RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Minutes of the
City Council of the City of Cherry Hills Village, Colorado
Held on Tuesday, August 31, 2021 at 6:30 p.m.
City Hall
Mayor Russell Stewart called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Mayor Russell Stewart, Mayor Pro Tem Katy Brown, Councilors Randy Weil, Afshin
Safavi, Al Blum, and Mike Gallagher were present on roll call. Also present were City
Manager Chris Cramer, Deputy City Manager and Public Works Director Jay Goldie,
City Attorney Kathie Guckenberger, Police Chief Michelle Tovrea, Finance Director
Jessica Sager, Senior Planner Paul Workman, and City Clerk Laura Gillespie.
Absent: Councilor Dan Sheldon
On behalf of the Mayor, Council, and staff Councilor Blum expressed condolences to
Councilor Sheldon on the loss of his father.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The Council conducted the pledge of allegiance.
AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION PERIOD
James Crapo, 4650 5. Forest Street, stated he and his wife had lived in the Village for
25 years; their feeling was Quincy Farm was a wonderful gift to the City and something
the City needed to develop and not consider disposing; they loved the character of the
City and moved here because of it; open spaces and Quincy Farm were very important
to them; giving Quincy Farm away was the worst possibility; his understanding was that
the property had a tremendous value even with the easements on it; the last thing
Council should consider was gifting it away and not having this resource for residents
now and for their children.
Alex Brown, 4285 S. Forest Street, asked Council to support the amendment to the RFP
that was on the agenda; last February he submitted a letter to the City outlining his
reasons why he thought transferring title was a mistake and was not in the best interest
of the City; he asked to have that letter redistributed for Council’s reference and to
restate his feelings on the matter; he felt it was fair to say but for COVID-1 9 the City
would be well into updating its Master Plan; the Master Plan considered a range of
issues in the community and provided guidance and input for the Council and others to
consider when looking at the future and decisions should be made consistent with the
Master Plan; he thought the timing of the Master Plan update would have overlapped
with the Council’s discussion and consideration concerning Quincy Farm; he thought it
was inevitable the two would have been merged and the Master Plan process would
have considered what the future of this property should be; that would have given
guidance to the community based on very strong public participation process as to what
the best course of action was; at some point the City would restart the Master Plan
process and he thought it was appropriate to hold in abeyance any consideration of
transferring title until the issue can be considered through the Master Plan process; if
Council did this, every option available to them today would still be available to them in
the future; but if they transferred title in the near term, what Council was saying to the
community and the Master Plan process was Quincy Farm was off the table, and he did
not think that was a position they really wanted to be in given the importance and
magnitude of this issue; he believed there was a precedence for this with the 2008
Master Plan, it had a section that spoke to the development of new facilities at the
Village Center site; at the time the Master Plan was being updated in 2008 there were
similar discussions in the community about how the Village Center campus should be
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replaced or rebuilt; the Master Plan included guidance to the City and the new City Hall
had been built at least in part because the Master Plan spoke to the development of
new facilities at this location; he thinks that was helpful for the community and it would
be helpful again going forward and that was why he supported the amendment; he
thought holding off on transfer was appropriate until the City got through the Master
Plan process.
Linda Behr, 4645 S. Lafayette Street, reiterated that she and Rich were totally opposed
to giving away Quincy Farm to anybody; about a month ago she saw an email that said
the City was going to be giving potentially 26% of the City’s public open space away; in
her travels over the last month she discovered how many citizens had no idea what is
going on; she felt it was her obligation to at least inform people and to help people
understand what was happening and to get more involved; she read from resident Tracy
Ebel’s letter: “The main and most important point that was so evident is that Cat
Anderson intended for Cherry Hills Village to own the land. We truly hope that the City
will honor the wishes of this generous woman and be her voice to ensure that this is the
case for decades to come. We are opposed to the City giving the property away and are
sad to learn this may be a possibility. If Cat Anderson wanted someone or group to
inherit the property it would have been stated in her wishes. Quincy Farm is a
centerpiece to the Village. It is priceless land. It has generously been given to us. We
should all be committed to preserving it and to the Village maintaining ownership. We
can do this. We can all make the Farm what Cat intended. It is our duty to honor her
wishes.” She stated she had put together a comparative market analysis for Council; the
map of property locations had red arrows with numbers that correlated to the photos of
the properties she used; some had houses on them and some did not; the Quincy Farm
CMA page had the address of the property, the City, the current price, the close date,
the lot size in acres, the lot size in square feet, and the price per acre; in their analysis
on a price per acre basis they came up with each acre in the properties was worth
approximately $1 ,047,788.74; “sold as” on the left side depicted either “land” or
“remodeled” for each property; “land” meant even if the property had a house on it, she
was cognizant that the house would be torn down, so it was a land valuation based on
the price per acre; she spoke with Nicholas Chantala at the Arapahoe County
Assessor’s Office, who put together the value for 4400 East Quincy Avenue; he
determined through his extensive research that the price per acre was $930,000; then
he took the location adjustment for High Line Canal and he added 10%, which made the
adjusted price per acre $1 ,000,023; location adjustment for Quincy Avenue he deducted
10%, which made the new adjusted price per acre $920,700; then thinking in terms of
the restrictions and the conservation easement, the City decided to adjust that price for
the price per acre for the land by 50% making the price per acre $460,350; that makes
the subject property, 4400 East Quincy Avenue, which they have as 17.9 acres, valued
at $8,500,486; the 2021 total actual appraised value for Quincy Farm is $11,516,400
per Arapahoe County Assessor’s Office; that involves the allocated land value based
upon the reduction for the conservation easement of $8,000,000 and the improved
value for improvements of $3,500,000; she quoted the Mayor “Quincy Farm is a
magnificent gift to Cherry Hills Village and will continue, will become the crown jewel
defining our community. Quincy Farm is dedicated to preserving one place where
citizens can learn about the natural and human history of Cherry Hills Village”; she
agreed; she stated Council needed to give residents a chance, most people had no
idea, the City could do this together, there were some incredible resources in the
Village, they could raise money, Nancy Wolfe indicted that Martha’s Vineyard and
Nantucket earmarked a small amount of money to public open space from every
closing, she asked Council to give them a chance.
Kathy Fessler, 2360 5. Colorado Boulevard, indicated she was reading a letter for
Judith Judd who lived at 3 Cantitoe Lane: There has been much discussion of the
extent to which Quincy Farm can be accessed by the community and used for public
benefit. I am not here asserting that the Conservation Easement is in all respects clear
and without inconsistencies. And I appreciate that many of you have spent valuable
time pouring over its terms and conditions. There is, however, a clear and consistent
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commitment in the Conservation Easement to conservation values as defined by the
IRS Section 170. Public benefit and use is the foundation principle in Section 170 and
the terms of the Conservation Easement reflect this. Below is a summary of the access
and use terms of the Conservation Easement offered respectfully for simple reference
and whatever light may be shed on the subject. This summary clearly shows that the
Conservation Easement contemplates considerable public access and an expansive
array of public uses. This is consistent with Cat Anderson’s intent. As she says in the
video A Gift of Land her family, the Hubers, gave their estate to the county of
Monmouth, New Jersey, and this “influenced me about how you should do things.” The
intent of the Conservation Easement is for use of the property in a manner consistent
with the conservation values as defined in Section 170 of the IRS Code including in part
“to preserve land for outdoor recreation by or education of the general public.” “The
West Area shall be managed primarily as a natural area with limited public access.”
Limited public access is not defined. Unlimited public access is 24/7 open to the world.
Limited public access is anything short of unlimited public access and is permitted within
the discretion of Cherry Hills Village so long as it is consistent with the conservation
values in which the concept of “outdoor recreation by or education of the general public”
is imbedded. By the express terms of the Conservation Easement, the East Area may
be used for “preservation, recreation and agriculture uses” such as nature preserve,
historic preservation and interpretation, gardens, private meetings, public meetings,
gatherings, celebrations, classes and education, photography, painting, and other
artistic endeavors, and such other uses that help preserve the property and instill an
appreciation for the natural and human history of the vicinity. It should be noted that the
option for additional uses is not limited to the approval of Colorado Open Lands. For
recreation, there are activities such as bird watching, hiking, horseback riding, crosscountry skiing, no bicycling. In agriculture, avoid unsustainable livestock grazing and
preserve soil productivity. Amendments are permitted if they are consistent with the
preservation and protection of conservation values. Conservation values require
“regular and substantial public access.” Thus, as one can see, the Conservation
Easement provides an opportunity for creative and beneficial access and use for the
community.
Goca Weis, 3951 S. Hudson Way, read the petition that had been started by the
community to the City Council: Don’t give away 26% of Cherry Hills Village open space
for free, save Quincy Farm. Cherry Hills Village residents started this petition to Cherry
Hills Village City Council. Cherry Hills Village City Council is currently considering a
proposal to deed Quincy Farm, a 17.5-acre property, to a private entity at no cost. The
Farm, located in the heart of the Village, makes up 26% of the total public open space in
Cherry Hills Village. Our community would lose public access to this historic homestead
forever. This multi-million-dollar property is irreplaceable, and we cannot let this happen.
Quincy Farm is one of the only remaining fully intact historic homesteads and
agricultural complexes in the Denver metropolitan area. It was deeded to the City in
2007 by the last owner who passed away in 2016. She wanted to keep it City-owned
and open to the public forever. She wanted kids and adults alike to come and
experience life on a small Colorado farm. A local non-profit that was founded in 2005
has been conducting high-quality education programs every summer for the community
and will continue to do so if Cherry Hills Village retains ownership. These programs
include beekeeping, stargazing, nature and wildlife education, agriculture, and history.
Keep these programs alive with your support. Insist that Quincy Farm remain a Cityowned property. The Mayor said in August 2020, “Quincy Farm is a magnificent gift to
Cherry Hills Village and will become the crown jewel where citizens can learn about the
natural and human history of Cherry Hills Village.” Shortly after this he attempted to
negotiate a transfer deal with a private party without the knowledge of City Council. With
the skyrocketing cost of land today, why would Cherry Hills Village consider giving away
open space that we already own. Say no to a private transfer. Tell City Council that
Quincy Farm matters to you and to future generations. Tell them not to be the
government that gave away the Farm. She stated to date there were 302 signatures on
the petition.
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Earl Hoellen, 3 Vista Road, stated he had two items to comment on; the first was
regarding Mayor Pro Tem Brown’s proposal to modify the terms of the RFP; he was
strongly in favor of the proposal to eliminate any consideration of transfer of title; he
stated allowing modifications of proposals made sense but for fairness sake he
suggested any party be allowed to resubmit a proposal whether they required a title
transfer or not; obviously the path forward for Quincy Farm had become a complex,
contentious, and frustrating issue; in his view there were several reasons for that dating
back to the inception of the Quincy Farm Committee and the City’s initial discussions
with Colorado Open Lands, but there was no need to get into that now, what was
important to remember was that the financing of Quincy Farm had always been open to
discussion, including exploring concepts such as public-private partnerships; to this end
he was in favor and previously applauded Council for deciding to issue an RFP to see
what interest there might be in third parties working with the City to finance the
activation of the Farm; however he was never in favor and was strongly against any
proposal that would transfer title from the City to a third party; in his view there had
already been a movement too far in the direction of giving away City property rights, and
to do so with this extraordinary property would be an inexplicable abomination; while he
was in favor of trying to develop a public partnership to develop the Farm, he thought it
was also important to keep in mind the City was in a reasonable position to develop it
on its own, it is just that it would take longer to do so; there was no requirement that the
full vision for the Farm be completed in one year, five years, or any time requirement; if
it turned out the Council determined the best thing for the City was to go slow on its
own, that should not be viewed as an unacceptable alternative; while there were those
who seem to say the City was in bad or dire financial condition, and he indicated a lot of
people told him these statements came from the Mayor, he did not know if they were
misrepresentations but if they were he urged the Mayor to repudiate them here tonight,
it would be helpful to put those people at bay; the City was in very good financial shape
and operating according to plan, in fact better than the plan actually envisioned; given
the increasing value of Village property values of late, which would increase the City’s
future revenues beyond current planned projections, the current fund balances and the
values of other investments such as 90 Meade Lane which could be converted to cash,
the funds that should be available to the City for future investment in its parks including
Quincy Farm are significant, it just might take a little longer to make these investments
than if the City worked with a third party; he had not heard discussion since the last
study session of the City’s right through a simple resolution to transfer one mill from the
Parks and Recreation Fund to the Capital Fund; he was aware of several financial
proposals that would require voter approval were being evaluated and he applauded
Council for undertaking those evaluations, but there was no need to wait to do the one
mill transfer; he urged Council to do this right away or at least explain why they were not
doing it right away, irrespective of the decisions on the other proposals; the second
thing he wanted to talk about was in regard to the changes being proposed to Chapter
11 of the Municipal Code, specifically with regard to public rights-of-way; the proposed
changes generally made sense to him except for the language added to Sections 11-130 and 11-1-40, which in essence say you cannot install these improvements or
encroachments, but if you do you have to take care of them; in his view this implied the
City would continue to look the other way; this was moving the ball in the wrong
direction in so far as enforcement of the City’s right-of-way ordinances, which currently
prohibited obstructions within, under, above, or under any public right-of-way without
obtaining a permit from the City and that no private improvements are allowed in the
City’s right-of-way with certain exceptions, provided that they will not interfere with the
public’s use of the right-of-way; more residents were placing large rocks, boulders,
trees, and shrubbery within the rights-of-way right next to the road surface with the clear
intention of making it impossible for the public to temporarily park their cars on the side
of road within the public right-of-way, essentially making these streets no-parking
streets; while he understood the homeowners desire to do this it was in violation of the
current Municipal Code, and as near as he could tell the City was not doing anything to
enforce these violations, and the wording of some of the proposed changes suggested it
would not do so; he was not here to opine on if the City should or should not prevent
this kind of activity, throughout his service to the City and as a resident he had always
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maintained that if the City had ordinances or policies on the books, the City should
enforce them; if the City did not want to enforce them, then it should eliminate those
ordinances; to do anything less was to operate in favor of those who would ignore these
ordinances versus those that tried to stay in compliance; the City should not have
ordinances on the books that it did not enforce.
Karl Brummert, 8301 S. Wadsworth, stated he was the Executive Director of Denver
Audubon; they had been partnering with the Cherry Hills Land Preserve (CHLP) for over
three years; they had done programs at Quincy Farm and at other sites in the City; they
had done some family events and had been a part of some community events; they had
been invited to partner with CHLP on their proposal; they were not approached by any
other entities to be a part of a proposal for Quincy Farm; they were a large organization
for the Denver area; they had a site at Chatfield State Park; they were very interested in
the opportunity to partner with CHLP for programs in the City; they would do smaller
programs at Quincy Farm and continue to do larger events at Chatfield; their board was
excited for the partnership and programs at Quincy Farm.
Eric Jamrich, 8 Blackmer Road, asked Council not to act on the proposal to amend the
RFP to eliminate those proposals which would allow transfer of Quincy Farm; when
Council discussed the REP to begin with this question was brought up and
Council decided to allow these proposals and they decided in order to allow an open
discussion of all of the possibilities, and one of the reasons Council decided that was to
let the community have an open discussion of all of the issues; the public comment
letters on the City website were from people who had not enough information about
what the easement said; there were people who were afraid that Quincy Farm would be
divided up which was not possible, that the Farm would be sold which was not possible,
that the Farm would be sold to develop houses or be developed in other ways, that the
right-of-way on the High Line Canal would be taken away which was not possible; there
was a lot of misinformation that could be addressed through an open discussion of what
the possibilities are and what can and should be done; but without a number of different
proposals this discussion would not happen and without that discussion the public
would remain underinformed in terms of giving Council their opinions; there were people
on Council who did not need to hear other proposals, their minds were made up, they
knew what they thought was right, he understood that, he regretted that because he
thought their leaders should listen to different proposals, they should have the
opportunity to hear the input from a variety of different people and perhaps bring the
public together by listening to the different ideas and coming up with their own solutions,
perhaps a fifth or sixth proposal could come forward, and even though they did not need
to hear those other proposals, should it be right to take the opportunity to hear those
proposals away from the public, was that the spirit the City was in; if Council precluded
proposals allowing transfer of the property from being proposed then in that vote tonight
Council was affirming and reaffirming the Council’s commitment to picking up the tab for
what needed to be done at Quincy Farm, and that tab had been estimated by the City at
$8-$10 million, that amount was also part of the estimate from the Anderson family;
there were 6,000 homes in the City so on average this would cost each household
$1 ,500; it was not necessarily a lot of money; the Council should be open and say how
much it would cost and where the money would come from; it would come from taxes or
from borrowing money which would then come from taxes.
Becky Benes, 12 Blackmer Road, stated she had lived there 41 years; she asked when
Council members had visited Quincy Farm in the last few months.
Mayor Stewart indicated there was no question and answer during audience
participation.
Ms. Benes stated she and her husband had lived at 12 Blackmer Road for 41 years,
across the High Line Canal from Quincy Farm, they were one of the east neighbors of
Quincy Farm, they had lived there longer than any of the other neighbors, and she
walked the Canal every day; when Cat Anderson was alive they would see her and
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Candy Grey nearly every late afternoon as they would all walk their dogs on the High
Line Canal; they always knew if the owls were nesting, if there were young owls, and if
there were hawks; further along the Canal path is the Farm itself; these buildings were
built in 1934 which makes them nearly 90 years old; these buildings, along with the
Hopkins House which was even older, were part of the historic legacy that Cat gifted to
the City as part of the conservation easement, which contrary to recent emails, could
not be broken, overturned or sold; the Hopkins H2 was built in 1898 and is the oldest
building in the City; the barn is a magnificent historic building with valuable wooden
stalls and beautiful ceiling beams; the Farm and buildings all together form a historic
legacy for the Village; she did not come to reminisce about the past, instead she wanted
to make three main points; the first was current maintenance; Cat’s conservation
easement which had been in place since 2016 when she died called for the property to
be protected and maintained; this was not a small investment that the City had taken
on; maintenance alone was projected at $368,000 per year; the City did not come near
to spending that amount; in the six years since Cat Anderson died the City had only
minimally taken care of Quincy Farm; apparently a new sewer line had been installed;
from the neighbors’ viewpoint the pond was a peculiar greenish orange color from the
algae that had not been treated; there were no fish and the egrets, baby ducks and
other water fowl had left the pond to go to Kent’s big pond; in the past the pond was
treated for algae and aerated, but the City had not taken on that responsibility; the Farm
was full of weeds, the grass had not been cut, even the driveways were not maintained,
and the buildings had not been restored; the magnificent Big Barn had been neglected,
the roof was in bad repair, as were the other buildings; in Natalie Anderson’s
projections, yearly maintenance for Quincy Farm would cost somewhere near $368,000;
at the present time the City spent something like $62,000, and this was from the
Anderson trust, left by Cat when the conservation easement took place; these figures
were from the City’s budget online; her second point had to do with the conservation
easement; Quincy Farm was listed on the National Register of Historic Places; Cat’s
conservation easement drawn up by Colorado Open Lands extended into perpetuity;
despite all the misinformation about the conservation easement, the easement could not
be broken; no matter who owned the property Quincy Farm must remain a wildlife and
bird sanctuary; all of the misinformation and lies that had been spread about Quincy
Farm, one fact stood alone, Quincy Farm would remain a conservation tract; her third
point had to do with the future of Quincy Farm; the yearly cost to maintain Quincy Farm
had been projected at $368,000, but that was merely maintenance; the buildings were
in dire need of restoration; in the past the City hired architects to conduct an historic
structure assessment which was carefully done; she knew the architects who performed
the assessment; to go over briefly, the roofs of nearly every building were in dire need
of repair; the Big Barn could not be used for meetings or gatherings because the roof
and beams were dangerously dilapidated; at the time of the assessment the cost
projections varied from $2 million to $8 million; this was from Design Concepts who was
hired by the City to produce the Quincy Farm Master Plan; Natalie Anderson’s
projections also varied from $3,265,000 for just exterior repairs to $7,565,000 for the
total cost of restoring the Farm; she asked why the City would want to take on this huge
financial burden and if they did decide to turn down Natalie Anderson’s proposal, who
would take on the responsibility of overseeing the Farm, or would the City continue to
allow the Farm to further deteriorate; the City Council had made some bd decisions in
the past, would this be another one.
Gordon Rockafellow, 4200 E. Quincy Avenue, stated his property was surrounded on
three sides by the Farm, and they had lived there little over thirty years; in 1979 he
inherited a 1968 Cadillac sedan Deville, it had a lot of mileage and age, deferred
maintenance, its strong suit was that the trunk was so long that a ski rack was not
needed on the roof; the maintenance and deferred maintenance continued and it
became obvious that this was not going to be able to deliver a transportation vehicle
commensurate with its cost, so the best solution was to get rid of it and he donated it;
probably the best financial decision he made in the 1970’s; owning something did not
mean it was the right answer to everything, just look at the vehicle leasing industry right
now; here they had a proposal before them that offered access to Quincy Farm, with
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great programs, and taking away all the cost burden to the City; did not that deserve a
full hearing on the part of the Council and the citizens of the City; or did the City want to
make another awful decision like paying options for buying a piece of land for misplaced
equipment lot; what they needed was careful analysis, careful financial analysis, not a
cut off resolution,
Kevin Schwall, 5240 Nassau Circle East, indicated most of what he had thought of
saying had been said so he wanted to distill this to a single issue; right now what was
facing Council was an issue of control; ownership was control; when one gave up
ownership, one gave up control; by putting a conservation easement on this property
Cat Anderson was able to retain a bit of control after giving up ownership; she restricted
the property; hopefully that could not be broken, he was not a lawyer and could not
comment on that; that was a way to protect part of her dream; the other part was to find
a good steward for the property and he believed she did that in giving it to the City;
there had been a lot of talk about her wishes and desires and honoring her memory; the
community would have to decide; there was a price tag to that; the community would
have to have discussions about what the best options were; by retaining title the City
retained control and could ultimately decide that outcome; by giving up title the City was
accepting promises in the hope that it worked out as planned but as they had seen over
the last few years these were challenging decisions and sometimes the truth changed;
he urged the City to retain title, retain control, and preserve options.
Laura Christman, 18 Cherry Lane Drive, stated she was in favor of Mayor Pro Tern
Brown’s amendment to the RFP process on tonight’s agenda; the proposed amendment
was consistent with both past and present 0-2 zoning; the original ordinance created 02 zoning in August 2016 stating that it was to establish a new zoning district that
promoted conservation values and historic preservation of properties owned or leased
by the City; the only properties zoned 0-2 were Quincy Farm, John Meade Park, and
Alan Hutto Memorial Commons, all of which were owned by the City; in October 2019
Council repealed the entire Zoning Code and substituted a new Code; in so doing it
stated whereas, the City Council finds that the current Chapter 16 has become
outdated, poorly organized, and that an updated Chapter 16 was desired in order to
modernize the chapter, resolve internal inconsistencies, make the chapter more
accessible, and resolve potential misunderstandings regarding its application; now, 0-2
read provide for public open spaces, agriculture, parks and recreation facilities, and
other municipal uses that promote conservation values and historic preservation
consistent with the Master Plan; “other municipal uses” modified the entire provision,
making it consistent with municipal ownership required in the original ordinance;
otherwise it would constitute a material change regarding ownership of 0-2 property;
the original ordinance was very clear, there were no ambiguities regarding City
ownership of 0-2 property; 0-2 was intended to apply only to City-owned land; private
ownership of Quincy Farm would require rezoning; however, the contemplated uses did
not fall within any of the other zoning categories, and hence would require a new zoning
category, which would be spot zoning for the benefit of a private land owner; the
property could not be grandfathered because of the interim 0-2 zoning designation; she
thanked Council for recognizing the voices of so many citizens who did not attend
tonight but nonetheless had let their opinions be known through letters, emails, and the
petition, that they were opposed to the Village giving away Quincy Farm; and to Mr.
Schwall for bringing up the issue of control; control was important; in the 1 970s the
Village gave all the parks and trails to South Suburban Recreation District because
Council thought they were too expensive for the Village to maintain; that gift did not turn
out as contemplated and ultimately the City bought back the parks that they had given
away; she asked Council not to repeat that error.
Katie Agron, 4600 S. Lafayette Street, stated she had lived in the City for 32 years; she
had served on the Quincy Farm Committee and had resigned because she became
frustrated with the lack of progress; she appreciated the legal jargon and the property
value that everyone had brought to the meeting tonight; she thought it was important but
not the point; she was disappointed that they lived in one of the most beautiful
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communities in the country, had a healthy budget, concerned and active citizens, and
could not get out of their own way; the Quincy Farm Committee was not encouraged to
be creative in terms of use, partnerships, or fundraising; they had many ideas, many
willing participants, many vendors who were willing to donate their time and materials,
and at every turn they were met with bureaucratic jargon and they could not do
anything, their hands were constantly tied; for example, she had a painter who was
willing to paint the exterior of Quincy Farm for free, a $14,000 project, and was told they
could not do that, just because they could not do that; she thought they could do better;
she suggested ignoring the REPs and trying again; the Quincy Farm Committee spent
months on the Master Plan that now meant nothing; they needed action and Council
needed to untie their hands to do it; whether that was forming a nonprofit and keeping
the deed with the City and going a different direction, Council was creative, smart,
capable people; she asked Council to lead them, let them work for Council, let them
help Council; this was embarrassing that they were given this gift and they could not
handle it; she believed they had failed Cat, failed the community, and failed the gift that
she gave them; they needed to keep the Farm, forget the RFPs, she appreciated
everybody’s ideas, Council needed to stop chatting within the community, Council
needed to come together, and lead them, stop the gossip, stop tying their hands, and let
the Quincy Farm Committee that Council formed do what they wanted to do, be
creative, do not just follow all the black and white rules that were preventing painting a
building; Council was supposed to be the head of one of the most beautiful communities
in the country, ranked in the top ten places to live, and they were given this gift and
could not handle it; it was disappointing and embarrassing.

REPORTS FROM CITY BOARDS, COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES
Anniversary Committee Member Laura Christman reported on the 75th Anniversary
Celebration event; the event was held on Saturday August 28” from 3:30 p.m. to 7:30
p.m. at John Meade Park; approximately 130 adults attended though it was probably
more; there were at least 45 children; the total cost of the event was $12,690.45; the
event included food, drinks, entertainment, the time capsule, music, raptors, a band,
and Arapahoe County mounted patrol; she thanked staff, the co-chairs and committee
members for all of their hard work.
75th

CONSENT AGENDA
Mayor Pro Tern Brown moved, seconded by Councilor Gallagher to approve the
following items on the Consent Agenda:
a.
b.
c.

Approval of Minutes August 17, 2021
Resolution 25, Series 2021; Reappointing Members to the Planning and
Zoning Commission
Resolution 26, Series 2021; Approving an Intergovernmental Agreement
with Arapahoe County for Dispatch Services in 2022
—

The motion passed unanimously.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA
None

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
Resolution 22, Series 2021; A Site Plan Amendment Extension Pertaining to Parcels
Owned by Denver First Church of the Nazarene (continued from July 20, 2021)
Senior Planner Workman reminded Council the item had been extended from the July
20, 2021 meeting in order to give staff and the applicant, Denver First Church of the
Nazarene, time to discuss the potential sale of the applicant’s property to BRAVE

August 31, 2021
City Council
Page 8 of 20

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Church and how that would impact the applicant’s site plan and preliminary plat; since
July 20th staff had met multiple times and exchanged information with the churches; the
churches were negotiating the sale of the main facilities property and the overflow
parking lot and that was the impetus for the applicant’s request for an extension; staff
had received letters of support for the extension from BRAVE Church and the Covington
HOA; the current request from the applicant was for an eight month extension from
tonight, until April 30, 2022; that date was included in the draft resolution; should the
real estate transaction be completed, BRAVE Church had indicated they would like to
keep the overflow parking lot, the approved site plan amendment and preliminary plat
would expire, the 2013 approval and rules would govern; the rezoning from R-1 to R-4
had been executed and the overflow parking lot was currently zoned R-4; that zone
district did not allow parking lots; a new rezoning application would have to be
submitted, reviewed by staff, and ultimately approved by Council, to rezone the property
to R-1 to allow for a parking lot; staff recommended that Council avoid discussing any
details of any potential future rezoning application when considering the current
extension request.
Councilor Blum noted there would be a conflict if the sale went through and the property
reverted to 2013 rules, but the overflow parking lot was still zoned R-4, since the 2013
rules required overflow parking. He expressed concern that the request did not satisfy
the Code requirement for extensions which stated “the Applicant has provided
reasonable assurances that it will perform (or cause to be performed) the work
authorized by the permit or approval within the extended term” since the applicant’s
intention was to sell the property rather than complete the site plan and plat.
Senior Planner Workman agreed that was a reasonable interpretation of the Code, and
explained the justification from staff’s perspective was that the intent of the extension
was for the applicant to be able to preserve the option to complete the site plan and plat
if the sale did not go through, and the applicant had expressed to staff that if the sale
did not go through, they would seek to complete the site plan and plat.
Councilor Gallagher asked what would happen if the sale did not go through.
Senior Planner Workman replied the applicant had expressed to staff in that scenario
the applicant intended to cause to execute the shared parking agreement, perfect the
site plan approval, and move forward with the plans to continue to subdivide and sell the
overflow parking lot property.
Councilor Blum indicated he did not believe the applicant satisfied the Code
requirement for an extension.
Councilor Gallagher asked about the 2-acre parcel at Jefferson and Colorado.
Senior Planner Workman replied while that lot was not a part of the original application,
it had been expressed to staff that property was included in the potential real estate
transaction.
Councilor Gallagher indicated he did not oppose the extension.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown stated Councilor Blum raised a good point and asked for
confirmation that it was staff’s opinion that the request satisfied the Code requirements.
Senior Planner Workman confirmed that was correct.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown indicated the request did not have an impact on the City and the
issue was between the churches, and perhaps the immediate neighbors who were
supportive; she believed Council’s job in this case was to facilitate a positive resolution
for everyone so she was supportive of the extension.

August 31, 2021
City Council
Page 9 of 20

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Councilor Weil asked about the reasoning for the eight-month timeframe.
Senior Planner Workman replied the eight-month extension was based on the request
from the applicant who felt that was an appropriate timeframe for the parties to complete
their negotiations. He added staff was comfortable with the eight-month timeframe
because the Code identified a twelve-month timeframe for a different type of extension.
Councilor Weil noted the applicants had been working on the real estate negotiations for
several months already and the eight-month extension would be in addition to that time.
Senior Planner Workman replied that was correct.
Councilor Safavi stated he had no issues with the extension.
Steve Ferris, DFCN land consultant, explained the applicant’s intention was to move
forward with the original approvals if the real estate transaction did not go through. He
noted the only document the applicant was missing for the original approval was the
shared parking agreement, and BRAVE Church was willing to sign that agreement if the
real estate transaction did not go through.
Michael Norton, attorney for BRAVE Church, indicated BRAVE Church supported the
extension request and had filed a letter with the City to that effect. He added BRAVE
Church was very appreciative of the Covington HOA support of the extension and of the
restoration of R-1 zoning for the overflow parking lot property should the real estate
transaction go through. He thanked City staff for the work they had put into bringing
about a cooperative solution.
Councilor Blum asked if Mr. Norton had a reasonable expectation that BRAVE Church
would execute the shared parking agreement with DFCN if the real estate transaction
did not go through.
Mr. Norton replied that matter remained unresolved.
Senior Planner Workman indicated in staff’s discussions with the applicant, the
applicant had portrayed the shared parking agreement was still an option if the real
estate transaction did not go through, and that statement was not disputed by BRAVE
Church. He added granting the extension would allow for the option of executing the
shared parking agreement in the future, while not granting the extension would remove
that option.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown asked if it was required that the shared parking agreement be
with BRAVE Church.
Senior Planner Workman replied the original application had included a shared parking
agreement with BRAVE Church as one option for how the applicant would address the
Code requirement of accommodating parking in extraordinary circumstances; the
opportunity for the applicant to satisfy the Code requirement in a different way was still
available.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown indicated BRAVE Church’s inability to make a commitment did
not negate Council’s approvals from March.
Senior Planner Workman replied the shared parking agreement as drafted and
reviewed by staff was with BRAVE Church.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown asked if Council’s approval had specifically included BRAVE
Church.
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City Manager Cramer replied the resolution approved by Council did state the shared
parking agreement would be with BRAVE Church.
Senior Planner Workman added if DFCN wanted to enter into a shared parking
agreement with a different entity they would have to amend the agreement in
coordination with staff and approval by Council.
City Manger Cramer reiterated it was staff’s opinion that the request met the Code
requirements because of the applicant’s intentions if the real estate transaction did not
go through.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown moved, seconded by Councilor Weil, to approve Resolution 22,
Series 2021, approving an extension to a site plan amendment pertaining to parcels
owned by Denver First Church of the Nazarene and generally located at 3800 E.
Hampden Avenue and in the 3500 block of South Monroe Street.
The motion passed 4 ayes to 1 nay.
NEW BUSINESS
Council Bill 9, Series 2021; Amending Chapter 11, Article I Concerning Streets and
Sidewalks and Chapter 11, Article Il Concerning Public Right-of-Way Permits (first
reading)
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie presented Council Bill 9, Series 2021 on first
reading. He noted staff would also be bringing proposed changes to the construction
and excavation standards for Council’s consideration in coordination with second
reading of the council bill. He explained the proposed changes outlined in the council bill
were intended to address reoccurring issues that staff saw when dealing with rig ht-of
way permits. He indicated currently the City maintained natural grasses in the rights-ofway of the City’s main streets, and if residents wanted to upgrade the landscaping in
front of their homes they could do so, but then they were responsible for maintaining the
improvements; therefore the first proposed change was amending Section 11-1-30 to
clarify that all private improvements made within City rights-of-way became the
responsibility of the homeowner or HOA that had made the improvements.
Councilor Gallagher asked about new homeowners that inherited improvements made
twenty years ago.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie replied the improvements became the new
homeowner’s responsibility, and if they wanted to return the right-of-way to native
grasses with no improvements, then the City could take over that maintenance.
Councilor Weil asked about the impact of improvements on the City’s ability to maintain
the native grasses.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie replied the City skipped areas with improvements
and only maintained those areas without improvements, and the proposed Code
amendment would clarify that practice. He continued to explain the proposed Code
amendments: amending Section 11-1-40 to include state rights-of-way, because the
City was responsible for maintaining state rights-of way, so a property owner might
need both a City and a state permit to improve those rights-of-way.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown referenced Mr. Hoellen’s comments and asked about
improvements that blocked the right-of-way for parking.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie explained there were several reasons why the City
might allow landscaping that effectively blocked cars from parking on the side of the
road: first, the distance from the road edge to the property line varied on each street
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because the road was not necessarily in the middle of the right-of-way, so that might be
private property; second, on narrow streets the City did not allow parking on both sides
of the street so if the rocks were not there the City would have “no parking” signs.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown asked if a permit would be required for a homeowner to put a
boulder in the right-of-way.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie replied it would not as long as the boulder did not
interfere with snow removal or road maintenance. He added each homeowner was
responsible for the area up to the road edge. He noted larger landscaping projects
required a City permit, based on factors such as number of trees and irrigation.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown asked for confirmation that residents could landscape to prevent
cars from parking in front of their property.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie confirmed that was correct under the current Code
and the proposed amendments.
Councilor Blum expressed concern.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie continued to explain the proposed Code
amendments: amending Section 11-2-20 to clarify permit responsibilities and major vs
minor installations; amending Section 11-2-40(a) to clarify the need for a permit in state
rights-of-way: amending Section 11-2-40(e) to clarify other private improvements in
addition to landscaping improvements, beyond a simple mailbox, required a permit.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown indicated she did not want the issue of parking to prevent the
other amendments from moving forward, but she would like an amendment to the Code
that required a permit for landscaping that would block parking access to the right-of
way.
Mayor Stewart noted it could be added to the council bill for second reading.
City Manager Cramer added if, after staff reviewed the changes that would be
necessary to address Mayor Pro Tern Brown’s concerns, staff determined a larger
discussion was needed, staff would recommend those amendments be separated from
the current council bill in order not to prevent the other amendments from moving
forward.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie continued to explain the proposed Code
amendments: amending Section 11-2-60 to clarify staffs ability to require a stormwater
plan: requiring separate permits for each utility by repealing Section 11-2-60 while
maintaining the encouragement of joint planning for larger projects; and amending
Sections 11-2-80(c), 11-2-130(d), and 11-2-280(c) to modernize the notification
requirements and shortening the repair time.
Mayor Pro Tem Brown moved, seconded by Councilor Gallagher, to approve on first
reading Council Bill 9, Series 2021; a Bill for an Ordinance of the City of Cherry Hills
Village, amending Chapter 11, Article I concerning streets and sidewalks and Chapter
11, Article 2 concerning public right-of-way permits.
The following votes were recorded:
Safavi
yes
Weil
yes
Brown
yes
Gallagher
yes
Blum
yes
Vote on the Council Bill 9-2021: 5 ayes. 0 nays. The motion carried.
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Modification of the Quincy Farm RFP Process
Mayor Pro Tem Brown explained the City issued an RFP in May, received responses in
July, and since that time things had developed and there was new information; she
believed the only fair and transparent thing to do was to communicate the information
that had been brought forth with all of the people who had responded to the REP and
allow them an opportunity to address the new information; specifically, the two big
things that had changed since July were that the City had received a significant amount
of public input; the process had been going on for ten years; she had served on the
Quincy Farm Visioning Committee; there had been the Quincy Farm Committee; there
was the draft Master Plan; there had been multiple committees and an inordinate
amount of public input up to this point; specifically in response to these proposals, as
Ms. Behr noted people were starting to be more aware that things might actually be
moving forward; Council had received a petition with over 300 signatures; Council had
received 95 letters and emails from people who supported the City retaining ownership;
Council had received 12 letters and emails from people who were opposed to the City
retaining ownership; she noted this was not a referendum and they were not counting
votes; she did not know if the petition signatories were residents or not; the large
disparity was a clear indicator that public sentiment was leaning strongly in one
direction; she thought it was only fair that be communicated to people who had
responded to the RFP and give them an opportunity to address it if they would like to;
the second big issue was with the zoning of Quincy Farm as former Mayor Christman
had discussed; it was her understanding of the Code that the City could not transfer title
of the property as it was currently zoned; that was a big change; Mr. Jamrich referenced
the fact Council discussed the REP and decided to include title transfer; that was
because the zoning issue was not brought to Council’s attention at that point; a possible
solution would be to rezone the property, but the Code limited rezoning to specific
standards which Quincy Farm did not meet; even if Council could rezone the property,
there was no zone district that supported the proposed uses; rezoning would take
months, the certain legal challenge to a rezoning would also take months, and no
progress would be made for a year; there were a lot of concerns raised about the
condition and maintenance of the property; a lot of the condition of the property was to
blame on the process Council had decided to take; she shared Ms. Agron’s frustration
with Council doing a lot of talking without any action; the zoning concerns were a big
deal and she did not think it was fair to let the process play out for another two months,
only to tell one of the respondents that their proposal was disqualified because the City
could not legally transfer title; her proposal, and she believed the only fair, equitable,
and transparent way to conduct business as the City, was to inform all the respondents
of the new developments and to allow them to modify their proposals if they so choose;
this was the only process that would allow respondents to modify their proposals; this
allowed an opportunity for respondents to address legitimate, serious concerns, that
might not be addressed in their proposals; to be clear, this was not about cutting off
consideration of one proposal or another, or accepting one proposal or another; this
was about a change in the landscape of the process that needed to be communicated
fairly and openly to the respondents; she addressed the comments about
misinformation and about the people who have submitted public comments not
understanding the situation, and stated the arrogance of those comments was
astounding to her, suggesting that former Mayors, former City Council members, and
former Quincy Farm Committee members did not understand the budget was almost
humorous; she had listened for years, she believed she understood the concerns that
had been brought forth from the many sides of this issue, and she did not agree with
some people and that was fair, it was fair for everyone to come to their own informed
conclusion; she indicated her proposal tonight was not a subjective discussion of the
merits of transferring title, although she appreciated all the information that had been
brought forth; for her the question was about the appropriate way to move forward with
the respondents who had invested an enormous amount of time in their proposals, and
what was the best way for them to have their proposals considered fully, rather than
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being discounted because they acted and relied on information that maybe now turns
out not to be as clear as the City thought it was.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown moved, seconded by Councilor Weil, to modify the process for
the Quincy Farm Management and Programming RFP by deleting the fifth paragraph
from the “Conditions and Restrictions” section on page 7 of that RFP and replacing that
paragraph with the following language: ‘The City will not entertain proposals that
contemplate transfer of title to the Property.’; and further moved that any proposer that
wants to modify its proposal to eliminate transfer of title to the Property and propose an
alternate plan may submit a revised proposal to that effect to the City on or before
September 14, 2021.
Councilor Safavi stated since joining the Council, he has heard from City staff and the
Quincy Farm Committee about Quincy Farm; Council had held numerous meetings
about what needed to be done, what the maintenance costs would be, how could the
City utilize the Farm and learn about the land use restriction associated with the Farm;
of course as these discussions have been occurring, Mother Nature did not stop, and
the Farm needed maintenance and repairs; that opened up the discussion to look at
various options, which brought Council to where it was today, having two very different
proposals from two different groups, which both cared about the Farm; City staff were
working to better narrow down the costs of repairs and maintenance; several groups in
the community were passionately providing their views on how to best proceed with the
Farm; this demonstrated a healthy democratic process with public input to come up with
the best path forward; during this process he had thought he had made his decision, but
additional information was brought up, which made him waiver; personally today he was
in a listening and fact-finding mode; separating facts from fictions, listening to all parties,
and keeping an open mind; who knew what the outcome would be at the end, but he
knew if they continued with these discussions, in the spirit of doing what was right for
their Village and the Farm, they would find the right path; they were only a few weeks
from hearing from those that had worked months on their proposals; the time and
money the respondents had spent to make their points to Council and the citizens; he
did not like the idea of removing any proposals at this point as he continued listening
and learning from all parties; for example, some of the questions he would pose to the
Anderson family regarding their proposal that was offering a multi-million dollar gift to
the City to restore and preserve Quincy Farm: What assurances could the family
provide that the structures would be preserved if title were conveyed? What assurances
could the family provide that they would carry out their plan as proposed if title were
conveyed? Would the family agree to the City keeping the title to the High Line Canal
trail piece of the property? Would the family agree to allow the City to enforce the
conservation easement for Colorado Open Lands? Would the family give assurances
that the public would always have limited access to the property? Would the family
consider a 99-year lease? Would the family agree to place neighbors, a City
representative, and a CHLP member on its 501c(3) board?; if Council eliminated one of
the proposals he would not get to ask these and his other questions and the public
would not get to hear the answers; cordial conversation and discussion would promote
new ideas; if the Anderson family proposal was eliminated they would never hear the
answers to these and other questions and they would never know if this would have
been in the best interest of the City; why the rush now after months of hard work by the
respondents, and why would Council not want to listen to their presentation; he wanted
to finish the RFP process that Council started; it did not mean Council would approve
either proposal; he liked that the community had gotten involved and people were
becoming more aware; he noted one of tonight’s public comments asking Council to
give them a chance to help, and he was not aware the City was restricting them and
wanted to discuss with that person; he was not leaning toward one or the other
proposal; he believed as City staff came out with more cost estimates and people were
bringing their comments, questions, and suggestions, Council needed to let the process
continue; Council should not be afraid of having a lot of residents show up like they did
for the roundabout issue; Quincy Farm was the jewel of the City and should be treated
as such; Council should give respect to all respondents to make their presentations.
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Councilor Well reflected on when Council had drafted the terms for the REP, they had
an open mind but did not have a lot of input at that time with respect to ownership; since
the RFP had been published and responded to, that input had come in loud and clear;
he understood that perhaps not every signature on the petition was valid, but the
numbers were still strongly in favor of the City retaining title; Quincy Farm was a long
term issue and he thought they would find a way to manage; he was a believer in
representative government and he believed that was what his job was; Council had
heard from the public regarding the ownership issue; he had some sense of urgency
because the discussion had been going on for quite awhile as had been pointed out to
them; Council had talked a lot and a lot of good information had been shared; if there
was a strong view in the community about the ownership issue, he did not think Council
should continue to have a dialogue that really was not of substance or that might be
misleading to some of the respondents.
Councilor Gallagher stated there was a zoning issue and it did not allow for title
changes to Quincy Farm; the options were to change the zoning, which as Mayor Pro
Tem Brown described was long, hard, painful, and risky; or Council could keep the
current zoning, change the REP process, and give the respondents reasonable time to
modify their proposals; to Councilor Safavi’s point both respondents could still be heard
at the September 21st meeting with modifications as long as they met the current
zoning; it was interesting to see the feedback from the community, it reminded him of
the roundabout issue; in that situation people were passionate about keeping things the
same; the question of Quincy Farm ownership had the same feel; as a long-time
resident he respected where people came from; it was good to have input from
residents who did not normally provide input; he supported Mayor Pro Tern Brown’s
proposal.
Councilor Blum indicated his sense from the past several Council meetings was that it
was clear the City would never give up title to the property; that was why he asked staff
to present City proposals; he had met with staff and had received a lot of input from the
community; the City might have a better way of how to proceed with the City managing
and programming the property with certain partners; he had been contacted by people
who wanted to help fund and preserve the property; he had studied the conservation
easement; Cat Anderson’s intent was very specific to give the property to the City; the
City had to do what was needed to manage this gift and make it a strong asset for the
community; Mayor Pro Tem Brown had worded her proposal very judiciously in allowing
any respondent to amend their proposal; he hoped Council could hear both proposals
along with staffs proposals; he supported Mayor Pro Tem Brown’s proposal and it was
timely to notify the respondents of the updated requirements.
City Clerk Gillespie read Councilor Dan Sheldon’s comments:
On the motion to retroactively amend the RFP to reflect that the City will consider only
proposals that don’t include transfer of ownership, I have the following thoughts:
According to staff, Ms. Anderson included taking title to the property as a central
element in her original proposal. Further, recent conversation indicated that taking title
remains a central element in her proposal. Ms. Anderson has put approximately a year’s
worth of time, energy, and money into this effort. We have scheduled for the two outside
proposers to come and present their plans to Council and the public on 9/21. That date
is still 3 weeks away. I am troubled by the concept of transfer of ownership. Even with a
right of reversion back to the City if the transferee failed to comply with its commitments,
my understanding is that taking the property back under these circumstances could be a
very difficult and costly task. At the same time, I am troubled by the concept of
completely ruling out a proposal that by all accounts does handle the financial
requirements that the City and proposer believe are required to properly manage and
maintain Quincy Farm. If Ms. Anderson wishes to revoke her proposal, which I wouldn’t
blame her in the slightest for wanting to do so, then so be it. But I do not think it’s
appropriate to “move the goalposts” for the proposers months later. I still hope to hear
presentations from both outside proposers, and still maintain that there may be a way to
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get Ms. Anderson and the CHLP together to combine the best of both of their proposals.
To that end, I am not in favor of amending the RFP retroactively. But, because I cannot
be there to listen and participate in the discussion, a discussion that could sway me one
way or the other, I feel it the right thing to do to simply not vote on the matter at all. If I
were able to vote without being present at the meeting I would abstain.
Mayor Stewart indicated most people here were well aware of the Quincy Farm issue
and were very invested, but he took Ms. Behr’s point that most people in the City were
not aware, so Council did need to start a discussion; this was an important piece of the
City; he had a long history with Quincy Farm; he was on Council in 2007 when the City
accepted the property from Cat Anderson; he talked to her at the time; he was on
Council when the City created the Quincy Farm Visioning Committee and when they got
the final report and accepted it; the Quincy Farm Visioning Committee report said there
were financial challenges that would need to be worked through; Council knew the
property did not come with an endowment; there was considerable concern on Council
at that time that the City was not in a financial position to take on the liability; this was a
multi-million dollar liability and they saw it coming; they thought in the best interest of
the City, the alternative was developing the property into 2.5-acre lots versus accepting
the gift and working with the community, understanding at that time that they had a
community with a lot of assets; people think the City had a lot of assets but the City did
not, the community did; he had said at the beginning and has said for a long time, this
was not something the tax payors should be taking on; after leaving City Council he was
Chair of the Quincy Farm Committee until he was elected Mayor, so he had been
involved with this issue for a long time; his opinion after listening and talking to the
members of the committees throughout all those years, was that the best solution was
for the property to be held by a foundation in a 501 c(3) that put on its board members of
the community, the big donors, members of the City, the Cherry Hills Land Preserve,
the Anderson family; as had been said the community had potential donors who could
really make this work; as an example look at the High Line Canal Conservancy, Harriet
LaMair had tapped into donors and gotten multi-millions of dollars; they just needed a
piece of that for Quincy Farm; he appreciated the comments saying let’s get together
and get a plan and do this; after dealing with this issue for 15 years he did not believe
the City was in a position to do that; he addressed Mr. Hoellen’s comments and
explained he referred people to the February 2’ City Council retreat and look at Exhibit
A from City staff; the City had financial challenges, there was no doubt about it; they
were discussing a tax going to the ballot next year and hiring a consultant; there were
some real issues with the way the City sales tax was structured in the Village, which
expressly says it only applies to brick and mortar in the Village; Amazon did not have
brick and mortar in the Village; then there was the undergrounding issue; he had been
on the Utility Line Undergrounding Study Committee which had recommended a
building materials use tax to pay for undergrounding utility lines; that was very much
desired by the community; when he talked to people the first thing was cell service, the
second thing was undergrounding; because of missteps the building materials use tax
did not happen; that needed to be reviewed again; there was another comment about a
transfer tax which was something he thought needed to be considered as well; if Village
residents wanted to tax themselves for Quincy Farm, he thought that was appropriate
and he would support a proposal to do that, and they would need to understand that
was what the tax was going to be for; the reason he thought it would be better for
Quincy Farm to owned privately was that the restrictions were so comprehensive, there
was a private easement and private benefit, there were preservation uses that were
allowed, they could also do those types of preservation uses in other places; he wanted
those to happen; his fear with Mayor Pro Tern Brown’s proposal was that it was a
message to the Anderson family not to participate; he wanted them at the table, in
addition to the CHLP, the City, and everyone: he disagreed with seeing the two
proposals as competing; in his view they would be better as a joint proposal; at first
when the process started they had the support of Colorado Open Lands and they had
everyone working towards a solution; unfortunately now they had a competition which
was not useful; it would be more useful for everyone to work together; he had heard
about the zoning problems; he wanted the Anderson family at the table to be able to ask
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them questions, like Councilor Safavi’s questions; he agreed a 99 year lease would
solve the problem; there were a multitude of ways this might be done if they started a
conversation with the Anderson family; and RFP was simply a request for proposals;
they were at a place now where they could say they reject a proposal, accept it, or have
a counter offer; they could easily say to the Anderson family that they had a counter
offer; they did not have to go back and redo the REP because they had control of
everything, the negotiations had just started; they could redo the REP but the Anderson
family had already received the message that there was not support for transferring the
title; he hoped the Anderson family would come on September 21st to discuss other
options, such as working with the CHLP or working with the City, and options with
conveying the title to a 501 c(3); there were an enormous number of possibilities that
they could discuss with the Anderson family and he hoped Mayor Pro Tern Brown’s
proposal did not cut off their ability to do that; Quincy Farm was one small issue, they
had much bigger issues in the Village financially; there was the question of priorities; the
Quincy Farm Committee stopped work on the Master Plan because they received
Natalie Anderson’s proposal and asked Council to consider it; that was what Council
was doing; the committee could not make the decision about priorities for the City; they
had limited resources and unlimited wants; being close to Quincy Farm for 15 years he
thought there were more important things to spend the tax payors’ money on than
repairing the structures on Quincy Farm, but he wanted to see those structures
preserved, he wanted his children and grandchildren to be able to go to the Farm 50
years from now and see what a farm was like in the 1930s and the 1890s; he thought
the best way to save the structures was private money because of the other priorities
they had as a City; he had talked to a lot of people and they always told him saving the
structures on Quincy Farm was not their priority, their priorities were cell service, which
was millions of dollars and a public safety issue; to him that was a critical priority;
undergrounding utility lines, everybody raised that and he agreed, a City like theirs with
their stature should not have ugly utility lines and have the trees hacked away for them
and be impacted by snow storms, that was the kind of thing they needed to focus on,
the Utility Line Undergrounding Study Committee determined it would cost $10 million;
the City’s annual budget was only $1 1 million; they had to modernize the sewer system,
most people did not know they were trying to rehabilitate the sewer system so they
could give it away to Southgate sewer system and others so that they would not be in
the sewer-system business; that would cost millions of dollars; they had started work
but there was lots more to do; a lot of the 2.5-acre lots had septic systems that were not
connected to the sewer at all and they needed to work with residents to fix those; his
priority was public safety with the Police Department; they had mandates coming from
the state legislature for body cameras and more full time employees (FTE5) to deal with
the recordings; he thought they needed more FTEs to maintain the parks; he would like
see more attention paid to the parks and the High Line Canal; it would cost a lot of
money to transform the High Line Canal from a water delivery system into a stormwater
retention system; all the municipalities along the High Line Canal were signing an MOU;
Denver Water would continue to own the Canal but the municipalities would be
responsible for the capital expenditures for implementing that conversion; that would
cost millions of dollars; those were just a few of the other projects; it was a question for
Council ultimately of priorities of where to spend the money; he was concerned that the
motion would drive respondents away from the table but maybe it would not; he
believed a successful conclusion would involve the Anderson family; Quincy Farm was
a beautiful gift to the City, the gift in his mind was the High Line Canal trail and that
there would be no development; the maintenance of the buildings was an enormous
liability for someone; the ultimate question for the Council was who was best situated to
take that on; what was the best interest of the City in the priorities for expenditures.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown agreed that there were some very significant priority discussions
that needed to be had, there were some very large ticket items that had been discussed
in the community for at least the nine years she had been on Council; the motion was
not ending the process, it was not establishing any priorities, it was not committing to
spend any City money necessarily; all it was doing was saying they needed to be
honest with the respondents and tell them there were 400 people who did not want the
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City to transfer title, and to have the opportunity to have the discussion with the
respondents about other ideas; she agreed Council had never seen the turnout about
Quincy Farm that they were seeing now and that was a huge positive; she hoped the
public would continue to participate as the process continued, the motion was not
changing the process; the motion was being honest with respondents now rather than
waiting two months to tell them something they thought was a possibility really was not.
Councilor Safavi stated he would like to hear from the rest of the City; he did not think it
was right to change the rules in the middle of the game; if Council was going to change
the RFP then the entire REP should be reviewed because it could probably be
improved, there were many other parameters that could be reconsidered; would Council
find another parameter that needed to be changed in three weeks; or was it now they
had found the proposal they wanted; he did not know but he wanted to hear from all the
respondents; the respondents knew about the public comments and knew where most
of the Council stood regarding ownership, they could choose to present or not present,
change their proposal or not, with the understanding that not changing their proposal
might decrease their chance of being accepted; he did not want to restrict anybody; he
would love to see as many proposals as possible; he agreed with Mayor Stewart in his
wish that all the parties could work together, they all cared about Quincy Farm and they
all had something unique, be it financial or creative thinking or volunteer time; instead
there was partial information going around; he did not favor one or the other proposal,
he was proceeding with a clear mind, he hoped both respondents came to present, and
he could not support the motion.
Councilor Weil stated he had been remiss in his earlier comments in not thanking all the
people who had participated and who had given input because that was key to
representative government; he agreed with Mayor Stewart that there were more needs
than the City could support under its current financial situation in the near term; on the
other hand, he thought implied with some of the comments was the relinquishing of title
was a one way street to some degree, it was easy to do but very hard to undo; he
thought Council had heard about Quincy Farm but not about the other issues such as
cell coverage and undergrounding in a way that Council could confidently prioritize
them; that was part of what the Master Plan process was about, which had been
delayed due to COVID-19; Council would use the Master Plan to understand the City’s
priorities and act accordingly: to make a decision on one issue without that information
about priorities seemed out of context: he thought it was a better idea to retain title and
heard that from the residents as well: he understood Councilor Safavi’s concern about
changing rules in the middle of the game, but he believed being forthright about new
information was the correct thing to do: he was still supportive of the motion.
Councilor Gallagher had no further comments.
Councilor Blum noted he was the liaison to the Finance Department and had looked at
the current financial situation with staff and believed it was very good; staff was working
on a contract with a public affairs consultant to examine ballot measures in 2022; he
agreed with Mayor Stewart that improving cell service was important: he referenced
page three of the conservation easement and indicated Catherine Anderson’s intent
was to donate the property to the City; he believed they needed to honor her intent: he
agreed with Councilor Safavi about wanting to see other alternatives, and that is why he
had asked staff to bring alternate proposals on September 21st; which may be better
than other proposals the City had received; all the City’s proposals retained title; he had
expressed from the beginning that was important to him; it was also important to the
number of constituents who had contacted him and had discussions over the last six to
eight months; he intended to support the motion.
The motion passed 4 ayes to 1 nay.
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Mayor Stewart thanked the members of the public for coming to the meeting; Council
was taking this seriously and not acting hastily; it was a complex issue and there was a
lot to consider.
REPORTS
Mayor’s Report
Mayor Stewart reported he attended the Aug 23rd Arapahoe County open space and
trail advisory board meeting, he had been elected chair of that board, he would recuse
himself for any consideration of City grants; the Aug 26th Art in the Park event was
terrific, he thanked staff, he complimented Reven Swanson for her talk about Robert
Mangold, and noted it was good to see resident artist Duke Beardsley; the Aug 28th 75th
Anniversary Celebration, he thanked staff for all their effort, he had received lots of
great comments from attendees, he complimented the design of John Meade Park; he
would attend the Colorado Municipal League district meetings in Thornton, Akron, La
Jara, and Kersey; he would attend Mayor’s day in Pueblo for the state fair; he would
host the next Mayors Munch; he would attend the CML conference in Westminster.
Members of City Council
Councilor Blum appreciated rescheduling tonight’s meeting from next week; he echoed
Mayor Stewart’s thoughts on the 75th Anniversary Celebration; he noted there was a
new phone scam with Xcel Energy.
Councilor Gallagher thanked staff for their work on the 75th Anniversary Celebration and
on Movie Night; he recognized Mayor Stewart for his speech at the 75th event about the
history of the City.
Mayor Pro Tern Brown thanked staff for all the City events over the past weeks. She
reported she and Councilor Blum and staff had met with several public affairs consultant
firms and were recommending the selection of Blakely + Company; there were some
great proposals, most comparably priced; the group felt that Blakely + Company had a
lot of experience with communities the size of the City, in particular with their approach
to the research component as it was difficult to get statistically significant data in a small
community; the group felt Blakely + Company would be able to provide quantifiable data
that Council could use in their decision making; staff was working on the contract and
that would come to Council soon.
Councilor Weil thanked staff for all the City events. He congratulated staff for the John
Meade Park project winning the state-wide American Public Works Association (APWA)
award. He reported DRCOG would meet tomorrow about greenhouse gas rules.
Councilor Safavi thanked the troops for being in Afghanistan for 20 years under various
presidents; a lot of families lost loved ones; even as an immigrant he appreciated what
they did; he thanked everybody who had made that sacrifice over the past 20 years.
City Manager & Staff
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie reported staff would be publishing the REP for the
stormwater analysis tomorrow, the REP had been reviewed by the High Line Canal
Conservancy, the scope of the REP was to get accurate cost estimates for maintenance
and capital costs, to put together a priority schedule, and to confirm there were no
unintended consequences outside of the study area.
Councilor Blum asked if Denver had started their portion of the project.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie replied Denver, Greenwood Village, Centennial,
Aurora, and Douglas County all had pilot projects started.
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Councilor Blum asked about detention feeding into the ponds at Three Pond Park.
Deputy City Manager/Director Goldie replied the study would look at that question. He
reported staff had applied for a permit with CDOT to move forward with the Belleview
island removal. He indicated the City was notified last week of three awards through the
APWA: the Hampden Underpass project for parks project of the year for small
communities, Ralph Mason for manager of the year, and, the John Meade Park project
for the overall statewide award.
Senior Planner Workman reported the first Master Plan Open House would be held
September 2gth in John Meade Park.
City Manager Cramer reported Tn-County Health Department (TCHD) voted yesterday
to prohibit any county from overturning their mask requirement for school-aged children;
Arapahoe County had been planning to vote on that issue today so they removed that
issue from the agenda; TCHD had asked for any feedback from elected officials; the
City was now requiring masks at public meetings and during Municipal Court; based on
CDC guidance masks were not required otherwise in City Hall at this point; however
staff was constantly monitoring the situation.
Mayor Stewart noted TCHD had information on their website showing Arapahoe County
was at the level where masks were recommended but not required; he recommended
the City follow TCHD’s direction.
Councilor Weil stated he had listened to the TCHD call today and a driving influence
was keeping schools open since children could not yet be vaccinated.
City Manager Cramer echoed Council’s comments about the City events; he drew
special attention to the staff work at the 75th event, and the staff work leading up to the
event through the rollercoaster of COVID-1 9. He emphasized the magnitude of the
APWA awards that the City had won; staff would be promoting the awards and the
presentation APWA would give to Council. He noted he would be out of the office for the
rest of the week.

City Attorney
City Attorney Guckenberger had no report.
ADJOURNMENT
Hearing no objection Mayor

the meeting at 9:20 p.m.

(SEAL)

Laura Gillese, City’Clerk
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