Memorandum
To:	Colorado Parole Board
From:  Steve ErkenBrack, former District Attorney, 21st Judicial District (1987-1993)
Re:	Jame Genrich, DCO # 80768
Date:	May 12, 2026 
THE ISSUE
The issue for a Parole Board when a convict is eligible to be released on parole is whether the guilty individual has been rehabilitated after he has served only part of his sentence so that there is no reasonable likelihood that he would re-offend.  This is particularly important when the crimes have resulted in violence, and the safety of the community is at risk. 
The issue is NOT to relitigate the convict’s original guilt or innocence.  That is a function for juries and the courts, based on evidence.    As a last resort, it can be a matter for the Governor to review the totality of the case and pardon or commute a sentence.
I note this self-evident fact because of the tactical approach of Mr. Genrich’s team of experienced attorneys to challenge only some of the convictions, allowing deadlines to pass with him remaining in custody; then secure a new trial based on “new” academic expert testimony without the judge actually examining the evidence; and then argue that the decision by the DA not to re-litigate some of the charges more than 30 years after the first trial after witnesses have died or become unavailable is a concession of innocence.  It is not.
THE BACKGROUND
More than 35 years ago, the small community of Grand Junction was rocked by a series of pipe bomb explosions, occurring every five or six weeks over the months of February through June.  As the bombs exploded, shrapnel entered the bodies of three victims: Dennis Lamb (February 14), 12-year-old Maria Gonzalez (March), and Henry Ruble (June).  The bombings then stopped in the summer, as suddenly as they had started.
The bombings were unique in several ways.  In the expert testimony of Jerry Taylor, an  experienced explosives expert at the U.S. Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, who had inspected and/or disarmed thousands of bombs over decades of service, the Grand Junction bombs were all constructed the same way using common materials found in any hardware store, such as metal pipes, pipe caps, wires, fuses, duct tape, and a mercury switch.  But the bombs were assembled in a unique way.  They had been patterned on a bomb found in an obscure book for radicals from the 1960s (“The Anarchist’s Cookbook”) but had been modified to be extremely dangerous.     
The bombings were unique in an even more striking way: they were directed at no specific victim.  As the parole board knows from its collective experience, crimes of violence -- especially those where someone has formed the intent to use deadly force – are almost always directed to specific victims.  Not so these three sequential bombs methodically constructed over months:  they were built and placed to kill or injure a stranger. 
Who could have a motive to build a deadly bomb to target one stranger?  And then another.  And then another.
Mr. Genrich provided the answer himself.  He wrote notes explaining his motives, copies of which are attached.  Mr. Genrich’s own words:
“Valentine’s Day is coming and I still don’t have a sweetheart, so fuck you all.”
“If I end up killing some stuck up bitch don’t blame me.”
“If you won’t help me find a girlfriend, then I’ll have to kill some poor innocent stranger tonight.”
Because Mr. Genrich had been rejected romantically, he privately confessed that he would have to kill a poor innocent stranger.  The first bomb in 1991 was placed and exploded on Valentine’s Day, the date referenced by Mr. Genrich in his anguished statement.     
The three bombs had other things in common.  They were all placed in, on, or around parked cars: parked on streets, parked in a public parking garage, parked in a public restaurant parking lot.  And all of the areas were in downtown Grand Junction, within walking distance of where Mr. Genrich lived, and worked, and walked, since he did not own a car.  None of the bombs were found in nearby communities like Fruita or Palisade, towns easy to access by car, but too far to walk.  
The confessions handwritten by Mr. Genrich in February (bomb #1) and March (bomb #2) were discovered and seized by law enforcement pursuant to a search warrant.   The police had focused on Mr. Genrich because he had asked for The Anarchist’s Cookbook at a local bookstore, and the owner of the bookstore related that information in June.
After the ATF expert Mr. Taylor concluded that the bombs were unique, some tools of Mr Genrich – wire cutters, pliers, wire strippers – were also seized pursuant to a search warrant, tools that could also be found in any hardware store and which could have been used to build pipe bombs.  Those tools were later matched to the bombs by John O’Neil, another ATF expert.  He made both photographs and a videotape of the microscopic matches.  
The defense theory has been unchanged for more than thirty years: the toolmark evidence was unreliable. Their problem is that the actual evidence was so compelling.  The first-ever Grand Jury in the 21st Judicial District was convened and every juror reviewed the evidence and concluded that Mr. Genrich had constructed the bombs.  
The trial judge was the Honorable Nicholas Massaro, who before becoming a district court judge, was a career criminal defense attorney who had run a public defender’s office.  Judge Massaro ordered the venue of the case to be tried in Greeley to ensure that Mr. Genrich would receive a fair trial.  Every trial juror who reviewed that evidence was persuaded of Mr. Genrich’s guilt.  Judge Massaro reviewed the evidence and concluded that Mr. Genrich had constructed the three bombs.  He imposed the maximum sentence and ordered the sentences to run consecutively which best ensured the safety of the community.  The Colorado Court of Appeals and Supreme Court reviewed the trial evidence and affirmed the convictions.
Mr. Genrich has been represented over the decades by teams of experienced and expert attorneys in the Public Defender’s Office and The Innocence Project.   They filed repeated court challenges and requested review by multiple Attorneys General.  But they had a problem: everyone who looked at the evidence was persuaded of Mr. Genrich’s guilt.
THE CURRENT STRATEGY
The current defense team then developed an innovative strategy.  A motion for new trial must be based on “newly-discovered evidence” but there is no newly-discovered evidence.  With the passage of decades they could present their old evidence that tool mark analysis is unreliable using new witnesses and some academic studies that had subsequently occurred, but not present the actual evidence that had proven so persuasive whenever examined, at both the trial and post-trial reviews.  Thirty years passed. Mr. Lamb, the only surviving victim, died.  Mr. O’Neil, the critical expert witness, aged into a memory care facility.  The post-conviction team allowed deadlines to pass that precluded challenging the lesser felonies.  Only then did the defense ask for a new trial based on academic theoretical testimony without actually using the evidence.  The trial judge who ordered a new trial never saw the evidence in question.  This tactical approach and purely academic argument was bolstered since, by not challenging the lesser convictions, the judge could rule knowing that Mr. Genrich would not be released, regardless of his decision.  
Mr. Genrich’s lawyers may argue that the Parole Board should ignore its job to assess whether Mr. Genrich has changed and is no longer a threat to the community but instead ask the Parole Board to right an “injustice” despite the fact that no court has ever found that there was an injustice.  To the contrary, every court that actually examined the evidence concluded the opposite. 
One last consideration.  The bombs started and stopped abruptly 35 years ago.  They started on Valentine’s Day, 1991, the same date referenced by Mr. Genrich’s first hand-written statement.  The second bomb was in March, the same month noted in another of Mr. Genrich’s notes.  The final bomb was in June 1991.  
The bombs did not end with Mr. Genrich’s conviction in May 1993.  They did not end with his indictment and arrest in February 1992.  The bombs ended in the summer of 1991, when Mr. Genrich’s tools were taken from his apartment.  So, the question never answered by the teams of appellate experts working to free Mr. Genrich:  if he wasn’t the person building bombs and targeting innocent strangers, how did a mythical “real” bomber know to stop building bombs at the same time that Mr. Genrich’s tools were seized?  
CONCLUSION
The focus of the prosecution and the courts from the outset has been to protect the community, while ensuring no one innocent was convicted; to ensure there were no more victims like Maria Gonzalez (killed by the March bomb) and Henry Ruble (killed by the June bomb).  There has been no vindictiveness or injustice.  
The current district attorney’s office for the 21st judicial district has done an outstanding job in trying to resurrect a case for prosecution 35 years after the crimes.  The fact that the unavailability of key witnesses and evidence make that untenable is completely understandable.  
I was not a career prosecutor; indeed, the last criminal jury trial I handled was the defense of a man charged with a first-degree murder that he did not commit (as the trial jury found).  I have not tried a case in more than 25 years; rather, I have worked for a non-profit health plan and a non-profit foundation.  
 Please understand I will not criticize any decision of this Board if it determines that Mr. Genrich has changed over the years in prison, has acknowledged that acting on his rage by building pipe bombs was wrong, and is no longer a threat to the community.  That is your job, and you do it well and wisely.  But I implore you not to be distracted by any argument to “right a wrong”.  Public safety requires you to determine one key issue: if Mr. Genrich becomes anguished in the future, as he was when he wrote those notes, will he head to counselling … or to a hardware store.  
  


