1/08/1987 
By-laws Amendment – T. Kristopeit proposed a by-law change that would provide 
employees of the Authority fall under the city’s personnel policies and procedures; 
employees of the Authority shall be 100% vested in the employee retirement plan after one 
year of employment with the Authority; and the board of Commissioners of the Authority 
may designate the prerequisites for employees of the Authority to be eligible for employee 
benefits.    Massey wanted to know why this was being proposed.  Kristopeit said Tari Sears 
would be working 10 hours a week for the Authority and under city rules would not be 
eligible for employee benefits and she wants them.  So, even if Tari does not work more 
than 20 hours per week she would be able to participate in the benefits program.  Haddock 
said the Authority, by resolution, has the freedom to say what the requirements are; it does 
not say that everyone who is employed by the Authority gets benefits.  Resolution #1 was 
approved 6/0. 
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Massey gave an update on the plans of the River Festival.  He and Taylor met with Dale 
Flowers, who pledged funds as well as time and effort.  They also met with Western 
Welcome Week reps that had some very good ideas. 
 
Bond refunding – Mike Cheroutes has concluded that we are going to be a private activity 
bond and not a public purpose bond, and but for the transitional rules we would be unable 
to issue tax exempt bonds, but the transitional rules permit us to do that once under some 
relatively severe constraints.  It is going to require public approval, either by the City or by 
the Authority at a public hearing. 
 
Lajoie asked for the definition of an inducement resolution.  Bishop stated it provides an 
opportunity for public input, if there is a large outcry against the process then as the tax 
reform act reads, the legislative body would not allow it to proceed.  It is a requirement of a 
public activity bond.   
 
Massey stated there is a problem with the parity of the bonds because we are assuming we 
will not be refunding the entire bond issue.  The indenture that regulated what we can and 
cannot do with respect to the outstanding bonds does not provide for a partial defeasance, 
but only for a complete defeasance and the bottom line to that is if we issue new bonds they 
are going to be in a subordinate position to the present bonds.  The interest rate will also be 
greater. 
 
After discussing a total or a partial refunding a partial refunding is still the best way to go.  
Defeasance means there is a reserve established to remove the liability of the original bond 
issue even though it’s not callable and will still be outstanding until these bonds are paid.  
Massey said this would be discussed further in an exec session. 
 
$$$***1/22/1987  
Hammer Siler George Assoc was selected to do Phase I of the Market Study. 
 
Tari Sears will be working 30 hours per week splitting the time between the Riverfront 
Authority and the Economic Development Department.  The City and the Authority will 
split the salary at least through June until other adjustments might be necessary. 
 
T. Kristopeit stated he had a letter for the Authority to review.  The letter was directed to 
Bill Nollsch and Dale Flowers in response to Mr. Kristopeit receiving a call from a 
newspaper reporter about the change in ownership of the Farmers Market.  The Authority 
had not been informed of the transfer from Michael Fields to The Writer Corp.  Massey felt 
the letter was too harsh; he stated he would rewrite it and sent it out from his office. 
 
Tom Bishop reported that Mike Cheroutes is saying due to the way the bond documents 
were written; a partial refunding will not be possible.  Cheroutes did not mind if Mr. Bishop 
got the opinion of another bond attorney.  Bishop contacted Lamm, Edstrom and Braymer; 
they did not see any reason why the Authority could not proceed to do a partial refund.  
 
***2/10/1987  
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Consideration of Fund Transfer for the River Festival - At the request of the Chair, we 
propose to transfer $5,000 from the Admin account to the new River Festival Account.  We 
will have a resolution at the meeting for this transfer. 
 
Executive session to discuss legal matters was called. 
 
***2/12/1987 
At the last meeting Comm. Cole mentioned that if their shortfall was small then perhaps 
they could ask the City for fund it.  Massey rec’d a call from a reporter who wanted to know 
about the shortfalls and the finances and the consultants.  She said she heard a rumor that 
the Authority may ask the City for the money.   I said what money.  She said to pay off those 
bonds.  I said I couldn’t comment on that because we have just hired these people to give us 
alternatives and she asked if that was an alternative we were considering.  I said the 
probability was relatively slim.  That was sort of the Genesis for this article and those 
Comments. 
 
Massey asked Councilman Sutphin for his comments and he said it was always an alternative, 
however, he felt that the majority of the City Council might not vote for it.  He wanted to 
know what the proposal was before he could comment any further.  Massey agreed; it was 
premature to even discuss the possibility without knowing what might be considered.  
 
Massey reminded the Authority that any kind of adverse publicity can only hurt the 
Authority and the Riverfront Festival Center, and hoped the Commissioners would do 
whatever they can to put these rumors to rest and set the record straight.  This Authority has 
always had a good working relationship with city council. 
 
Massey was re-elected chair. 
 
Exec session was called to discuss legal matters. 
 
$$$***5/14/1987 
Comm. Lyon asked for the June meeting to be moved to the 25th, as he would be in Texas 
opening the Texas office for Hanifen Imhoff. 
 
Lajoie reported that HSG has produced some rough cuts and projections, but not a report as 
of yet.  A draft report will be presented to the Authority at the June meeting. 
 
Taylor asked if the Authority was in any kind of time limit with the transitional rules if the 
Authority goes thru another bond issue.  Massey said not to his knowledge.  Taylor asked if 
the Authority should consider replacing Cheroutes.  Massey said that would be premature; 
first find out what HSG has found out and what Bishop thinks should be done. 
 
Taylor asked if the Authority should look at any other alternatives of financing since a partial 
bonding would be subordinate.  Kristopeit said Bishop is looking at all the alternatives. 
 
***06/16/1987 
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A report from Hammer, Siler, George on the project background and project description 
with sales tax and property tax revenue projections was discussed.  Massey cautioned all 
members not to share the information with the council or the press; it was to be considered 
confidential.  Questions the Authority had were: 
 

The feasibility of specialty centers in Colorado   
Would the center be able to market the space left vacant by the grocery if it were to 
fail 
Does HSG feel Bobby McGee’s will draw people into the mall 
How HSG compiled their assumptions.  
 

Riverfront Festival was held – 20,000 to 25,000 people attended.  Profit was $8,000. 
 
Comm. Lyon informed the group that he would be resigning and moving to Alabama in the 
near future. 
 
$$$***07/09/1987   
Lyon corrected the minutes from June 16 stating that his resignation would be effective 
August 1st or before in the event the City Council appoints his replacement. 
 
When asked Massey said that the amount of property tax collected for 1986 was $78,500 
through June.    Nowlen was concerned with the assessed value of the project.  Massey 
stated that assessment may have gone out, but the taxes haven’t been assessed and the mil 
levy hasn’t been assigned.  Nowlen asked if the bonds are refinanced what the amount 
would be.  Massey stated at this pint the Authority doesn’t know because it hasn’t been 
discussed.  HSG was hired to study the situation and provide the Authority alternatives. 
 
Massey said there has been a lot of confusion regarding the preliminary draft, the incomplete 
report and what the Authority does and doesn’t do with respect to this report.  That is why 
we get drafts; we can look at them; we can say to HSG we want to change some numbers; 
we want to change some assumptions and we want to create yet another series of numbers.  
This is one reason you do not make public these drafts and incomplete studies.  The second 
thing is this report contains confidential sales tax numbers.  When the report is complete we 
will have some alternatives for consideration by the citizens and the city council. 
 
Massey asked, are the bonds general obligation bonds of the city?  No.  If the bonds go into 
default it would be the bondholders who would suffer the loss. 
 
Question was asked if Writer would be developing the other parcels of land.  Massey stated 
that they are contractually obligated with the Authority to develop another part of that site in 
1988, they also have a years postponement that they can exercise at their option. 
 
An executive session was called to discuss personnel matters.  Cole asked what was to be 
discussed.  Massey stated at the last executive session there was a series of alternatives that 
we are at least going to consider with respect to various and sundry positions on the 
Authority; either finalize that or do something with respect to that.  Cole did not think the 
discussion should be in an executive session and he would not attend because the discussion 
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involved him personally.  Ms. Harms asked if the Authority was going to change the board.  
Massey said only the council can change the makeup of the board.  Ms. Harms asked if the 
board could censure him.  Massey said yes. 
 
Cole referring to the last executive session said he would not go through that again.  Vote 
was 6/1. 
 
M Thrasher, from the city, advised the board that the city’s new insurance quote for errors 
and omissions excluded the Riverfront Authority for reasons he did not explain. 
 
The draft from HSG was discussed.  Massey reminded the Authority and staff to keep the 
report confidential. 
 
Mr. Lyon was thanked for his service. 
 
$$$***07/27/1987  
The purpose of this meeting was to make a preliminary determination of financing 
alternatives that are available to the Authority in connection with the proposed or possible 
issuance of some additional bonds. Massey said that a Committee of Taylor, Lajoie and Mills 
had been formed several months ago to review their alternatives and make a 
recommendation to the Authority. 
 
Taylor reported that the LRA would be in shortfall in 12 to 24 months if leasing did not 
increase.  The Committee decided they needed to refund the bonds because of the continued 
adverse economic conditions, which will give the LRA maximum flexibility and there is an 
advantage of still having tax-exempt bonds if refunding takes place prior to 12/01/1987.   
 
Cole asked if the Committee had considered going to the current bondholders and asking 
for an extension.  Bishop answered the Authority is not in a posture to do that; only if the 
bonds were in default could the Authority then go to the bondholders and negotiate an 
extension.  Bishop stated at this time the Authority does not want the public to even think 
the Authority could be in default.   
 
Motion was made to begin to prepare for full refund of the outstanding series of bonds. 
 
This was Lyon’s last meeting. 
 
$$$***8/13/1987  
$5.5 million in bonds to be refunded and amortized to 2000.   They voted to issue new 
bonds to refund the present series. 
 
Massey reported the city council had discussed, at a study session, the Inducement 
Resolution and Pledge Agreement needed by the Authority in order to do the bond issuance.  
A straw vote of the council showed no objection. 
 
$$$***9/21/1987 
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City council approved the Inducement Resolution and Pledge Agreement at the last city 
council meeting. 
 
City loaned the LRA $200,000 at 8% interest to be paid in 12 months after the bonds retired.  
The monies can be used at the Authority’s discretion, with notice to the city council. 
 
Taylor moved that the LRA pledge $200,000 of city’s reserve against the 1987 bond 
repayment from the date of issue through 12/01/1991.  Motion was approved. 
 
$$$***10/08/1987 
Mills stated he has been asked by several people in town why it is costing the Authority so 
much more to refinance our bonds than it is for the school system.  He wanted to be on 
record that he sincerely hoped the Authority will never be embarrassed by any scrutiny their 
figures may receive in the future.  We can make mistakes and our judgment can come into 
question but he did not want the arithmetic to.    He was asked to explain further.  Mills said 
he was concerned by an article in the paper of Colorado Springs about the Payton School 
District; the jist of the article was during a bond issue there had been some under the table 
financing.  Mills said he did not assume that was going on here but he hoped that everything 
the Authority is doing can later be explained to anyone interested.  Massey said he did not 
believe either on record or in his heart that anyone on the Authority has done anything other 
than what is in the public’s best interest.  Mills said he felt the same way and felt he 
understood the figures well enough so he would vote for the bond issuance. 
 
Bishop updated the Authority on the bond issue.  An institutional investor is interested in 
the long-term bonds (2000 term); the investor has made a Commitment in fact, subject to a 
physical inspection.    An institutional investor will help considerably in selling the balance of 
the bonds to the retail investors.  A call feature was discussed. 
 
$$$***10/21/1987 
Bishop stated he was not there with a bond purchase agreement – the market has been very 
volatile the last two weeks; interest rates have risen considerably. 
 
He went on to explain that the institutional investor did approve the credit but subject to 
changes that the market incurred as to what rate the Commitment would be to purchase; the 
offer came last week to buy came in at 11% not the 10.5% discussed.  Numbers were run 
and the conclusion was it would not work.  The investor said they were sorry but at any level 
they could not make a commitment.  Without the institutional investor Hanifen will not 
offer a bond purchase agreement.  Bishop offered the following alternatives: 
 

1. Spend more funds – do it now. 
2. Give him 2 weeks to keep looking for interested investors 
3. Stop everything now and put a deal together in March/April of 1988. 

 
Bishop recommended option 2.  Lajoie wanted to be on record saying the Authority should 
have acted sooner and he was very disappointed with the political process that had been 
required – we have Bishop telling us he can’t get a deal done at 10.75%, which is an 
outrageous rate.  With regards to due diligence, there is no question after all the Authority 
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went thru, when you look at the interest rates that existed in May, there is no reason why it 
wasn’t done, it was put off for political reasons.  Massey agreed but thought the Authority 
should look forward.  The consensus was to allow Bishop to try and find another investor 
thru November 9th; at the end of that time, postpone until spring of 1988. 
 
Motion was approved to pay for a dinner with Ms. Buchanan from the San Antonio 
Riverwalk. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss the Hammer Siler George invoice.  Meeting 
reconvened and a motion was made to authorize Lajoie to represent the Authority in 
negotiating the HSG fee for their feasibility study within the guidelines the Authority has 
previously discussed in executives session.  Motion was approved. 
 
***11/12/1987 
Bobby McGee’s rec’d their COC.  Sally Buchanan from San Antonio visited  
 
$$$***11/19/1987 
The 1988 budget and the 1987 budget modifications were adopted.  
 
Executive session was called to discuss financial negotiations.  After the executive session 
Massey stated that the Authority has an unofficial proposed resolution dealing with the 
authorization to execute the bond purchase agreement and to sell the series 1987 revenue 
bonds.    Taylor stated it was the appropriate time to do this and the Authority should move 
forward.  Resolution #7 authorizing the issuance of the LRA Tax Increment Refunding 
Revenue Bonds was adopted with a 5/0 vote. 
 
$$$***12/10/1987 
Bishop reviewed financing options with the board.  He stated that to try and do the same 
structure next spring would be unrealistic.  He suggested talking to the City to see if they 
would commit to backfill a reserve fund in the event the LRA would have to dip into the 
reserve to pay bond payments.  With Commitments from the City, new Authority bonds 
could possibly be rated and insured with a lower interest rate.    A partial refunding was also 
discussed with a full refund in 1992.  The Board agreed that there should be no discussion 
with the City at this time; more information was needed. 
 
1988 Authority Retreat will include a discussion on refunding, River Festival and river 
improvements.  Location and details would be worked out later. 
 
Executive session was called to discuss personnel issues.  Once reconvened motion was 
made to hire Tari Sears on a part-time basis at $10 per hour to attend the Authority 
meetings, take minutes, etc. at the direction of the Authority and secondly to purchase a 
computer up to $3,000 for her use at home.  Motion was approved. 
 
1988 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Burt Mills, Jack Ellingboe, Jim 
Taylor, Vaughn Cole, Bill Lajoie, Mike Massey, and   Vaughan 
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$$$***1/14/1988 
Brian Paulson from Capital Markets stated that an investor interested in purchasing the 
Authority’s bonds had approached him.  Investor will be seeking approval from their 
investment Committee at a fixed rate of 9.5% subject to the following conditions:  qualified 
legal opinion, confirmation of expenses, the par amount may fluctuate due to final 
adjustments to the escrow and final adjustments to the issuance costs.  Capital Markets fee 
would be 1.8% with final approval on Thursday and closing within 20 days.  A retreat was 
moved to Jan 22-24 in order to discuss theses matters.  They convened into an exec session 
to discuss the Capital Markets proposal.  After the exec session a general consensus was to 
authorize Capital Markets to contact Mike Cheroutes and the Authority will move forward 
with the proposed deal. 
  
Tom Kristopeit, as an employee of Capital Markets, was excused from the meeting and all 
future discussion and/or negotiations with Capital Markets. 
  
$$$***1/26/1988 
Capital Markets, on behalf of a single institutional investor is prepared to effect a closing on 
this issue par amount of $5,320,000, the coupon interest rate not to exceed 9.625%, all fees 
and costs are to be paid with bond proceeds, and they recognize the role of Hanifen, Imhoff 
as Special Consultant.  The discount fee was discussed due to a misunderstanding at the Jan. 
14, 1988 meeting - the discount would be $120,000 not a percentage amount.  Resolution #1 
Series 1988 was passed. 
  
$$$***2/03/1988 
Brian Paulson discussed changes made to the bond sale; the change being in the par amount 
of $65,000 or the cost of the bonds going to $5,304,000...difference between last week and 
this week’s offer is $18,000. 
  
Mike Cheroutes reviewed each section of the Bond Sale Resolution.  Resolution #2 Series 
1988 was approved. 
  
Resolution #3 Series 1988 was presented for approval.  Kathy Haddock explained with the 
anticipation of a bond refunding, a supplemental budget and appropriations of additional 
revenues needs to be adopted.  The resolution published in the newspaper as required and 
now can be amended with the revised numbers...the increase in the bond issue of 
$65,000:  source of funds were the proceeds of the bond issue ($5,385,000); the expenditures 
included bond issuance costs ($161,000) and escrow purchase ($5,3905,000). 
  
$$$****2/09/1988 Special Meeting 
Helen Atkeson explained that the resolution #2 required amending as the investor wants 
term bonds instead of serial bonds and the taking out of the contingency of receiving the 
investment letter from the investor.  Additionally, the following language is added:  1) 
investor will receive a copy of the annual audit; 2) investor will receive a copy of the monthly 
tax increment report which will be kept confidential; 3) investor will receive notice in the 
event the Authority takes a draw from the contingency fund.  Resolution #4 was approved. 
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***3/07/1988 - canc 
 
***4/14/1988  
Comm. Ellingboe resigned.   Pat Cronenberger welcomed as new member. 
 
An executive session was called to discuss contract negotiations. 
  
***5/10/1988 
 Executive Director position was to be phased out. 
  
$$$***7/14/1988 
Tom Kristpeit no longer works for Capital Markets.  Gary Thompson has been appointed to 
replace Ellingboe. 
  
After an exec session Taylor directed Jim Windholz to write a letter to The Writer Corp that 
would invoke their force majeure and Commence their 12-month hardship situation.  It was 
added the letter should state the Authority disagrees with their position regarding Phase II 
construction. 
 
***9/29/1988  
Minutes do not exist for this meeting.  There was an agenda in the documents from which I 
got my information about the exec session held to discuss Developer Negotiations. 
 
***10/5/1988 
Executive session was called to discuss developer negotiations.   Three hours later the 
meeting reconvened and was adjourned. 
 
$$$***10/13/1988 
 Writer Corp had asked for a revaluation of the Riverfront Festival Center property by the 
County Assessor.  It would mean a slight decrease in property tax collection. 
  
Several newspaper articles had been clipped regarding 1st Interstate Bank assuming 
ownership of the Riverfront Festival Center. 
  
Sales Tax Increment report showed $18,800+ in sales tax increment - Taylor thought the 
amount was very encouraging since it was higher than Jun or July and substantially more 
than a year ago. 
  
Exec session to discuss final agreement with 1st Interstate Bank.  The meeting reconvened at 
9:30 PM and the exec session was recessed until 7:00 p.m., Sunday evening Oct. 16 at 
Taylor’s home. And further continue that session until 6:00 PM Tuesday, October 18, 1988 
in the Manager’s conference room at the Littleton center.   
 
On Oct. 18, 1988 at 6:30 pm the meeting was reconvened.  Those present included:  Massey, 
Taylor, Cole, Lajoie and Cronenberger.  Haddock, legal counsel was also present.   Taylor 
stated the Authority, after reviewing an agreement with 1st Interstate Bank, had a motion 
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ready; Massey moved to approve an agreement dated October 19, 1988 with such changes in 
that agreement as the Chairman of the Authority after advice of the Authority’s counsel may 
deem appropriate and in the Authority’s best interest and the corresponding option; second 
by Comm. Lajoie.  Resolution #5 was approved. 
  
***11/10/1988 
The 1988 budget would need adjusting since the bond resolution.  Ms. Haddock said if there 
were changes the supplemental budget resolution would need to be published in the local 
paper. 
  
1989 Budget Public Hearing - Tom Kristopeit was directed to review the revenue from 
property tax increment due to the decrease in valuation of the Festival Center.  If the 
amount was significant, the budget would need to be amended at a later date.  Resolution #6 
was approved. 
  
Exec session to discuss a proposed contract for use of the vacant land at Riverfront and any 
other items that may come before the Authority. 
  
After the exec session Comm. Mills moved the Authority terminate the position of 
Executive Director effective immediately and substitute a consulting contract with Mr. 
Kristopeit; terminate the position of Mr. Kristopeit as Secretary to the Authority and appoint 
Tari Sears as the secretary; a letter of Comm be issued to Tom.  Taylor voted No. 
  
During the exec session Comm. Mills advised the Authority that he was resigning for 
personal reasons. 
  
***12/08/1988 
Comm. Cronenberger inquired about the validity of the motion Comm. Mills made during 
the exec session with regard to the exec director since he had also resigned during the 
session.  Taylor stated that Mills had notified the Authority he would be submitting a letter 
of resignation to the city council and that would be his last meeting.  Kathy Haddock added 
the by-laws also state a Comm serves until a replacement is appointed. 
  
Tom Kristopeit wanted to review several items in the minutes just reviewed and 
approved.  The minutes say the Chairman called for an Exec Session to discuss a proposed 
contract for the use of the vacant land at Riverfront and any other items that may come 
before the Authority.  As Kristopeit understands it, LRA is limited to discussion of board 
negotiations, real estate purchased, personnel/confidential items.  Items that are all subjects 
for the exec session are supposed to be announced and agreed to before the session 
begins.  So it wasn’t clear before that session began that there were at least two personnel 
items on the agenda for that exec session that should have been announced; perhaps agreed 
upon. 
  
The next question - was it an exec session or a closed meeting?  The minutes show the exec 
session began at 7:45 and Tom and Tari were asked to leave the meeting and wait 
outside.  The minutes then show the meeting reconvened at 8:50 with only the 
Commissioners and legal counsel present.  The meeting adjourned at 9:05, after which the 
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door was opened and Tom and Tari went back in.  The action taken in that exec session 
violate the LRA by-laws and the open meeting policy.  Kristopeit said the following actions 
were taken in that exec session. 
  
1.  To terminate the position of Executive Director immediately and substitute a consultant 

contract 
2. Terminate the Executive Director as Secretary 
3. Appoint Tari Sears as Secretary and 
4. Send a letter of Commendation to Tom 
 
Now I have the same question that Pat Cronenberger had - Comm. Mills resigned sometime 
in the hour before the motion, according to the last paragraph in the minutes, the resignation 
occurred during the exec session.  The minutes states he is resigning, and to the best of my 
knowledge it doesn’t take an action by any body to say OK or accept or reject that, so as Pat 
asked, can he make a valid motion and vote; I don’t see how. 
  
Secondly, the contract with Kristopeit has a 30 day cancelation notice, and unilaterally a 
contract cancelled cancels the meeting, LRA should have been informed of that or at least 
had some basic information about its proposed action available.  The statutes and the LRA 
by-laws say the Secretary of the LRA shall be the Director, part of the motion cannot 
apply.  It follows that the LRA could not appoint Tari Sears as Secretary unless they also 
appoint her Director which requires the advise of the City Manager.  LRA could appoint 
Tari as interim secretary perhaps.  I have not yet received the letter of Commendation. 
  
Tom goes on with a talk directed to the LRA and says to the Authority, so LRA can take 
what I kind of define as a legally defined bleacher seat and say that Riverfront is the Bank’s 
problem, or its Writers’ problem, or our bond holders problem Xerox/Van Kampen Merit 
or finally, maybe its the City’s problem. 
  
Taylor thanked Tom for his Comments and said that they had had several conversations 
since that November meeting and he did not appreciate being blind-sided tonight.  Do you 
want a 30-day notice letter  - if so I will have one in the mail to you tomorrow?  Later 
tonight we will amend the by-laws to eliminate the position of Exec Director and will take 
care of all the problems you have brought up tonight. 
  
Tom was asked if he would be willing to work as a consultant for the Authority. 
  
Resolution #7 was approved. 
  
Motion was made to amend the by-laws at a special meeting on Dec. 15. 
  
Exec session was called to discuss a proposal for the development of the vacant land (north 
side) and a personnel matter. 
  
Meeting was reconvened and motion was made to purchase a computer printer and fire 
proof filing cabinet.  Motion was approved. 
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***12/15/1988 
 Resolution #8 Series 1988 to amend the by-laws was adopted. 
 
1989 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Pat Cronenberger, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders,  
 
***2/23/1989   
Taylor reported that Comm. Vaughan Cole resigned and will be moving to Alabama. 
 
Ed Flanders was appointed to fill the remainder of Burt Mill’s term. 
 
An exec session was called for attorney client privileged information.   
 
The meeting was recessed to March 2, 1989 and further recessed that meeting to March 9, 
1989.  Another executive session was called to discuss contract negotiations. 
 
***3/09/1989 
Executive session to discuss financial arrangements was called.  
 
$$$***6/08/1989 
A letter for the county had been rec’d valuing the Riverfront property at $109,000, which 
was $40,000 less than budgeted. 
 
A letter was discussed that had been sent by Margie Walker explaining how funds were taken 
from the Authority’s different accounts to make the June bond payment.  Funds were used 
from the $200,000 City Reserve Fund.  The City Manager was notified prior to the payment 
being made.  The action taken was ratified. 
 
Taylor stated that Don Kiddy had informed him the bank is in negotiations to sell the 
Riverfront Center.    A letter from Tom and Inger Richards was also mentioned; they would 
like to see the Center turned into a science and education center. 
 
Letter to T. Kristopeit stating a contract was not needed at this time and if they every needed 
his assistance they would contact him.  
 
An Authority retreat was discussed but no date was agreed upon. 
 
Exec session was called to interview perspective financial consultants and dealings the 
Authority has going on with the banks who own Riverfront. 
 
***6/15/1989 
This was a reconvening of the executive session from June 8.  Comm. Flowers moved that a 
contract with Boettcher and Co. be drafted for the roll of Financial Advisor to the Authority 
and motion was approved. 
 
$$$***7/13/1989 
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Letter from Boettcher & Co regarding the terms and conditions regarding their services for 
financial advisors for the restructuring or refunding of the 1988 Bond Series.  The bonds will 
either be restructured through refunding bonds or negotiated with the holders.  Agreement 
shall continue in full force and effect through and until the earlier of two years or upon 30-
day notice by either party without cause. 
 
***9/14/1989 – no quorum   
Since there was no quorum the minutes of the previous meetings were not approved.  
However, in spite of there being no quorum, a motion was made by Massey and seconded 
by Cronenberger that the Authority would meet on a regular basis, and when that is not 
required a monthly report would be sent to all members.  Motion was approved subject to a 
quorum. 
 
***10/12/1989 
Exec session to discuss contract negotiations was called.   
 
***12/28/1989 
Motion was made to adopt the 1990 budget.  Executive session was called to discuss 
contract negotiations. 
 
1990 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Pat Cronenberger, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***2/08/1990 
The attorney has a conflict with their regular meeting time.  Ms. Haddock has left the law 
firm and gone to work for CML.  By-laws will be changed to reflect a new meeting time to 
accommodate Windholz. 
 
***3/08/1990 
Van Kampen Merritt has hired a company to do an appraisal of the Riverfront.  Lajoie 
thought this was to show due diligence to their investors. 
 
Regular meeting time was changed to the first Wednesday of each month at 7 pm.  
Resolution #1 
 
Taylor was re-elected chair, Lajoie vice chair, and Thompson secretary.  Elections of officers 
will move to April since the council is now appointing new members at the second regular 
meeting in March.  By-laws will be updated at the next meeting. 
 
Taylor called an exec session to discuss contract negotiations. 
 
***4/04/1990 
Resolution #2 was presented.  It would amend the time set for election of officers, to 
accommodate the Littleton City Council’s appointment of boards and commissions at the 
second regular meeting of the Council in March.  The election of officers would take place at 
the first regular meeting in April or as soon thereafter as practicable. 
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Taylor called an exec session to discuss contractual matters. 
 
***5/02/1990 
Taylor called an executive session to discuss contractual negotiations. 
 
***9/05/1990 
Taylor called an executive session to discuss contractual matters. 
 
***11/07/1990   
Taylor called for an exec session to discuss negotiation strategies with the Authority’s 
bondholder, Terry Trimm of Van Kampen Merritt Investment. 
 
Taylor suggested that the Authority join an association called Colorado Community 
Revitalization and he was authorized to join. 
 
***12/05/1990   
Taylor called an exec session to discuss a potential legal matter and/or potential litigation 
regarding property tax increment from Arapahoe County; and land negotiations. 
 
$$$***12/19/1990 
Taylor presented the budget resolution stating that it did not show any revenue from 
property tax increment; if there was some they would need to amend the budget 
 
Comm. Cronenberger moved to adjourn to an exec session to discuss land negotiations. 
 
1991 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Pat Cronenberger, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***1/16/1991 
Taylor called an exec session to discuss developer negotiations – a potential legal matter. 
 
***2/06/1991 
Massed called an exec session to discuss developer negotiations. 
 
$$$***3/06/1991 
Mr. Windholz reported he has been in telephone contact with Barbara Haggerty of 
Arapahoe County Assessors office.  She said she will be recalculating from 1987 the 
Authority’s base and tax increment based on the 1990 process.  The Authority will be 
receiving a rebate in 1992. 
 
$$$***5/22/1991 
An invoice from Central Bank of Denver for trustee fees was discussed.  The invoice was 
questioned because there was no bond payment due on June 1, 1991.  Items were requested 
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for review – the fee schedule that was in effect as of 2/1/88; designated functions as trustee; 
fiduciary responsibilities.  Mr. Windholz wanted to review before a decision was made. 
 
Massey moved for an exec session to discuss negotiations with the Bond Holder. 
 
Meeting reconvened.  Taylor stated the Authority had discussed an agreement with the bond 
holder Van Kampen Merritt Investor Group; he asked for a motion to approve a letter dated 
May 22, 1991 to Van Kampen Merritt authorizing a supplementary indenture which shall be 
executed on or before September 1, 1991; and at such time the Chairman be authorized to 
execute said supplement indenture. 
 
Massey moved that the existing officers be re-elected. 
 
***10/02/1991 
An article was to be in the Littleton Independent on October 2, 1991.  Resolution #1 
dealing with the Sunshine Law was adopted. 
 
Taylor asked for an exec session to discuss bondholder negotiations. 
 
Meeting reconvened – Massey moved that the Authority not pay the bank fees associated 
with the bond to Central Bank of Denver, if in fact, the fees can be satisfied from sources 
other than the Authority’s operating fund. 
 
It was Pat Cronenberger’s last meeting. 
 
***12/30/1991 
Resolution #1 regarding the Sunshine Law was adopted.  Budget Resolution #2 was 
adopted. 
 
Taylor called for an exec session to discuss the status of unsold lands at Riverfront. 
 
1992 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***4/1/1992   
Resolution #1 regarding Sunshine Law was adopted. 
 
Dennis Reynolds was welcomed as the newest member of the Authority.  He made a motion 
to go into an executive session to develop negotiation strategies. 
 
***9/02/1992 
Taylor called an exec session to discuss developer negotiations. 
 
***10/12/1992 
Colo Ocean Journey was interested in settling at the Riverfront – A Denver real estate firm 
would buy the property and lease to Ocean Journey. The Flemings were asking the city to 
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contribute $2.8 million to the project’s reserve capital fund during the first year and probably 
in 1995/96.  If a profit was made the first year they would refund the money back to the 
City.  They would asked to have a moral obligation to replenish the reserve fund for the 
same amount over 19 years, but have no legal obligation. 
 
Taylor called for an exec session to discuss the legal issue in reference to the proposal from 
Ocean Journey.  Once reconvened a motion was made to allow Taylor to attend a press 
conference that Colo Ocean Journey will be holding next week and if asked express the 
Authority’s positive support for the project. 
 
***11/4/1992 
Discussion of the progress of Colorado’s Ocean Journey was discussed. 
 
***12/2/1992   
Resolution #2 regarding the Budget for 1993 was adopted.  Taylor noted that the bond 
funds have increased due to a tax settlement with the Arapahoe County Treasurer. 
 
Resolution #3 establishing a reserve fund and reserve increases and authorizing the transfer 
of funds to the reserve fund was adopted.  This resolution would bring the Authority into 
compliance with Amendment One by establishing all year end fund balances be considered a 
“reserve increase” and therefore a part of the 1992 fiscal year spending.  The Authority 
transferred $182,307.00 to a Ltn Riverfront Authority Reserve Fund due to the passage of 
Amendment 1 to the state constitution on November 3, 1992.  The funds maybe used for 
any lawful purpose as provided for but not limited to the Colo Urban Renewal Law, all other 
applicable laws and the Ltn Riverfront Plan, as amended or as may be amended. 
 
Taylor provided an update on the Zucker contract and FIMSA.  Several scenarios were 
discussed with regards to financing involving Colorado Ocean journeys, LRA and the City, 
Zucker and FIMSA.  He advised the board he had co-signed a letter from Susan Thornton 
and Brian Vogt on behalf of the City stating the City would not be able to pledge its moral 
support to the COJ project. 
 
The remainder of the meeting was discussion regarding COJ’s financing and/or project 
possibilities. 
 
 
 
$$$***12/28/1992   
Massey moved to adopt the repeal of Resolution #3.  Windholz believes this resolution 
better protects the Authority under Amendment One.  Massey hoped Windholz would be at 
the next meeting to explain further the reason for adopting the resolution. 
 
Taylor called an executive session to discuss land negotiations regarding the purchase of the 
Festival Center. 
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1993 Riverfront Authority Board members were:  Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***4/07/1993 
Resolution #1 regarding the Sunshine Law was adopted.  Exec session was called to discuss 
matters regarding the future of the Riverfront Festival Center.   
 
***9/01/1993 
Taylor said he rec’d a letter from Windfalls that stated the Riverfront Authority may have 
money coming to it from an unnamed source.  Windholz asked Taylor to ask for references, 
talk with the City’s finance director and check with Arapahoe County Assessor.   
 
Taylor asked Windholz about a letter rec’d from Central Bank and if the issue had been 
resolved.  Windholz explained the letter was related to arbitrage and whether rebate of our 
excess arbitrage is required and the answer is no.   
 
Exec session called to discuss negotiations regarding the Riverfront property. 
 
***12/09/1993 
Resolution #2 regarding the budget was adopted. 
Resolution #3 transferring LRA funds to the LRA Reserve fund in the amount of $384,880 
was adopted. 
 
Taylor asked for an exec session to discuss strategies for potential negotiations of contracts. 
 
1994 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***2/01/1994 
Resolution #1 was adopted regarding Sunshine law.  Taylor called for an exec session to 
discuss contract negotiations. 
 
***9/02/1994 
Executive session was called to discuss potential real estate contract strategies. 
 
***11/2/1994 
Executive session to discuss potential real estate contract strategies was called. 
 
***12/07/1994 
Resolution #2 regarding the budget was adopted.  Taylor called for an exec session to 
discuss potential development strategies. 
 
1995 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***4/05/1995 
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Election of officers and Resolution #1 regarding Sunshine law was adopted.  Taylor called 
for an exec session to discuss contract negotiations 
 
***05/08/1995 
Taylor called an exec session to discuss development strategies and contract negotiations.  
Meeting was adjourned after the executive session. 
 
***5/17/1995   
Taylor called an exec session to discuss development strategies and contract negotiations. 
 
***12/06/1995 
Resolution #2 regarding the budget was adopted.  Taylor called an exec session to discuss 
strategies and contract negotiations. 
 
1996 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***1/17/1996 
Resolution #1 regarding the Sunshine Law was adopted. 
 
Taylor asked that his membership to Colo Community Revitalization Assoc be renewed at a 
cost of $75. 
 
Taylor called an exec session to discuss contract negotiations. 
 
Comm. Flowers said he would like to be reappointed to the Authority when his term expired 
in April.  Taylor said he would forward a letter of recommendation to the City Council with 
the request. 
 
$$$***2/07/1996 
Letter from Chenco International was discussed regarding Van Kampen and payment of the 
Authority’s bonds.  The proposed agreement would be between just Chenco and Van 
Kampen.  The discussion was how this would affect the Authority.  With the consensus of 
the board, Jim Windholz was authorized to send a letter of initial inquiry as to the position 
of the Authority in the agreement. 
 
Taylor moved for an exec session to discuss contract negotiations and the Authority retreat. 
 
***5/03/1996 (4:15 – 4:25), 5/04/1996 (12:30 – 1:45) and 5/05/1996 (5:30 – 6:00) 
Strategy Session – question was raised about LRA’s continued existence and it was 
concluded that the Authority would stay in business probably until our legal life ended.  The 
current officers will stay in office until the next meeting in Littleton when elections would be 
held. 
 
Discussion was held regarding LRA’s relationship with the City, TAAS, and Van Kampen 
Merritt.  Taylor reported on his latest conversation with Jim Woods, Assistant City Manager, 



Summarization	  of	  the	  Littleton	  Riverfront	  Authority	  Minutes	  1980-‐2014	  
Compiled	  by	  Carol	  Brzeczek	  	   	   	  
	  

Updated	  June	  1,	  2014	   	   Page 70 of 86	  
	  

about potential buyers for the property.  Woods said he would contact Michael Pancero and 
if he found out anything he would let him know.  LRA’s latest correspondence with TASS 
was through Jim Windholz with Michael Pancero, which attorney Windholz reported on.  
He will do a follow up contact and report at the next meeting.  LRA’s relationship with Van 
Kampen Merritt is cordial, but distant.  Lajoie seems to have the best relationship with them.   
Van Kampen Meritt and TAAS have been in contact with each other and possibly 
negotiated some sort of agreement on the sale of the property. 
 
Brainstorming was done on whom to attract as a potential buyer.  No probable ideas were 
generated. 
 
$$$***6/11/1996 
Massey moved to go into an exec session  - no reason given.  Meeting reconvened and 
Massey moved the Authority extend both sales and property tax increment beyond the initial 
25-year period for repayment of LRA bonds. 
 
***12/09/1996 
Taylor asked to renew the Authority’s membership to the Colo Community Revitalization 
Assoc…. approved. 
 
1997 Budget Resolution #2 was adopted after minor discussion that was not part of the 
minutes. 
 
Massey moved that the current officers remain in office – approved. 
 
Taylor called an exec session to develop strategies and potential developers.  
 
1997 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Dennis Reynolds, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
$$$***3/24/1997  
Executive session was called by Taylor to discuss contract negotiations with potential 
developers.   
 
After they reconvened Massey moved the Littleton Riverfront Authority amend the 
Disposition and Development Agreement dated Jan. 23, 1983 as amended, to allow office 
use in the Riverfront Festival Center subject to the following:  1) transfer of ownership of all 
bonds from Van Kampen Merritt to Chenco or its related organization; 2) receipt of a 
request from Chenco to amend or replace the DDA.  Motion passed 6/0. 
 
$$$***5/12/1997 
Taylor called for an executive session to discuss strategy for negotiations with bondholders.  
Meeting reconvened and Windholz was asked to explain the next steps in the process 
regarding the bond money.  Windholz explained he was receiving direction from the Board 
for an engagement/arrangement with Kutak Law Firm, bond counsel, specifically Bob Irwin, 
to give the Board advice in relationship to potential consequences/liabilities as well as 
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positive aspects looking at Tom Bishop’s proposed restructuring of the Authority’s debt and 
bond issue.  He added this would all be subject to formal approval by the Board, based upon 
what bond counsel advises.  It was also noted that the Board would not be responsible for 
the legal fees at this point for the advice from Kutak’s office.  Motion passed 5/0. 
 
***9/03/1997 
Discussion centered on the purchase of the Riverfront property by EchoStar; and what the 
Authority is willing to do with the Disposition and Development Agreement.  EchoStar in 
buying the property is concerned about the possibility of restrictions on the property that are 
imposed by the DDA and in turn the Authority is worried that by rescinding the DDA they 
would loose all control over the development of the rest of the land.  It was finally agreed 
that the City would still have development control over the property in as far as what would 
be allowed under the current zoning or if the property owner would propose a rezoning.  
The members of the Authority assured those present that an agreement would be reached in 
time for the closing of the property that would be agreeable to all parties. 
 
Taylor asked for an exec session – no reason given.  Once reconvened Taylor asked 
Windholz to summarize what the Authority now needs to do.  Windholz stated that the 
Authority needs to accommodate the redevelopment of this property and to the agreement 
of all parties involved, so the Authority has authorized him to prepare documents in 
negotiation process with the respective attorneys for the parties as soon as possible, those 
documents being distributed to the Authority members for their input as quickly as he can 
make it happen, with the Chairman having the authority to sign off on the documents.  The 
purpose being to change, rescind, or amend the DDA to accommodate EchoStar’s proposed 
uses, and to agree to do that in the next two days, and to do it with the consent of the bond 
holder in this process and with the general guidelines that he will draft in relationship to that 
so that you all can close and be comfortable.  Then negotiate a formal document that would 
relieve EchoStar from the out of date controls that the Authority has in relationship to land 
use and consequences of the land use.  Thompson moved to approve this action – which it 
was. 
 
$$$***9/29/1997 
Windholz brought the Authority up to date on the Riverfront real estate closing.  Taylor said 
the agreement was reached; at the essence of the dispute was the consent of Riverfront as to 
what may or could happen to the bonds and we have an agreement that provides that they 
acknowledge and consent to the fact that there will be virtually no incremental sales tax 
revenue with the change in use and that there will be limited in duration at least of 
incremental property tax revenue and they agree to that.  One of the problems that took 
some period of time is whether Chenco RFLLC would contribute any monies toward the 
Authority’s bond counsel if they received an opinion that the bonds are taxable.  Tom 
Bishop has been in contact with Kutak and their initial opinion is that these bonds are not 
taxable.  However, if they want the Authority to extend beyond the term of the bonds, 
which is 2000, we will need to restructure the bonds.  Chenco/RFLLC has asked us to 
extend the obligation to the full term of the tax incremental revenues being in place, which is 
25 years or until the year 2008 for one parcel and 2009 for another parcel.  It was also 
explained the Authority could extend only their portion of tax incremental income and that 
the City and School District would have to agree to extend their portion. 
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Authority members were given copies of the contracts for their review. Windholz went on to 
explain he has a letter for Connie Hyde saying that they will help with some of the bond 
counsel fees under the circumstances, which there may be a question about the taxability of 
the bonds after they are restructured and they get an opinion to that effect. 
 
The contracts were discussed at length.  The Authority has agreed to amend the Disposition 
and Development Agreement and to restructure the bonds if necessary. 
 
Another reason for the meeting was to discuss with the Mayor (Reynolds) the possibility of 
the City helping with the Authority’s bond fees and where we go from here.  The Authority’s 
financial situation was discussed at length and the Authority members decided an amount of 
$10,000 would be asked of the City for operating funds.  Reynolds said he would take it to 
council 
 
$$$***12/08/1997 
The 1997 Budget would be amended by the acceptance of $10,000 in the form of a Residual 
Equity Transfer from the City of Littleton to the Authority’s operating fund; the funds being 
appropriated for expenditures.  Resolution #1 was approved. 
 
Resolution #2 – 1998 Budget was adopted. 
 
Resolution #3 on the Sunshine Law was adopted. 
 
Amend Disposition and Development Agreement – The discussion centered on the fact that 
the Authority would be willing to negotiate with EchoStar the changes they are considering 
for the DDA.  The decision was to wait for EchoStar to make contact with the Authority to 
ask for amendments to the DDA and not pursue amending the DDA until then. 
 
Restructuring the LRA Tax Increment Bonds – It was agreed that Jim Windholz would 
respond to the proposal from Kutak & Rock along with Connie Hyde and report back to the 
Authority as needed.   
 
Massey was asked if he would serve if reappointed – he said yes. 
 
1998 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Doug Clark, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
$$$***12/16/1998 
Before the discussion of the budget Taylor explained that he had asked the city to give the 
Authority $10,000 to be used for operating expenses.  The amount would need to be added 
to the 1999 Budget and the resolution would need to be amended.  Resolution #1 was 
approved  - no vote indicated. 
 
Resolution #2 on the Sunshine Law was approved – no vote indicated. 
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Taylor asked Thompson if his name could be submitted for reappointment.  He was 
agreeable. 
 
1999 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, Doug Clark, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
$$$***5/05/1999 
Current officers of the Authority were approved to remain in current positions. 
 
Resolution – Sunshine Law was adopted. 
 
Restructuring of Tax Increment Bonds – the rest of the meeting was discussion of the 
restructuring of the LRA tax increment bonds. It was agreed the Authority would meet again 
on May 24th at which time Tom Bishop would have reviewed the two available options and 
more discussion would take place. 
 
The May 24th meeting did not have a quorum, it was considered a workshop, and no action 
was taken. 
 
$$$***6/02/1999 
Discussion on Restructuring centered on the earliest time the Authority would be able to go 
before city council to discuss the bond restructuring.  It was hoped that the Authority would 
be ready by July 13th study session.  Tom Bishop would check with the County Assessor 
often to see if EchoStar will appeal their preliminary assessed value, which would mean 
adjustments to the bond issue. 
 
Contract with Kirkpatrick Pettis (Bishop) was discussed and a section was added which 
stated that Tom Bishop would be the principal of the firm to work with the Authority; if he 
is not in capacity, then the Authority has the option of terminating the contract.    This was 
passed without objection 7/0. 
 
The Engagement Letter with Kutak Rock (Maxwell) was briefly discussed and approved 7/0. 
 
$$$***8/04/1999 
Taylor congratulated Jim Woods on his appointment as new City Manger and gave regrets to 
Doug Clark on not running for city council. 
 
Discussion on Restructuring – Taylor advised the Authority the assessed valuation of the 
Riverfront was $9,235,910 as of April 5, less the base of approx. $3,000,000.  Personal 
property was $2,232,550.  As of August 2, the valuation was $9,846,050, with personal 
property at $5,188,050.  It was explained the Assessor uses 6 different criteria to determine 
value. 
 
Saranne Maxwell explained that in the process of due diligence she has discovered that City 
Council had adopted a resolution that reset the Authority’s bonds for maturity by 25 years to 
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2009.  Also, in order to restructure the bonds it would require a new TEFRA hearing, 
placing restrictions on the discount rate. 
 
Tom Bishop stated due to the fact that about 50% of the Assessed Value is derived from 
personal property remains a concern.  Jim Woods will try to set a meeting with EchoStar to 
discuss their personal property values and how they may change in the future.  Taylor stated 
the Authority needs confirmation from EchoStar that the assessed value includes computers 
and that the values would remain approximately the same. 
 
$$$***9/01/1999 
Several different scenarios for restructuring were discussed, each using a different level of 
assessed values and the cash flow structure used to repay a new bond issue.  A few members 
voiced their apprehension of entering into another bond issue after what happened with the 
previous issue.  Taylor stated he favors the Authority moving forward with the new bonds, 
because it would remove the bonds that are in default and hopefully allow the City to receive 
some compensation.  A question was raised by Mr. Pancero regarding the distribution of the 
debt service reserve fund after Series A is paid off.  It was determined that the reserve fund 
and any interest income from the fund would go directly to the Series B bondholder.  After 
which the Series B balance would be paid with 70% of further surplus cash flow and the City 
would receive the remaining 30%.  There were still concerns among Authority members so 
another meeting was scheduled for Sept. 9, 1999. 
 
Taylor congratulated Mr. Panciro on his recent marriage to Miranda Chen. 
 
$$$***9/09/1999 
Windholz informed the Authority members that he had contacted CIRSA and was told the 
Authority members were covered for $5,000,000 within their scope of work on the LRA 
board. 
 
Discussion was again whether the Authority should issue new bonds.  The main concern 
seemed to be due diligence.  Has the Authority done everything in can to foresee the 
positive outcome of this new bond issuance?  It was decided the one thing that might still be 
left to do was to try and meet with Charlie Ergen of EchoStar.  Try to find out if EchoStar 
has any possible changes within Riverfront in the new future.  It was decided that Jim 
Woods would try to contact Mr. Ergen to see if a meeting could be held with someone from 
the Authority. 
 
$$$***10/06/1999 
Memo from Tom Bishop and Sam Sharp with several scenarios attached were discussed, 
each using a different level of assessed value and the cash flow structure used to repay a new 
bond issue.  There was still some concern expressed by Authority members so final approval 
was put off until the next meeting.  Another meeting was scheduled for 10/18/1999.  
(meeting was eventually cancelled). Lajoie moved to advise Tom Bishop and Saranne 
Maxwell to proceed, to approve the proposed schedule with the $2.2 million as preliminary 
figures and to prepare documents accordingly.  Motion passed 6/0.  Jim Woods stated that 
he had not been successful in reaching anyone at Echostar but would continue trying. 
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***11/03/1999  
Minutes were approved as amended (to include a motion that had been made to proceed 
with all concerning the bond issue). 
 
All preliminary documents were reviewed.  Saranne Maxwell stated after the review she 
needed all changes by the following Wednesday.  The meeting of November 17th would be 
for final approval of all documents.  The bond closing would be held on Nov. 24.  A recess 
was called at 8:25 and the meeting resumed at 9:10. 
 
$$$***11/17/1999 
This meeting was to approve all bond documents.  The bond issue amounts had been 
changed to allow for the necessary reserves required.  Three resolutions were adopted as 
follows. 
 
Resolution #2 – a resolution authorizing, approving and directing the issuance, sale and 
delivery of tax increment refunding revenue bonds, Series 1999A-1 (2,030,000), to refund, 
pay and discharge certain valid and outstanding bonds of the Authority; authorizing, 
approving and directing the execution and delivery by the Authority of such bonds, an 
indenture of trust, and certain other agreements and documents in connection therewith; 
authorizing and approving the use of a private placement memorandum in connection 
therewith; appointing a trustee; committing certain funds of the Authority in connection 
therewith; and repealing any action heretofore taken in conflict herewith. With no objection 
the resolution was passed 5/0. 
 
Resolution #3 – a resolution authorizing, approving and directing the issuance, sale and 
delivery of tax increment refunding revenue bonds, Series 1999A-2 (170,000), to refund, pay 
and discharge certain valid and outstanding bonds of the Authority; authorizing, approving 
and directing the execution and delivery by the Authority of such bonds, an indenture of 
trust and certain other agreements and documents in connection therewith; authorizing and 
approving the use of a private placement memorandum in connection therewith; appointing 
a trustee; committing certain funds of the Authority in connection therewith; and repealing 
any action  heretofore taken in conflict herewith.  With no objection the resolution was 
adopted. 
 
Resolution #4 –a resolution authorizing, approving and directing the issuance, exchange and 
delivery by the Authority of the LRA taxable, subordinate tax increment revenue refunding 
exchange bonds, Series 1999B ($1,900,000) in satisfaction of and to discharge certain valid 
and outstanding bonds of the Authority and accrued but unpaid interest thereon; providing 
for payment on the City notes; authorizing, approving and directing the execution and 
delivery by the Authority of such Series 1999B Bonds, an indenture of trust, and certain 
other agreements and documents in connection therewith; and repealing any action 
heretofore taken in conflict herewith.  Comm. Clark moved Resolution #4 Series 1999 be 
adopted which it was without objection. 
 
Bond closing will be November 24, 1999, at Kutak Rock. Lunch will follow at the Zenith 
hosted by Kirkpatrick Pettis. 
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***12/01/1999 
Taylor wanted everyone to know that the bond closing went very well.    Resolution #5 
which amends the 1999 budget to include monies (approx. $14,000) rec’d from the bond 
closing on November 24, 1999 was passed 4/0. 
 
Resolution #6 on the 2000 Budget was continued to the 12/22/1999 meeting since the 
November bond issue figures were not available to complete the 2000 budget. 
 
Taylor stated he would be resigning from the Riverfront Authority after the first of the year.  
Everyone objected to this and agreed it would also be discussed at the meeting on Dec. 22. 
 
***12/05/1999 
Taylor called an executive session to discuss a potential legal matter and/or potential 
litigation regarding property tax increment from Arapahoe County and land negotiations.   
 
$$$***12/22/1999 
Resolution #5 was adopted at the Dec. 1, 199 meeting to amend the 1999 Budget.  The 
approx. amount of monies rec’d from the bond closing now was a final amount of $8,600.  
No further action was needed, this was just for information. 
 
Resolution #6 2000 Budget was approved 5/0. 
 
The discussion of Taylor’s resignation was postponed until the next meeting of the 
Authority.  It was agreed that all officers would remain in their positions until that time. 
 
2000 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***12/19/2000 
Resolution #1 – Sunshine laws and budget only business conducted. 
 
2001 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***02/07/2001 
Resolution #1 regarding the budget and Resolution #2 regarding the Sunshine Law were 
both adopted. 
 
The discussion from the previous Authority meeting regarding a new Trustee for the LRA 
Bonds was continued.  Bishop stated that he had been in touch with Saranne Maxwell, with 
Kutak Rock, asking her to start the paperwork to replace U. S. Bank as trustee and appoint 
Bank of Cherry Creek a Successor Trustee.  This transaction would take place as soon as the 
Authority approved the transfer.  Approved. 
 
Lajoie stated the Due Diligence report is complete and has been shipped to Saranne Maxwell 
to be attached to the bond documents.   
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$$$***8/22/2001 
Resolution #3 authorizing the removal of U. S. Bank National Association, trustee under the 
Indentures and appoints the Bank of Cherry Creek, N.A. as the successor trustee for the Tax 
Increment Revenue Refunding Bonds.  The motion was approved at the Feb. 7, 2001 
meeting pending final paperwork.  Approved. 
 
Taylor informed the Authority that he would be running for city council.  LaDonna 
Jurgensen will be leaving council and therefore could not be the Council Liaison for the 
Authority.  Taylor would have to resign as chair of the Authority if he is elected and then ask 
to be appointed as council liaison.  Jurgensen stated she would remain on the Authority 
board if it could be worked out with the Mayor and city council.   
 
***12/05/2001 
Resolution #4 regarding the 2002 Budget was approved. 
 
2002 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
***12/19/2002 
Resolution #1 on the 2003 budget was proposed.  Discussion that followed included the 
County’s reassessment of property, which in turn ended with a drop in the mill levy, and the 
problem of the City Finance Department passing the Authority’s increment income on to 
the Bond Trustee.  Because of the drop in the mill levy the Authority’s increment income 
was reduced by approx. $50,000  
 
2003 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Ed Flanders  
 
$$$***12/15/2003 
Bishop discussed the possibility of the Bond Trustee investing tax increment monies in 
SLGS.  The Bureau of Public Debt developed SLGS; it is a secure, e-Commerce Internet site 
to serve the Public Debt’s customers in state and local government who invest in Treasury’s 
State and Local Government Securities.  They offer a full range of specialized investment 
and account management services.  Motion was made and approved to invest in the Gov’t 
SLGS. 
 
An executive session was called to discuss the possibility of condemnation of property under 
urban renewal law and specific negotiation. 
 
 
 
$$$***12/30/2003 
A proposal had been made and approved at the Dec. 15, 2003 meeting to authorize the 
Authority’s bond trustee to invest in Government SLGS.  Action was ratified on a 5/0 vote. 
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Resolution #2 Budget Amendment was passed 5/0.  The budget was amended to include an 
expenditure of the “Reserve Release” a one time only payment of up to $150,000 (account 
balance $130,577.37) that shall be released from the Reserve Fund by the Trustee and paid 
to the owner of the Series 1988 Bonds.  Passed 5/0. 
 
Resolution #3 to adopt the 2004 Budget was approved 5/0 
 
2004 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$***12/13/2004 
Comm. Lajoie stated that if the amount of funds that are coming to the Authority now, 
continues through next year, there will be enough money to retire the Series A Bonds and 
some left to split between the Series B and C Bonds.  Taylor said he remembered it being a 
70/30 split after the Series A bonds are retired.  The C Bonds being the amount owed to the 
City.  Comm. Massey asked if there would be enough money to pay back all of the bonds by 
the time the Authority is to dissolve.  Taylor said that if Echo Star remains at Riverfront, the 
Authority should be able to pay both Series A and B Bonds. 
 
Massey then asked about the $15,000 that the Authority receives every year for expenditures.  
Taylor said that the money for the operating expenses is accumulating in a Colo Trust 
account, and at the point that the Authority is dissolved, the money left in that account will 
be transferred to the City in 2008. 
 
Comm. Massey asked about the Authority’s total debt.  Taylor said that he and Lajoie had 
met with Jim Woods and Jim Harmon to discuss Riverfront as part of the City budget and it 
shows the Authority approximately $9 million in debt.  The amount includes all of A, B and 
C; plus accrued interest.  The original amount owed to the City was $1,235,000 plus 
$200,000.  That amount is now much larger due to the accrued interest at 8%.  Comm. 
Lajoie stated it has been asked that the City forgive the interest debt up to a certain point, so 
the City does not have to show the Authority on its budget as owing $9 million.  It would 
fall to about $3 million owing and the Authority should be able to make a large dent in that 
by 2008.  Jim Woods said he will check on how that will be done through City Council and 
get back to Chair Taylor. 
 
Taylor proposed that the Authority work toward an annexation of a piece of property onto 
the current 30 acres of Riverfront, in order that the tax increment can continue to accrue 
past 2008.  If another piece of property is annexed into Riverfront, it would start another 25-
year period.  Taylor explained an agreement with the school district would need to be 
worked out whereby the district would allow the Authority to receive the school district’s tax 
increment on that additional property until the City is paid.  An agreement with the City 
would also be needed to forgive several years of interest accrued.  If development does 
happen and the Authority begins to get substantial amount of revenue the Authority Board 
would revisit the issue about paying the interest that has been forgiven. 
 
Attorney Windholz stated the Authority would not be able to do this without first finding 
blight on the property that would be annexed.  He further stated the Authority would have 
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to tie the newly created area to the old area and its financial obligations; and having the new 
area owned by the same property owner would help.  He questioned the idea of using the 
newly created area tax increment for an existing urban renewal areas debt to the City.  Tying 
that all together will not be a simple process, but it can be done.  It was asked if the added 
area and starting the 25-year period again would also cover the old urban renewal area.  Mr. 
Windholz said that would be pushing it, to include both of them.  He would feel more 
comfortable with a new area and starting the clock running again with the tying in of the 
financial debt if it was with one property owner.  Jim Woods said it would have to be a re-
formulating plan, including the existing center.  Ideally, Echostar would develop several 
properties they own to the south with the agreement that the Authority receive tax 
increment from the development.  This would only require approval from City Council and 
the 25 years would kick in.  It was finally decided the City and Authority will look for ways 
to encourage the development to the south. 
 
Resolution #1 (Budget) and Resolution #2 (Sunshine Law) were adopted. 
 
A memo from Tom Bishop was given the Authority, informing them on the upcoming 
purchase of Kirkpatrick Pettis.   Tom and Sam Sharp’s positions will be unchanged.  
Kirkpatrick Pettis will have a new parent company. 
 
2005 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$***12/19/2005 
A letter from the Arapahoe County Assessor’s office was distributed to the Authority 
members showing the current 2005 Assessed Valuation of the Riverfront property, the Base 
Valuation, and the Increment Valuation.  Included with the letter was a table showing those 
figures for the years 1990 through 2004. 
 
Taylor said that adding a piece of land to the existing Riverfront plan had been discussed last 
year.  He has not done much about that since.  He said the subject came up at a lunch with 
Lajoie and Stanton Dodge.  Mr. Dodge did not see any objection to doing that.  Taylor 
stated he had asked Dave Lorenz of South Suburban about the impact it would have on the 
district.  Taylor stated the answer he received will need to be clarified.  And, he has not 
contacted the school district yet.  Windholz explained that the Riverfront Plan would have to 
be amended if land was added.  Massey asked what all this was leading up to.  Taylor 
explained if we added land to the original plan it would extend the time period of the 
Riverfront Authority, thereby giving more time to get monies back to the city after the 
bonds are fully paid. 
 
Lajoie explained the need for an amendment to the 2006 budget.  Several items needed to be 
changed to the 2006 budget.  The 2005 budget is adjusted for the defeasance of Series A 
Bonds, “one-time” payment to Series B holder, and payments related to the Series B and C 
debt.  The amended budget for 2005 and the 2006 budget were approved. 
 
2006 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
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***12/11/2006 
Resolution #1 – Budget for 2007.  Lajoie went through the 2007 Budget with no questions 
being asked.  Massey asked if Lajoie was confident that all monies owed the Authority had 
been paid by the county treasurer since the new bonds were issued.  Lajoie stated he could 
not be completely sure that all monies have been rec’d.  The payments and monies owed 
would have to be checked by an outside auditor.  Resolution #1 passed 5/0. 
 
Resolution #2 – Sunshine Law – passed. 
 
Discussion turned back to the question of monies collected by the County and distributed to 
the Authority.  Questions remain as to the correct amounts collected and passed to the 
Authority over the last few years.  Massey moved to hire an independent auditor with 
experience in auditing county records with regards to the payments to the Authority.  
Motion passed 5/0. 
 
2007 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey*, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen*, Dale Flowers*, and Dennis 
Reynolds 
 
***12/17/2007  
Comm. Lajoie went through a review of the 2007 Budget and the 2008 Budget, with no 
questions being asked.  Comm. Reynolds asked if Comm. Lajoie was confident that all 
monies owed the Authority had been paid by the County Treasurer since the new bonds 
were issued.  Lajoie stated he could not be completely sure, however, the 2006-2007 county 
records will be reviewed and audited by John Simmons with the approval of the Authority.  
Resolution #1 was passed 4/0.   
 
Resolution #2 on Sunshine law was approved 4/0. 
 
2008 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$ ***12/08/2008 
Lajoie went through the 2009 Budget.  Discussion was regarding the appeal that EchoStar 
filed with the County Assessor and the amount the Authority may have to repay.  Also 
discussed was a payment that should be made out of the funds the Trustee is holding to 
Pancero and to the City.  This would be a 70/30 split between the two.  Lajoie made a 
motion to authorize the payment of $138,000 to the City and $38,000 to Pancero.  Motion 
passed 6/0. 
 
With the payment added to the 2009 budget, the budget needed to be amended showing the 
payment and change in balances.  Motion passed 6/0. 
 
Resolution #2 on the Sunshine Act was passed 6/0. 
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2009 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen*, Dale Flowers*, and Dennis 
Reynolds 
 
***12/17/2009 
It was unanimous agreement that Taylor, Lajoie and Thompson remain in their respective 
roles – vote was 6/0. 
 
Lajoie went through the 2010 Budget and motion passed 6/0. 
 
Resolution #2 on the Sunshine Law was approved 6/0. 
 
2010 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$***12/30/2010 
Lajoie stated he expected to come to tonight’s meeting to revise the 2011 Budget because he 
did not know if the Authority would still be in existence for 2011.  Taylor stated the only 
way the Authority would be around is if the Authority still has accounts they are responsible 
for.  Lajoie stated that was the reason for the $60,000 going forward in the 2011 Budget. 
 
Lajoie gave an account as what has happened the last few weeks.  It all started with an email 
in November from Tami Dixon regarding the change in ownership of the bank.  Tami stated 
that UMB Bank had acquired American National Bank.  She wanted to let Lajoie know that 
she and Ken Buckius were back working on the Authority’s bond accounts and wanted an 
update.  Tami stated that Federal examiners were brought in at the time of the bank merger 
and in going over the accounts, wondered why the bond accounts were still active when it 
seemed the bonds had matured.  Lajoie explained that Echostar was still dealing with an 
appeal of their county tax assessments from 2007/2008 and promised he would get an 
update from the County and get back to her. 
 
Lajoie then reminded the members of a meeting that he and Jim attended back in 2009 
whereby the county official Barb Haggerty stated to them that the appeal was still alive and 
would notify the Authority when the tax assessment appeal was settled.  That did not 
happen. 
 
Lajoie went onto explain that he visited the County last week and found out that the appeals 
had been settled.  Echostar had settled with the county for approx. $70,000 total.  What 
happened with that money was the abatement was allocated to all the different entities who 
are part of the district like the schools etc.  Notices went out to all of them notifying them 
their part of the abatement would be deducted from their 2010 tax collections.  So the 
county is whole and Echostar is whole.  The question Lajoie had was if the Authority had 
any liability to those entities.  The County said that we were okay because the Authority 
would be going out of business the next year but Lajoie said that was not the case.  He then 
stated that if the entities would come back on the Authority, the liability would be very small.  
That is why he put the $50,000 going forward for next year in case the Authority had to 
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reimburse those entities and for further operations.  He also stated he would contact Saranne 
Maxwell regarding this issue. 
 
Lajoie stated the bottom line was the Authority had to get the money out of UMB Bank and 
settle with the bond holders.  Taylor asked how the amounts would be divided to the 
bondholders.  Lajoie said all of the $302,000 belongs to the Bond Holder and to the City.  
He thought the $252,000 should be paid out and retain the $50,000 until the Authority 
found out if it would be subject to the abatement on the tax settlement.  Then the $50,000 
would be disbursed to both the bondholder and the city.  The expenditures he set at $10,000 
for any outstanding costs for operation.  Out of the Authority funds, he told the City they 
would get $125,000.  That is what was agreed to when the Authority would end operations. 
 
Taylor asked if EchoStar is appealing any further years of tax abatement?  Lajoie said yes, but 
it has no effect on the Authority because 2008 was the last year the Authority received any 
tax increment.  Taylor asked the members what they thought about paying the City or 
should the Authority keep it so City Council leaves the Authority as an active board for 
another year.  With the future uncertain for the Authority it was decided to keep the 
$125,000 since there had been discussion of starting up again as an option to help owners of 
defunct shopping centers in the City. 
 
Some discussions followed about those possibilities.  Budget was passed 6/0. 
 
Resolution #2 on Sunshine law was approved 6/0. 
 
2011 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$***12/29/2011 
Resolution #1 on the Budget – Lajoie stated he would like to discuss any demands on us 
based on last year’s discussion as to funds for the City.  Massey asked if everyone involved 
with Riverfront had been paid.  Lajoie said they all had been paid.  Massey asked how much 
the City rec’d – Taylor said $40,000.  Massey then asked how much the City had loaned the 
Authority.  Taylor stated $200,000 and the price of the land that was owned by the City.  
Lajoie explained the Authority had paid the City more than $40,000 because the City rec’d 
around $130,000 more out of the $302,000 left in the reserve fund that was held by the 
trustee, with the balance going to the Vegas group.  Reynolds stated that the City had shown 
a much larger number on their books, which included interest and have ended up writing it 
off.  Lajoie said he rec’d an email from Tiffany Hooten and they were wondering just how 
long the Authority would be going on.  Lajoie wanted to bring the Authority up to date 
explaining the Reserve Fund is now gone and the Authority ended up with $13.00 left in the 
reserve which he said has been taken care of.  As far as he knows the Authority has not 
heard anything from the other entities involved and he does not expect to.  He thinks the 
adjustments on EchoStar settlements which over two years aggregated roughly $70,000 does 
not warrant them to come back and ask for any more money.  So his question is; does the 
Authority want to do anything with the $142,000 or let it ride for another year.  Taylor said 
he wanted it to go another year to see how the new city manager feels about the Authority.  
Taylor thinks he might reactivate the Authority since there are a few shopping centers that 
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have been under performing and there is still a tax advantage as he understands it, if there 
was a threat of condemnation in order to improve the shopping center performance, they 
can get tax write-offs and that might be something that will come about.  He thinks it is too 
early to tell, so he would recommend keeping the funds under the Authority for another 
year.  Massey asked if the Vegas group recouped their money.  Lajoie stated they received 
more than what they had invested in the buying of the bonds.  It was agreed that the 
Authority would budget for another year.  Motion passed 7/0. 
 
Resolution #2 on Sunshine law passed 7/0. 
 
Before adjourning dates for the Christmas dinner was discussed. 
 
2012 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
$$$***12/21/2012 

Resolution No. 1 (series 2012), Budget for 20134.  The resolution and budget was presented 
to the Authority for their consideration.  Chairman Taylor opened the public hearing.  It was 
acknowledged no public was present.  Chairman Taylor quickly reviewed the budget noting 
that the Authority shows a balance of funds of $142,645 at the beginning of 2013 and shows 
expenditures of $500 for Authority operations, leaving a balance at the end of the year at 
$142, 145.  He also noted that the Authority has satisfied all of its bonds.  Comm. Massey 
asked if the LRA ceased to continue, where would the balance of the funds go Chairman 
Taylor said it has always been the position of the Authority the funds would go to the 
City.  Comm. Massey then asked if there was a good reason to keep that much money on 
hand.  Chairman Taylor stated that there was and that would be discussed upon Mr. Penny’s 
report from the city.  Comm. Reynolds then asked if all of the property tax appeals were 
complete.  Comm. Lajoie answered that yes all of the appeals that were initiated by Echo 
Star were completed at the end of 2011.  Comm. Massey then asked how much did the 
Authority end up paying the City.  Chair Taylor stated the amount was about 
$170,000.  Chair Taylor stated the original start up cost the City gave the Authority was 
$200,000, and the City property that was owned in the Riverfront project.  The amounts 
owed to the City, including the value of the land was written off their books several years 
ago.  Basically the only ones who lost most of the money they invested was the original bond 
investor. 

Chair Taylor asked if there were any more questions regarding the 2013 Budget 
Resolution.  Everyone seemed satisfied, so Chair Taylor closed the public hearing and asked 
for a motion.  Comm. Flowers moved the 2013 Budget be adopted, seconded by Comm. 
Massey.  Motion passed 7-0. 

Resolution No. 2, (Series 2012), the Sunshine Act.  Chair Taylor presented the resolution 
and explained it sets regular meeting times, meeting place and the location for postings of 
the meetings.  There was no discussion or objections. Comm. Jurgensen moved Resolution 
No. 2 be adopted; seconded by Comm. Reynolds.  Motion passed 7-0. 
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Other new business was presented by City Manager Mr. Penny as to the utilization of the 
Authority.  Mr. Penny stated first of all the City is open for business.  One possible project 
would be the Riverfront itself.  Stanton Dodge has recently contacted the City with regards 
to Echo Star moving the call center out of Riverfront and redeveloping the site into a retail 
center again. 

Mr. Penny also discussed the property that is south of Aspen Grove, the Richardson’s 
property (Marathon) and several older shopping centers that have expressed interest in 
possible redevelopment projects.  He also mentioned possible redevelopment of property 
from the old Safeway on Broadway south to Powers, and redeveloping from Broadway west 
on Littleton Blvd to downtown. 

Mr. Penny stated that because the City already has an Urban Renewal in place that there may 
be upcoming development that the Authority might be instructed to undertake.  The City 
might be also looking at the possible use of eminent domain in the future.  But until 
someone comes to the City requesting this type of redevelopment, the City would like to 
have the Authority stay together.  The first development could be the property at Belleview 
and Federal (Safeway), noting that there are only 5 or 6 businesses left in the shopping 
center.  Mr. Penny apologized, but had to leave to attend another meeting.  He thanked the 
Authority for their time and left the meeting at 1:10. 

Chair Taylor discussed the upcoming board terms.  He and Comm. Massey’s terms are 
coming due in January.  Chair Taylor will be asking for reappointment, he also asked the 
Authority about his position as Chair.  All Authority members stated that they would like 
Jim to continue as Chair.  He encouraged Comm. Massey to ask for reappointment. 

2013 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Mike 
Massey, Gary Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, and Dennis Reynolds 
 
   To be provided as soon as possible 
 
2014 Riverfront Authority Board members were: Jim Taylor, Bill Lajoie, Gary 
Thompson, LaDonna Jurgensen, Dale Flowers, Dennis Reynolds and Jim Collins 

03/31/2014  

PUBLIC APPEARANCES 
Pam Chadbourne asked what the criteria was for setting the boundaries of the study areas. 
Ms. Chadbourne also wanted to know the criteria for hiring of an Executive Director and 
Attorney for the LIFT board. Chairman Taylor explained that City staff and a group of 
citizens had determined the areas in which there could be some enhancement. The City 
Council agreed with the areas for evaluation. The items that were looked at were police and 
fire calls, street maintenance, and conditions of buildings from prior building inspections 
made by City building inspectors.  

COMMUNICATIONS 
Recap of Property Owners Meetings - Ms. Chadbourne was concerned that the meetings 
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were not well attended by owners. Chairman Taylor stated there had been four informational 
meetings held in each area for Commercial property owners that were being considered for 
inclusion in the conditions study area. Law did not require the public meetings. The 
meetings were conducted by Anne Ricker, Ricker/Cunningham as a way of getting 
information out about the proposed urban renewal planning process. Ms. Ricker agreed the 
meetings were not well attended, however all of the information is available on the LIFT 
website, including area maps and a series of questions and answers that came from the 
meetings. The last meeting, which included the Columbine Square, was the largest gathering 
and was mostly concerned with the rezoning of that property. Chairman Taylor explained 
LIFT will have nothing to do with the rezoning of the property, that it would go through the 
normal City development review process. 

Contract with LIFT Executive Director – Chairman Taylor stated the contract before the 
board was included in the packet for the meeting and copies are available. This contract with 
Jim Rees spells out the services that will be provided by Mr. Rees. After some discussion 
regarding liability it was decided that with input from the City, it will be added to the 
contract if determined to be required. Comm. Lajoie, going back to a question from the 
audience, wanted them to know that the positions/contractors that were being considered 
tonight had been interviewed by members of the Authority and City Staff, and are deemed 
highly qualified for the positions. A motion was made by Comm. Jurgensen to approve the 
contract with Mr. Rees, subject to incorporating a paragraph to include weekly 
communication with the Chairman of the Authority, second made by Comm. Flowers. 
Chairman Taylor asked if there was any more discussion or objection, hearing none the 
motion was adopted 6-0.  

Contract with LIFT Legal Counsel – Chairman Taylor stated this contract is with Corey 
Hoffmann, who was also interviewed along with several others. It has been determined that 
Mr. Hoffmann would be the best fit. This is confirmation of the contract, as the Authority 
needed prior legal advice and the contract has already been signed. Comm. Collins moved to 
ratify the contract with Mr. Hoffman, second by Comm. Jurgensen. Chairman Taylor asked 
for any further discussion, hearing none the contract was ratified 6-0.  

Authority Meeting Day and Time – It was determined that the third Monday was the best 
for everyone at 7:00 P.M. Venues were discussed and Bemis Library was the choice if 
available. Meetings would still be posted on the City’s meeting board just inside the front 
doors of the City’s Administration building and on the LIFT website. . Comm. Collins 
questioned if the Authority needed to make a motion for the meeting and time changes. 
With the advice of attorney Hoffmann, Comm. Collins made the motion to reaffirm the 3 
Monday at 7:00 PM P.M. as the Authority’s meeting day and time, and the posting location 
as the meeting board at the City Administration building. Seconded by Comm. Thompson. 
Motion passed 6-0  

Chairman Taylor at this time reminded everyone that Council members are doing 
Neighborhood Outreach meetings and encouraged all to attend. The first one is on May 13,  
between 4:00 and 6:00 PM at Sterne Park Pavilion. 
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Dates for upcoming Neighborhood Outreach meetings will be emailed to Authority 
members and will be posted on the LIFT website and on the City’s meeting board.  

Chairman Taylor then asked if there was anything further before the meeting was adjourned 
to Executive Session to discuss ongoing contract negotiations with Anne Ricker.  

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Chairman Taylor asked for a motion to adjourn to Executive Session under State Statute 24-
6-402(4)(e) for determining positions and development strategy for negotiations and 
instructing negotiators. Comm. Collins made the motion, seconded by Comm. Lajoie. 
Motion passed 6-0. Meeting recessed into Executive Session at 7:31 P.M.  

The meeting was reconvened at 8:30 P.M. with a motion from Comm. Lajoie and seconded 
by Comm. Flowers. Motion passed 6-0.  

ADJOURNMENT 
After discussions in Executive Session, a motion was made by Comm. Jurgensen and 
seconded by Comm. Flowers for the LIFT attorney to develop a contract with 
Ricker/Cunningham that covers the issues discussed in Executive Session with a not to 
exceed fee of $80,000 and authorize the Chairman’s signature.  

The City will have a separate contract for select services provided by Ricker/Cunningham, 
and an IGA will be developed between LIFT and the City. Motion passed 6-0.  

With nothing further to come before the Authority, Chairman Taylor adjourned the meeting 
at 8:32 P.M.  


