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

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 6, 2019
250 NORTH 5™ STREET
5:15 PM — PRE-MEETING — ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM
6:00 PM - REGULAR MEETING - CITY HALL AUDITORIUM

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025

Call to Order, Pledge of Allegiance, Invocation
Collbran Congregational Church Pastor Anne Djokic

The invocation is offered for the use and benefit of the City Council. The invocation is intended to
solemnize the occasion of the meeting, express confidence in the future, and encourage
recognition of what is worthy of appreciation in our society. During the invocation you may choose
to sit, stand, or leave the room.

Presentations

Summary of November Election Results: Ballot Questions Related to Funding
Transportation Projects and a Charter Amendment Regarding Leases

Proclamations

Proclaiming November 11, 2019 as A Salute to All Veterans

Appointments

To the Grand Junction Housing Authority

Citizen Comments

Individuals may comment regarding items scheduled on the Consent Agenda and items not
specifically scheduled on the agenda. This time may be used to address City Council about items
that were discussed at a previous City Council Workshop.

City Manager Report

Council Reports
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City Council

November 6, 2019

CONSENT AGENDA

The Consent Agenda includes items that are considered routine and will be approved by a single
motion. Items on the Consent Agenda will not be discussed by City Council, unless an item is
removed for individual consideration.

1. Approval of Minutes

a.

b.

C.

d.

Summary of the October 14, 2019 Workshop

Minutes of the October 16, 2019 Regular Meeting

Minutes of the October 16, 2019 Special Session

Summary of the October 28, 2019 Workshop

2. Set Public Hearings

All ordinances require two readings. The first reading is the introduction of an ordinance and
generally not discussed by City Council. Those are listed in Section 2 of the agenda. The second
reading of the ordinance is a Public Hearing where public comment is taken. Those are listed

below.

a.

b.

Quasi-judicial

Introduction of an Ordinance Amending the Comprehensive Plan to
Residential Low 0.5 to 2 Units Per Acre and Rezoning to R-1
(Residential 1 Unit Per Acre) a 23.16-Acre Portion of a Property
Located at 400 23 Road, More Particularly Described as a Site at
the East End of Canyon Rim Drive and Set a Public Hearing for
November 20, 2019

Introduction of an Ordinance Amending Various Sections of the
Zoning and Development Code (Title 21), Greater Downtown
Overlay (Title 24), 24 Road Corridor Design Standards (Title 25),
and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (Title 29) to
Clarify Administrative Procedures, Remove Inconsistencies and
Modify Standards and Set a Public Hearing for November 20, 2019

Legislative




City Council November 6, 2019

i. Introduction of an Ordinance Making Supplemental Appropriation for
Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Property Acquisition and Set a
Public Hearing for November 20, 2019

3. Contracts

a. An Amendment to an Agreement Between the City of Grand Junction, the
Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict

4, Resolutions

a. A Resolution Supporting the Application for a Bureau of Reclamation
Grant for Pressure Control Tank Project

b. Resolution Vacating a Portion of a 20-Foot Wide Public Sanitary Sewer
Easement Located at 2424 Hwy 6 & 50

c. Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant Application for
CDOT's Transportation Alternatives Program for the Riverfront at Dos
Rios to Downtown Pedestrian Bridge

d. Resolution Adopting the Strategic Plan

REGULAR AGENDA

If any item is removed from the Consent Agenda by City Council, it will be considered here.

5. Contracts

a. Contract Approval for Construction Management/General Contractor for
the City of Grand Junction Fire Station #6

6. Public Hearings
a. Quasi-judicial

i.  An Ordinance Amending Industrial Pretreatment Regulations (Title
13) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code Section 13.04.370
Regarding Limits for Metals in Industrial Wastewater Discharge




City Council November 6, 2019

i.  An Ordinance to Adopt the 2019 Grand Junction, Colorado,
Downtown Development Authority Plan of Development Entitled
“Vibrant Together”

iii. A Resolution Accepting the Petition for Annexation of 1.999-Acres of
Land and Ordinances Annexing and Zoning the Adams Il
Annexation to R-8 (Residential - 8 du/ac), Located at 216 27 V%
Road

iv. A Resolution Accepting the Petition for Annexation of 2.00 Acres of
Land and Ordinances Annexing and Zoning Zona’s Annexation to C-
1 (Light Commercial), Located at 408 29 Road

b. Legislative

i.  An Ordinance Amending Title 3, Chapter 8 of the Grand Junction
Municipal Code Pertaining to Lodging Tax for Online Travel
Companies and Short Term Rentals and the Three Percent Lodging
Tax Increase as Approved by the Voters in the November 6, 2018
Election

i.  An Ordinance Amending Section 3.12.030 of Chapter 3 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code Concerning the Imposition, Collection and
Enforcement of the Sales and Use Tax and Amending the Tax Rate

7. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

This is the opportunity for individuals to speak to City Council about items on tonight's agenda and
time may be used to address City Council about items that were discussed at a previous City
Council Workshop.

8. Other Business

9. Adjournment
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk

Department:  City Clerk
Submitted By: Wanda Winkelmann

Information
SUBJECT:

Summary of November Election Results: Ballot Questions Related to Funding
Transportation Projects and a Charter Amendment Regarding Leases

RECOMMENDATION:

For City Council information.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Review the election results of the Transportation Funding and Charter Amendment
Ballot Questions.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

At the August 21, 2019 Regular City Council meeting, a resolution was adopted to
place a question on the November ballot to fund transportation projects. Additionally,
an ordinance was adopted on September 4, 2019 to place a question on the November
ballot to extend the length of leases for property near the Las Colonias Business Park
from 25 years to 99 years. As election results will be available after the packet
deadline, staff will present them at the November 6, 2019 City Council meeting.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

N/A



Attachments

None
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City of Grand Junction, State of Colorado

Proclamation

|

wb?l’k&ﬁ, our Veterans have made sacrifices and worked diligently to keep our nation free;

an

Eljereas, it is right for our community and our Nation to seek ways in which to recognize
and show our appreciation for those men and women who have faithfully served
our country; and

wljereas the citizens across the United States will be celebrating Veteran’s Day on
” November 11, 2019; and

Ebereaﬂ, it is proper for citizens to honor our Veteran’s service to our country and there
will be a Veterans Day parade on Saturday, November 9, 2019 in Grand Junction
beginning at 2:00 pm on Main Street; and

wljereaﬁ, this event will be the 27" annual local parade and salute to our Veterans.

NOW, THEREFORE, I, J. Merrick Taggart, by the power vested in me as Mayor of the City of
Grand Junction, do hereby proclaim November 11, 2019 as

“a Salute to QI Yeterans 2019”

in the City of Grand Junction.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 1 have hereunto set my
hand and caused to be affixed the official Seal of the
City of Grand Junction this 6th day of November, 2019.

!
ST

Mayor
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Wanda Winkelmann, City Clerk

Department:  City Clerk
Submitted By: Wanda Winkelmann

Information
SUBJECT:
To the Grand Junction Housing Authority
RECOMMENDATION:

Appoint members to the Grand Junction Housing Authority.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

There is one vacancy on the Grand Junction Housing Authority.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Vacancy is due to a resignation.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to (appoint/not appoint) the interview committee's recommendations to the
Grand Junction Housing Authority.

Attachments

None



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY
October 14, 2019

Meeting Convened: 4:00 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium
Meeting Adjourned: 6:21 p.m.

City Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris,
Phil Pe’a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann (left at 6:02 p.m.), and Mayor Rick Taggart.

Staff present: City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, Finance Director Jodi
Romero, Budget Coordinator Linda Longenecker, Director of General Services Jay Valentine,
Financial Analyst Brett Bergman, Accountant/Analyst Il Ashley McGowen, Senior Assistant to
the City Manager Greg LeBlanc, Visit Grand Junction Director Elizabeth Fogarty, Visit Grand
Junction Administrative/Financial Analyst Kim Machado, Public Works Director Trent Prall, Fire
Chief Ken Watkins, Utilities Director Randi Kim, Parks & Recreation Director Ken Sherbenou,
Community Development Director Tamra Allen, Police Chief Doug Shoemaker, and Deputy City
Clerk Janet Harrell.

Mayor Taggart called the meeting to order.

Agenda Topic 1. Discussion Topics

a. Visit Grand Junction, Non-Profit Funding, Economic Development Funding and Capital
Budget Presentations

Visit Grand Junction Director Fogarty reviewed tourism data from the past year and provided an
overview of their 2020 recommended budget.

City Manager Caton reviewed the City’s 2020 recommended funding for non-profit
organizations ($554,291), economic development partners ($1.5 million) and the capital budget
(S47 million).

A break was called at 5:08 p.m. The meeting resumed at 5:24 p.m.
There was discussion regarding funding changes to HopeWest, Grand Junction Housing
Authority and Colorado Mesa University.



City Council Workshop Summary
Page 2

Agenda Topic 2. Next Workshop Topics

The October 28 Workshop will be a Comprehensive Plan Update with the Planning Commission
and Budget Presentations from Economic Development Partners: Downtown Development
Authority, Grand Junction Downtown Business Improvement District and Horizon Drive
Association Business Improvement District. The Workshop will begin at 4:00 p.m.

3. Other Business

Discussion ensued regarding the future makeup of the 5-2-1 Drainage Authority.

Adjournment

The Workshop adjourned at 6:21 p.m.



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING
October 16, 2019

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 16t
day of October, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig
Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris, Phillip Pe'a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann and
Council President Rick Taggart. Also present were City Manager Greg Caton, City
Attorney John Shaver, Records Manager Debbie Kemp and Deputy City Clerk Selestina
Sandoval. Council President Taggart called the meeting to order. Student Leobardo
Marin led the Pledge of Allegiance which was followed by a moment of silence.

Citizen Comments

Don Bell spoke about property inspection procedures.
Randy Spydell spoke about Section 37 of the City Charter.

City Manager Report

City Manager Caton invited everyone to the upcoming Community Vision and Values
Workshop Tuesday, October 29, 2019 at 5:30 p.m. at Two Rivers Convention Center
and on October 30, 2019 at 5:30 p.m. at the Lincoln Park Barn.

Council Reports

Councilmember Wortmann gave an update on the Parks Improvement Advisory Board.

Councilmember Stout spoke about the Downtown Arts Festival and the Colorado
Discover Ability Gala Event.

CONSENT AGENDA

Councilmember Norris moved to adopt Consent Agenda items #1 - #4. Councilmember
Stout seconded the motion. Motion carried by unanimous voice vote.

1. Approval of Minutes
a. Summary of the September 30, 2019 Workshop
b. Minutes of the October 2, 2019 Regular Meeting

c. Minutes of the October 2, 2019 Special Session



City Council Minutes October 16, 2019

2. Set Public

Hearings

a. Legislative

b. Qua

3. Contracts

i. Introduce an Ordinance Amending Title 3 Chapter 8 of the Grand
Junction Municipal Code Pertaining to Lodging Tax for Online
Travel Companies and Short Term Rentals and the Three Percent
Lodging Tax Increase as Approved by the Voters in the
November 6, 2018 Election and Set a Public Hearing for
November 6, 2019

. Introduce an Ordinance Amending Section 3.12.030 of Chapter 3
of the Grand Junction Municipal Code Concerning the Imposition,
Collection and Enforcement of the Sales and Use Tax and
Amending the Tax Rate and Set a Public Hearing for November
6, 2019

si-judicial

i. Introduce an Ordinance to Adopt the 2019 Grand Junction,
Colorado, Downtown Development Authority Plan of Development
Entitled “Vibrant Together” and Set a Public Hearing for
November 6, 2019

ii. Introduce an Ordinance Zoning the Adams Il Annexation R8
(Residential 8 du/ac), Located at 216 27 1/2 Road and Set a
Public Hearing for November 6, 2019 iii. Introduce an Ordinance
Zoning Zona’s Annexation C1 (Light Commercial), Located at
408 29 Road and Set a Public Hearing for November 6, 2019

a. 2019 Fire Training Facility Burn Slab

4. Resolutions

a. A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Grant
Application for the Multimodal Options Fund (MMOF) Grant program

b. A Resolution Supporting the Grant Application for a Bureau of
Reclamation Grant for Advanced Metering Infrastructure Project

c. A Resolution on Behalf of the Downtown Development Authority

2|Page



City Council Minutes October 16, 2019

Authorizing the City Manager to Submit a Great Outdoors Colorado
MiniGrant Request for the Active ArtLine

REGULAR AGENDA

Public Hearing - Consider a Group of Actions Including 1) An Ordinance to
Amend Multiple Sections of the Zoning and Development Code to Update the
Transportation Capacity Payment and the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee and
to Adopt New Impact Fees for Police, Fire and Municipal Facilities; and 2) An
Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 3641 Regarding the Growth and
Development Related Streets Policy

In July 2018, City Council provided direction to staff to conduct a study for the impact
fees related to a variety of city capital facilities. In the Fall of 2018, the City contracted
with TischlerBise a consultancy that conducts impact fee studies across the country.
TischlerBise has provided a study for the maximum fee potential new impact fees
related to police, fire and municipal facilities. Included in their study is an update for
Parks Impact Fees, fees that have not been updated for more than 35 years.

Prior to the work with TischlerBise, the Grand Valley Metropolitan Planning Organization
(GVMPO) had contracted with Duncan Associates to update the Transportation Impact
Fees within the Grand Valley, including Mesa County, the City of Grand Junction, the
City of Fruita and the Town of Palisade. An impact fee study was last conducted for
transportation in 2002 and were, at that time, adopted at 52 percent of the
recommended rate.

Community Development Director Tamra Allen introduced these items. Public Works
Director Trent Prall spoke about the Transportation Impact Fees & Street Policies. Fire
Chief Ken Watkins spoke about Fire Impact Fees. Police Chief Doug Shoemaker spoke
about Police Impact Fees. General Services Director Jay Valentine spoke about the
Municipal Facilities Impact Fees. Parks and Recreation Director Ken Sherbenou spoke
about Parks & Recreation Impact Fees. Finance Director Jodi Romero presented
Impact Fees as related to the City's budget. City Manager Greg Caton closed the
presentations with a summary of staff recommendations.

The public hearing opened at 7:19 p.m.
The following spoke against the item: Joe Kuda, Pam Olson, Zach Pomeroy, Rebecca
Scarrow, Darren Carey, (Ross Anthony asked a question), Traci Weinbrecht, Ken Elliott,

Aaron Young, Shauna Grieger, Nina Anderson, Ron Sechrist, Rick Hamm, Mike Foster,
Mark Austin, Kelly Maves, David Armendariz, Dick Pennington, Steve Voyitilla, Jorge

3|Page



City Council Minutes October 16, 2019

Pantoja, Lois Dunn, Michael Maves, Ann Hayes, Ron Avalo, Doug Pettigrew, Carlos
Ruiz, Diane Schwenke, and Merritt Sixbey.

The following spoke for the item: Abram Herman, Bruce Gregg, Carl Zimmerman, and
Barbara Traylor Smith.

The public hearing was closed at 8:50 p.m.

Discussion ensued regarding: the proposed boundary area and the potential of
changing it, offsite improvement fees as an additional fee, impact fees for additions over
500 feet, the requirement that impact fees be invested in infrastructure and where that
can occur, accounting requirements to track where the fees come from and their
expenditures, ballot issue 2A and if that duplicates projects these fees contribute to, the
studies that were completed and whether they take an individual’s capacity or ability to
pay the increases, 2B and what it covered, why impact fee comparisons to other cities
are difficult to align, keeping the economic impact of these fees in mind, reserve
balance availability, the stakeholders group’s recommendations, and the consultants’
recommendations.

Councilmember Norris moved to adopt 50% reduction of the proposed increase, without
adding any new fees (Municipal, Fire, Police) over three years. Councilmember
Wortmann seconded the motion. Motion failed by roll call vote with Councilmembers
McDaniel, Pe'a, Stout, and Taggart voting NO.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt 75% of the proposed increased over four
years and eliminate the municipality fee, with the other new fees being implemented in
January of 2022. Councilmember Andrews seconded the motion. Motion carried with
Councilmembers Norris, Stout, and McDaniel voting NO.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt and amend Ordinance No. 4878, an
ordinance amending Section 21.06 and adding Chapter 21.11 of the Grand Junction
Zoning and Development Code concerning the updating of and adoption of new
Development Impact Fees, according to the schedule stated in the previous motion on
final passage and ordered final publication in pamphlet form. Motion carried with
Councilmember Norris voting NO.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4879, an ordinance
amending Ordinance No. 3641 concerning growth and development related Street
Policy on final passage and ordered final publication in pamphlet form. Councilmember
Pe’a seconded the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote with Councilmembers
Andrews and Norris voting NO.

Council President Taggart called for a break at 9:50 p.m.

4| Page
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The meeting resumed at 9:58 p.m.

Resolutions - A Resolution Adopting Plant Investment Fees for Water Utility

In July 2018, TischlerBise was contracted to provide recommendation regarding the
City's Water Plant Investment Fees. The Plant Investment Fee is intended to recover a
share of the capital cost of water system infrastructure. The current Plant Investment
Fee was adopted in the early 1990s and has not been adjusted for inflation.
TischlerBise recommended that the City adopt Plant Investment Fees adjusted for
inflation.

Utilities Director Randi Kim presented the item.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adopt Resolution No. 68-19, a resolution adopting
Plant Investment Fees for Water Utility. Councilmember Stout seconded the motion.
Motion carried by roll call vote with Councilmember Norris voting NO.

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors

There were none.

Other Business

There was none.

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 10:10 p.m.

Selestina Sandoval, Deputy City Clerk

5|Page



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL
SPECIAL SESSION MINUTES
October 16, 2019

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met in Special Session on
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 at 4:47 p.m. in the Administration Conference Room, 2"
Floor, City Hall, 250 North 5" Street. Those present were Councilmembers Kraig
Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris, Phillip Pe’a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann,
and Mayor Rick Taggart.

Staff present for the Executive Session were City Manager Greg Caton, Parks and
Recreation Director Ken Sherbenou, General Services Director Jay Valentine,
Community Development Director Tamra Allen, Public Works Director Trent Prall,
Senior Assistant to the City Manager Greg LeBlanc, and City Attorney John Shaver.

Councilmember Norris moved to go into Executive Session:

TO DISCUSS MATTERS THAT MAY BE SUBJECT TO NEGOTIATIONS,
DEVELOPING STRATEGY FOR NEGOTIATIONS, AND/OR INSTRUCTING
NEGOTIATORS PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 24-6-402 (4)(e) AND 24-6-402 (4)(a) OF
COLORADO'S OPEN MEETINGS LAW RELATIVE TO A POSSIBLE SALE(S) OF
REAL PROPERTY LOCATED ON DOS RIOS DRIVE; AND POSSIBLE DISCUSSION
OF THE SALE OF THE PROPERTY AT 2980/2982 PATTERSON AND DISCUSSION
OF THE POSSIBLE PURCHASE OF PROPERTY(IES) LOCATED NEAR THE
RIVERSIDE PARKWAY AND SOUTH OF HALE AVENUE, THE EXACT LOCATION
OF WHICH WILL NOT BE DISCLOSED AS SUCH COULD COMPROMISE THE
PURPOSE OF THE EXECUTIVE SESSION; THE EXECUTIVE SESSION IS
AUTHORIZED AS ALLOWED BY AND PURSUANT TO SECTION 24-6-402(4) OF
COLORADO'S OPEN MEETINGS LAW

Councilmember Andrews seconded the motion. Motion carried unanimously.
The City Council convened into Executive Session at 4:48 p.m.

Councilmember Wortmann moved to adjourn. Councilmember Norris seconded.
Motion carried unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 5:26 p.m.

Debra Kemp
Records Manager



GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY
October 28, 2019

Meeting Convened: 4:34 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium
Meeting Adjourned: 5:30 p.m.

City Councilmembers present: Councilmembers Kraig Andrews, Chuck McDaniel, Phyllis Norris,
Phil Pe’a, Anna Stout, Duke Wortmann, and Mayor Rick Taggart.

Staff present: City Manager Greg Caton, City Attorney John Shaver, Finance Director Jodi
Romero, Senior Assistant to the City Manager Greg LeBlanc, Visit Grand Junction Director
Elizabeth Fogarty, Fire Chief Ken Watkins, Human Resources Director Melisa Geringer, Public
Works Trent Prall, Parks & Recreation Director Ken Sherbenou, Deputy Police Chief Mike
Nordine, Financial Analyst Katherine Boozell, City Clerk Wanda Winkelmann.

Mayor Taggart called the meeting to order.

Agenda Topic 1. Discussion Topics

a. Comprehensive Plan Update - POSTPONED

Due to weather, the consultant was unable to travel to Grand Junction to deliver the update.
This item was postponed to a workshop on Wednesday, October 30 at noon.

b. Budget Presentation: Downtown Development Authority, Grand Junction Downtown
Business Improvement District, Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District

Brandon Stam, Director of the DDA, provided a 2019 activity snapshot. Highlights include:

e Downtown Plan of Development

e Partnership with Kaart to develop 701 and 734 Main

e Launch of Tru Hotel, which added 96 rooms to Downtown

e Three new properties

e Creative District rollout

e Partnership with City on Two Rivers Convention remodel and development of the
Riverfront

e Partnerships to develop the DASH, Downtown Speaker Series and modify existing grant
programs and identify barriers to Downtown development



City Council Workshop Summary

Page 2

The 2020 goals are identified in the Plan of Development, and include a flex space on Colorado
Avenue, enhancements of alleyways and breezeways, 2" Street Promenade, Active Artline,
development of wayfinding plan, reconfiguration of 4t and 5t streets to two-way streets, and
identifying catalytic infill development projects.

The 2020 fund balance of $4.3 million was reviewed.

Next, Mr. Stam reviewed the Business Improvement District (BID) Activity Snapshot:

Rhythm and Brews Concert Series

Rebranded Farmers Market to Market on Main

Developed an Art Festival Weekend

7t Annual FJ Off-road and Music Festival

Tour of the Moon to provide additional amenities

Further developed partnerships with Mesa County Library, COPMOBA, the Arts
Commission, and CMU

Mr. Stam reviewed the growth for BID revenues, sponsorships, and sales tax revenues.

The goals for the BID include growth in Downtown events, grant opportunities, digital
marketing, continued education and awareness for businesses working with partners,
wayfinding and placemaking efforts identified in the Plan of Development (POD).

The BID fund balance for 2020 is projected at $133,338.

Discussion ensued about the difference between the DDA and the BID; TIF revenue; and the
County’s participation.

Vara Kusal Horizon Drive BID Executive Director discussed the budget for the Horizon Drive BID
and reviewed the following:

Partnership in DASH

Art on Horizon Drive

Wayfinding project

Revenues from sales tax

Infill projects in Horizon Drive district
Debt repayment for Phase | roundabouts

Discussion ensued about the use of the crosswalks, projects included in the transportation
ballot question, and a good Samaritan picking up garbage on Horizon Drive.
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Agenda Topic 2. Next Workshop Topics

Mr. Caton reviewed the upcoming topics for November 4:

a. Budget Reconciling from Previous Workshops. Staff will present several items regarding the
budget.

b. Fire Department Stakeholder Discussion & Survey. This is part of the Fire Department’s
efforts towards accreditation.

c. Catholic Outreach Presentation by Sister Karen Bland.

3. Other Business

Mayor Taggart noted:
a. The reviews for the City Manager and City Attorney are upcoming and Council will need
to complete the forms by November 8.
b. Adiscussion regarding the Redevelopment Boundary, including infill, will occur at a
future workshop (possibly November 18).

Adjournment

The Workshop adjourned at 5:30 p.m.
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Department: Community Development
Submitted By: Kristen Ashbeck

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduction of an Ordinance Amending the Comprehensive Plan to Residential Low
0.5 to 2 Units Per Acre and Rezoning to R-1 (Residential 1 Unit Per Acre) a 23.16-Acre
Portion of a Property Located at 400 23 Road, More Particularly Described as a Site at
the East End of Canyon Rim Drive and Set a Public Hearing for November 20, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard these requests at its October 22, 2019 meeting and
recommended approval of both actions (5-1).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, La Plata Communities, is requesting multiple actions on a 23.2-acre
portion of a larger parcel with the address of 400 23 Road, more particularly described
as a site at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive. The property is presently vacant. The
proposed actions are to: 1) amend the Comprehensive Plan from Conservation/Mineral
Extraction to Residential Low .5 to 2 dwelling units per acre; and 2) Rezone a portion of
the property from PD (Planned Development without a Plan) to R-1 (Residential 1
dwelling unit per acre).

The proposed changes are intended to allow for completion of residential development
at the east end Canyon Rim Drive. The remainder of the property, along with other
adjacent parcels are reserved are not a part of this request.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

Grand Junction Land Company, LLC currently owns the large, 370.8-acre property



(“parent parcel”) that is presently addressed as 400 23 Road. Many decades ago (in
the mid-to late-1970s), the property was originally intended to be included in The
Ridges development. When the City annexed the Ridges in 1992 (Ridges Majority #3),
the plan for this portion of the development was not recognized so it lapsed at that
time. Since then, this property has carried forward a Planned Development (PD) zone
district but without a Plan. La Plata Communities is the developer pursuing the
request, with consent from the property owner, for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment
and Rezone of approximately 23.2 acres on the southwest corner of the parent parcel,
at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive. Grand Junction Land Company, LLC also owns
the adjacent 347.6-acre parcel but is not a part of this request.

The parcel is located east of South Camp Road where Canyon Rim Drive and
underground utility mains were stubbed into it at the time the Canyon Rim subdivision
was constructed in anticipation of development expanding to the east. The 23.2-acre
parcel abuts existing subdivisions on the east and south, and is topographically
associated with this existing development as it is enclosed by mesa slopes to the east
and north. These mesa slopes are not developable due to their steepness
(approximately 20% to 30% slopes) however, approximately 13 acres of the 23.2
maintain a sloping but gentle grade (majority of remaining area approximately 0-10%
grades) and are generally considerable developable land. Because this acreage is
surrounded by steep slopes, this property is a natural extension of the Canyon Rim
Subdivision area and could be considered infill in this area.

To the west is Canyon Rim Subdivision Phase 4, zoned R-2 (Residential 2 units per
acre) in the City; to the south is Monument Valley Subdivision Filing 6, zoned PD in the
County with lots approximately 1 acre in size; to the east is a 5-acre private parcel
zoned RSF-R in the County, and BLM property; and to the north is vacant land zoned
PD in the City and is the remainder of the 370.8-acre parent parcel. The property is
currently within the City limits.

The parent parcel currently has three different land use designations on the
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map — Conservation/Mineral Extraction,
Residential Medium Low and Residential Medium. Given this mix of land use
designations, the Comprehensive Plan clearly recognizes the natural constraints but
also envisions the unique opportunities in this area to conserve open space as well as
develop residential opportunities of varied types and densities. In addition, since
Canyon Rim Drive and main utility lines stub to the southwest corner of the parent
parcel, it appears it was intended that development would continue to the east based
on the utility stubs as well as the road that terminates (not in a cul-de-sac) at the
property line. La Plata Communities has been working with the Grand Junction Land
Company LLC towards completing as the first step the potential development of the
southwest corner of the large parcel while simultaneously working on an overall plan for
the remainder of the property.



There is a provision in the Zoning and Development Code (section 21.02.130(d)(v) that
allows for a rezone application to proceed without a plan amendment when the
proposed zoning (in this case R-1) is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and
the property is adjacent to the land use designation that would support the requested
zone district (in this case the property is next to a Residential Low land use
designation). However, in order to recognize a requested change to the Future Land
Use Map, Staff has advised the Applicant to seek both an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan as well as a subsequent rezoning of the property.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

A Neighborhood Meeting was conducted consistent with the requirements of Section
21.02.080 (e) of the Zoning and Development Code on April 22, 2019. The public was
notified for the meeting was in a much larger area than just within 500 feet of the 23.2-
acre parcel. Notification included all addresses within 500 feet of all properties under
the same ownership that are anticipated to be part of the future Planned Development
as well as all of the properties potentially to be developed in the first phase — the east
end of Renaissance Boulevard and the east end of Canyon Rim Drive. Approximately
88 citizens attended the meeting. Comments primarily concerned natural conditions in
the area such as slopes, drainage and soils and traffic and trail access concerns.

An attendance roster as well as a summary of comments received from the meeting
are attached. Also attached are numerous letters and email correspondence received
immediately following the Neighborhood Meeting as well as received more recently.
Mailed notice of the Public Hearing, in the form of notification cards was again sent to
property owners within 500 feet, HOAs within 1,000 feet of the 23.2-acre parcel, and
those in attendance at the Neighborhood Meeting. The subject property was posted
with an application sign on September 5, 2019 and notice of the public hearing was
published October 15, 2019 in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

ANALYSIS

Comprehensive Plan Amendment

Pursuant to section 21.02.130(c)(1) The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan,
neighborhood plans, corridor plans, and area plans if the proposed change is
consistent with the vision (intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and
meets at least one of the following review criteria.

(i) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan includes a Future Land Use Map which identifies the

large property with three different land use categories — Conservation/Mineral
Extraction, Residential Medium Low and Residential Medium. The particular portion of



the southwest corner of the large parcel is included in the Conservation/Mineral
Extraction area. The purpose of the Conservation/Mineral Extraction Future Land Use
category is for public or private lands reserved for open space, wildlife habitat, sensitive
or hazardous land protection, and other environmental or conservation purposes. It
does allow for mining and sand or gravel extraction operations.

It is important to note that the Future Land Use Map only portrays a broad-brush
application of potential land use of an area that is not generally defined by parcel lines
or necessarily underlying geography and topography. Certainly, there are other areas
of the parent parcel and other lands along this ridge that parallels South Camp Road
that are conducive to ultimately being conserved as open space that are not shown as
Conservation/Mineral Extraction (refer to map in attachments). Similarly, there are
areas of this 23.2-acre site that are conducive to residential development that are not
shown with a Residential land use category.

Therefore, a subsequent event that invalidates the original premise of the
Comprehensive Plan is a more detailed analysis of the specific site that indicates there
is capacity for development on this property. The more detailed analysis of a piece of
property better informs potential future land use of it. It appears from the more detailed
analysis of the portion of the property proposed to be changed from
Conservation/Mineral Extraction to Residential Low is that it is not unlike adjacent
areas that have been developed and that the property could support a Residential land
use rather than being entirely within a Conservation/Mineral Extraction land use
category.

Therefore, Staff finds this criterion has been met.

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

The subject site is adjacent to established residential neighborhoods to the south and
west. The majority of the homes in these neighborhoods were constructed prior to
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2010. Therefore, the character and conditions
of the area have not changed since the Plan was adopted and staff finds this criterion
has not been met.

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

The subject property is adjacent to lower density urban development to the south and
west. Public facilities in the form of utilities and an improved road were stubbed to this
property at the time the subdivision to the west (Canyon Rim) was constructed. The
road to the property, Canyon Rim Drive, was developed as a Residential Collector



intended to serve the balance of the parent parcel as shown on the City’s Circulation
Plan, so it has and was designed with capacity for over 1,000 trips per day, thus able to
carry vehicle trips for additional residential units. The existing utility services stubbed to
or in close proximity with the ability for extension to the subject site include Ute Water,
Persigo 201 sewer service, Xcel Energy electricity and natural gas, and cable network
links. Public safety, fire, EMS and police services can adequately serve this area of the
City. Based on the provision and concurrency of public utilities and community facilities
to serve the Comprehensive Plan amendment request, staff finds that this criterion has
been met.

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

A recently-completed inventory of Vacant Residential Zone Properties (map included in
attachments) shows that there are very limited areas in the Redlands Planning Area
upon which future development may occur, particularly other than the subject parcel
and the larger area to be developed in the future. The Comprehensive Plan suggests
that growth occur in each Planning Area to afford housing choices throughout the
community. Consequently, it is prudent to consider residential land use on parcels
such as this which have the capacity to absorb some of the future residential
development. Consideration of a residential designation that is consistent with the
adjacent residential land use designation will afford the opportunity to help address
future needs and specifically future needs within the Redlands Planning Area. As
such, Staff finds this criterion has been met.

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

Public benefit will be derived from the requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment due
to the request enabling efficient development of property adjacent to existing City
services (street, water and sewer service infrastructure) stubbed to the property at the
east end of Canyon Rim Drive. In addition, future development of the property will
provide an extension of Canyon Rim Drive per the current Grand Junction Circulation
Plan which seeks road interconnectivity to the east and north. Beyond better utilization
of infrastructure, staff also believes the area will derive benefits from providing
opportunities for additional residential development in a highly desirable area of the
community. Therefore, Staff finds this criterion has been met.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
The proposed amendment implements the following guiding principles, goals and
policies:

Guiding Principle 2: Sustainable Growth Patterns — The Comprehensive Plan calls for



fiscal sustainability where the community grows efficiently and cost-effectively. It
encourages infill and redevelopment and discourages growth patterns that cause
disproportionate increases to cost of services. The subject property is an infill site with
existing urban infrastructure which meets this principle.

Goal 3: The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread
future growth throughout the community. The proposed amendment and subsequent
rezone will allow for expansion of an existing neighborhood in the Redlands, where, as
previously discussed, there are limited opportunities to provide for such growth in this
Planning Area of the City.

Rezone

Pursuant to the rezoning criteria provided in GIMC 21.02.140, the City may rezone
property if the proposed changes are consistent with the vision, goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan and must meet one or more of the following criteria:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; and/or

As stated in the analysis of this criterion for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Staff
believes a subsequent event that invalidates the original premise of the
Comprehensive Plan is the more detailed analysis of the site itself and its capacity for
potential development. The more detailed analysis of a piece of property better informs
potential use of that property. It appears from more detailed analysis of the portion of
the property proposed to be changed from Planned Development without a plan to R-1
(Residential 1 unit per acre) is not unlike development that has occurred in similar
adjacent subdivisions as well as other developments along the east side of South
Camp Road below and on the lower slopes of the bluffs. This property appears to have
similar capacity for development. Therefore, Staff finds this criterion has been met.

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

As stated in the analysis of this criterion for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, the
subject site is adjacent to established residential neighborhoods to the south and west.
The majority of the homes in these neighborhoods were constructed prior to adoption
of the Comprehensive Plan in 2010. Therefore, the character and conditions of the
area have not changed since the Plan was adopted and staff finds this criterion has not
been met.

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

As stated in the analysis of this criterion for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, the



subject property is adjacent to lower density urban development to the south and west.
Public facilities in the form of utilities and an improved road were stubbed to this
property at the time the Canyon Rim subdivision to the west was constructed. The
road to the property Canyon Rim Drive was developed as was developed as a
Residential Collector intended to serve the balance of the parent parcel as shown on
the City’s Circulation Plan, so it has and was designed with capacity for over 1,000 trips
per day, thus able to carry vehicle trips for additional residential units. In addition, all
other utilities are available or can be extended to this property and public safety
services can adequately serve the potential development. Based on the provision and
concurrency of public utilities and community facilities to serve the site of the proposed
rezone request, staff finds that this criterion has been met.

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

Referring again to the recent inventory of Vacant Residential Zone Properties that
illustrates there are very limited areas in the Redlands Planning Area upon which future
development may occur, particularly other than the subject parcel and the larger area
to be developed in the future Planned Development. The Comprehensive Plan
suggests that growth occur in each Planning Area to afford housing choices within the
community. Consequently, it is prudent to consider a zoning category that is consistent
with the density of R-1 (Residential 1 unit per acre) proposed for this property.
Consideration of a residential zone district will afford the opportunity to help address
future needs and specifically the future needs within the Redlands Planning Area. Staff
has therefore found there to be an inadequate supply of suitably designated available
in this area of the community and finds this criterion has been met.

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

The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from the
proposed amendment. Public benefit will be derived from the requested rezone by
replacing the current PD (Planned Development) zoning without a plan with
conventional zoning that defines allowable uses and standards that are compatible with
adjacent residential development. Therefore, staff finds this criterion has been met.

Consistency with Comprehensive Plan
The proposed rezone is consistent with the same principles, goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan that are listed in the Plan Amendment analysis section.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT
After reviewing file CPA-2019-468, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from
Conservation to Residential Low .5 to 2 units per acre; and RZN-2019-450, a Rezone



from PD to R-1 (Residential 1 unit per acre), for a 23.2-acre portion of the property
located at 400 23 Road, more particularly described as a parcel at the east end of
Canyon Rim Drive, the following findings of fact have been made:

1) The requests are consistent with the intent, goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan;

2) The request has met one or more of the criteria as required in Section 21.02.130 of
the Zoning and Development Code for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment; and

3) The request has met one or more of the criteria as required in Section 21.02.130 of
the Zoning and Development Code for a Rezone.

Therefore, Staff recommends approval of both requests.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance amending the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Map designation to Residential Low and rezoning to R-1 (Residential 1 unit per acre)
for a 23.16-acre portion of a property located at 400 23 Road, more particularly
described as a site at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive and set a public hearing for
November 20, 2019.

Attachments

Canyon Rim 360 Maps

Canyon Rim 360 Site Photos

Application and Neighborhood Meeting Information

Inventory of Vacant Residential Zoned Properties

Canyon Rim 360 CPA RZN Correspondence from Concerned Citizens
Additional Letters from Concerned Citizens

Canyon Rim 360 CPA RZN Ordinance
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PUBLIC WORRS & PLANNING

We, the undersigned, being the owner's of the

as described herein do petition this:

Development Application

Petition For: ' QI EZONE / Comp PLAN Am @!é)\l OMENT

property adjacent to or situated in the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, State of Colorado,

Proposed Land

Existing Land Use Designation

Please fill in blanks below only for Zone of Annexation, Rezones, and Comprehensive Plan Amendments:

Livestock

Il

Use Designation

Single Family Residence

Existing Zoning |PD }

Proposed Zoning | R-\ f

Property Information

Site Location:

SW Corner 400 23 Road

Site Tax No(s):

Project Description:

370.8 (Zezonin3 o ‘}

Site Acreage:

2%.1°)
2945-184-00-098 Site Zoning: [PD (muso $95 A wimi Mocn-in
2

‘AtzoNE ONLY

23.16 A EAsT oF CAYoN R\M PR. + CHANGE Comp PLARN

Property Owner Information

Name:

GeanD JuncTnioa]

=
{
t

LanlD CotnfenyY L/ |

Street Address:

L

ST W-b

IR |

0 £ DURANT Ryg |

City/State/Zip:

Business Phone #:

RefEN, Co Bli -2y

1

970-925-9046

E-Mail:

rmac@dunrene.com

Fax#: |n/a

Contact Person:

Robert Macgregor

Contact Phone #:

970-925-9046

Applicant Information

Representative Information

Name: |La Plata Communities

Name: |Ciavonne, Roberts Assoc

1958 TELSTA@ rows

Street Address:|222 Nth 7th St

. . o \ ; .
A ' .
City/State/Zip: | Giaoii 3 5057_0: B’ City/State/Zip: |GJ, CO 81501
Business Phone # {719-963-3236 Business Phone #: |241-0745
E-Mail: {DGravette@|aplatalic.com E-Mail: {ted@ciavonne.com
Fax#: |n/a Fax# |n/a

Contact Person: {Don Gravette

Contact Person: |Ted Ciavonne

Contact Phone # [719-963-3238

Contact Phone #: |241-0745

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittal.

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the
foregoing information is true and complete to the best of our knowled
and the review comments. We recognize that we or our representativ
represented, the item may be dropped from the a

placed on the agenda.

Signature of Person Completing the Application

Signature of Legal

Pl

rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal, that the
ge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status of the application
e(s) must be present at all required hearings. In the event that the petitioner is not
genda and an additional fee may be charged to cover rescheduling expenses before it can again be

? Date

H-1-14

Property Owner

/‘/ ﬂ’%t

Date

P!"\'_‘ZMDZu;;,Du\J!"L\J’c MANALE \,11»..”1 I~

R W/;ﬁ

MARNACEL o & ZAam) Tus T1 0 CAd (o Ay L



Canyon Rim 360 Rezone
Comp Plan Amendment and Rezone
August 7, 2019 (Revised 10-2-2019)

Project Description

Project Overview

Grand Junction Land Company LLC presently owns the 370.8 acre parcel located at 400
23 Road. It is currently annexed into the city and zoned PD, but the plan has lapsed. La
Plata Communities is the developer and pursuing a rezone and comp plan amendment of
approximately 23.2 acres on the southwest corner of the 370 acre parcel, east of the end
of Canyon Rim Drive. The remaining 347.6 acres are not a part of this submittal. La
Plata Communities plans to rezone the 23.2 acres to R-1 in coordination with amending
the Comp Plan from Conservation to Residential Low.

This is an infill project at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive. To the west is Canyon Rim
Subdivision Phase 4, zoned R-2 in the City; to the south is Monument Valley Subdivision
Filing 6, zoned PD in the County; to the east is a 5 acre private parcel zoned RSF-R in the
County, and BLM property; and to the north is vacant land zoned PD in the City and is
the remainder of the 370.8 acre parcel noted above.

The Future Land Use promotes Conservation (1DU/5AC) and Residential Medium Low
(2-4 DU/AC) on this property; and the Blended Land Use (adjacent to and within the
subject area) is Residential Low (2-4 DU/Acre). In addition, on the west and south the
property abuts a FLU designation of Residential Low (.5-2 DU/AC).

Based on adjacency we can seek a Comp Plan Amendment to either Residential Medium
Low (2-4 DU/AC) or Residential Low (.5-2 DU/AC); we are requesting the Residential
Low designation in association with R-1 Zoning.

A. Project Description
Location and Site Features
e The parcel is located east of South Camp Road where Canyon Rim Drive stubs into it.
The 23.2 acre parcel abuts existing subdivisions on the east and south, and is
topographically associated with this existing development as it is enclosed by mesa
slopes to the east and north. These mesa slopes are not developable, but will provide
a natural backdrop to forthcoming development.
e There is an 8” sewer main and a Ute Water Main in Canyon Rim Drive.
e Surrounding land use /zoning:
o to the west is Single Family Residential zone R-2 in the City;
o to the south is Single Family Residential zoned PD in the County;
o to the east is a vacant parcel zoned RSF-R, as well as BLM Land;
o to the north is vacant land zoned PD in the City.
e Canyon Rim Drive will remain the only access to this property until future
connectivity occurs (see Grand Junction Circulation Map).
e Within the 23.2 acres being rezoned the site generally slopes southwest with a grade
variation of about 25 feet in the developable area at the base of the mesa slopes.

Canyon Rim Rezone 10/2/2019
page 1




Existing Zoning

e The parcel is zoned PD in the city, but a plan does not exist.

e This submittal amends the comp plan and rezones the existing PD zoning in the city
to an R-1 in the city. This only applies to the 23.2 acres of the larger 370 acre parcel.
The remainder of the larger parcel will remain PD for now.

B. Public Benefit:

¢ Infill development on vacant developable land within the city;

e The efficient development of property adjacent to existing City services
(infrastructure is stubbed to the property at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive);

e Extension of Canyon Rim Drive per the current Grand Junction Circulation Plan,
which seeks road interconnectivity to the north;

e Replacement of the current PD zoning without a plan, with conventional zoning that
defines uses and standards;

e The request for R-1 zoning with regards to compatibility to adjacent developed
subdivisions.

C. Neighborhood Meeting

A neighborhood meeting was held on April 24, 2019 at 5:30 p.m. and approximately 88
neighbors attended the meeting. Neighborhood Meeting Notes are attached separately
with this submittal.

D. Project Compliance, Compatibility, and Impact

1. Adopted Plans and/or Policies

The Future Land Use Plan; the Blended Land Use Policy; the Land Development Code.
See Item F. below for Comp Plan Amendment compliance.

2. Surrounding L.and Use

Surrounding land use /zoning: to the west is Single Family Residential zone R-2 in the
City; to the south is Single Family Residential zoned PD in the County; to the east is a
vacant parcel zoned RSF-R, as well as BLM Land; to the north is vacant land zoned PD
in the City.

3. Site Access and Traffic

Canyon Rim Drive will remain the only access to this property until future connectivity
occurs (see Grand Junction Circulation Map). R-1 zoning on a 23.2 acre site will limit
traffic to that normally produced by a maximum of 23 homes.

4 & 5. Availability of Utilities and Unusual Demands
Sanitary Sewer: Sewer is provided by the City of Grand Junction. It is an existing 8” line
and it is located in Canyon Rim Drive.

Storm Sewer: Per the City of Grand Junction’s guidelines, the storm system will be
engineered to collect the storm water in the street gutters and drainage basins and be

Canyon Rim Rezone 10/2/2019
page 2



graded to drain towards the south west corner of the site, where exiting drainage
easements and offsite drainage facilities exist.

Domestic water is provided by Ute Water via the existing line in Canyon Rim Drive.

6. Effects On Public Facilities

Zoning of R-1 on 23 acres will allow the addition of residential lots that will have
expected, but not unusual impacts on the fire department, police department, and the
public school system.

7. Site Soils N/A for Rezone

8. Site Geology and Geologic Hazards N/A for Rezone

9. Hours of Operation N/A

10. Number of Employees N/A

11. Signage Plans N/A

12. Irrigation No

. Development Schedule and Phasing
Submit rezone - Summer 2019
Submit Major Subdivision - Fall 2019
Begin Construction — Spring of 2020.
The project will be constructed in a single phase.

o o o o I~

F. Additional General Report Discussion Items

21.02.130 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA).

We are seeking a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) from Conservation to
Residential Low, and a Rezone to R-1. As noted above, the property has both
Conservation and Residential Medium Low FLU designations on it, but is abutted by
Residential Low on the west and south sides. To make it more compatible with adjacent
properties, and to better match its desired R-1 zoning designation with an appropriate
Comprehensive Plan density range, Residential Low is being requested.

(c) Criteria for Plan Amendments.

(1) The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plans,
corridor plans and area plans if the proposed change is consistent with the vision
(intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and.:

(i) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings;

and/or

= The adoption of the Persigo 201 boundary, the creation of the
Comprehensive Plan, the creation of Hillside regulations, are all events

Canyon Rim Rezone 10/2/2019
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that would impact this property in some fashion, however being an old
county PD with a lapsed plan there is no means to assess this;
= The irregular boundary of the interface between Residential Medium
Low and Conservation appears to have been somewhat associated with
mesa tops and steep slopes. Current, more accurate topography, along
with Hillside Regulations will preserve much of the area that was
designated for Conservation.
(ii) The character and/or conditions of the area has changed such that the
amendment is consistent with the Plan, and/or
= The character of the area has changed with the annexation and
development of adjacent residential subdivisions, as well as the
Hillside regulations that support clustering of smaller lots on the more
developable slopes.
(iii)  Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and
scope of land use proposed; and/or
= Public facilities, in the form of utilities and an improved road, were
stubbed to the property for its development.
(iv) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the
community, as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed
land use; and/or
= Residential growth pressure is high throughout the community, as
witnessed by the lack of housing inventory. The remaining 343 acres,
and more will be developed as vacant land is scarce in the city, and
large parcels of vacant land is even scarcer. This project will be a
doorway to the future development of the vacant land to the north.
(v) The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive
benefits from the proposed amendment.
= The Grand Junction Circulation Plan can be realized;
= On and off-site drainage improvements will benefit the surrounding
subdivisions.
= Current trail use on private land can be formalized with forthcoming
development.

21.02.140 Code amendment and rezoning.

We are seeking a Rezone to R-1.

(a) Approval Criteria. In order to maintain internal consistency between this code and the

zoning maps,

map amendments must only occur if:

(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or

= The adoption of the Persigo 201 boundary, the creation of the
Comprehensive Plan, the creation of Hillside regulations, are all events
that would impact this property in some fashion, however being an old
county PD with a lapsed plan there is no means to assess this;

= The entirety of a +/- 370 acre parcel was zoned PD in the County, but
has a lapsed plan. This 23.2 acre parcel is topographically separated

Canyon Rim Rezone 10/2/2019

page 4



from the larger parcel, and is better associated with the residential
development that now resides on its west and south boundaries which
is City R-2 and County PD (having lots that approximate R-1 in size).

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

= The character of the area has changed with the annexation and
development of adjacent residential subdivisions, as well as the
Hillside regulations that support clustering of smaller lots on the more
developable slopes.

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

= Public facilities, in the form of utilities and an improved road, were
stubbed to the property for its development.

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

= Residential growth pressure is high throughout the community, as
witnessed by the lack of housing inventory. The remaining 343 acres,
and more will be developed as vacant land is scarce in the city, and
large parcels of vacant land is even scarcer. This project will be a
doorway to the future development of the vacant land to the north.

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

= The Grand Junction Circulation Plan can be realized;
* On and off-site drainage improvements will benefit the surrounding

subdivisions;
= Current trail use on private land can be formalized with forthcoming
development.
Canyon Rim Rezone 10/2/2019

page 5



DRAWN BY MR

[T

k | K/@“ CHECKED TC
JOB NO. 1912
i DATE 08-7-2019
: REVISIONS

1

SOUTH CAl
q 0

L

|

SW CORNER OF 400 23 ROAD

CANYON RIM

REMAINING ACREAGE
NOT PART OF REZONE

SOUTH CAMP

z

>
E
P
b
Z
m

D

—

g

1 EXISTING PROPERTY LINE

<
Sl
Z;
a

-

CANYON RIM

Y

~
O
=Z
<<
(O]
u
w
~

(>

[/
- 044/»
O

>
L

/ NEW PROPERTY LINE
REQUESTING REZONE

23.16 ACRES

.
\
.

SITE SKETCH

...

s

SHEET NO.

1

Z

5
S

A




Ciavonne,
Roberts &
iates, Inc

LAND PLANNING AND
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

y

222 North 7th Street Grand Junction, CO 81501
PH 970-241-0745 FX 970-241-0765 www.ciavonne.com

Neighborhood Meeting Notice Letter
Mailing Date: April 5, 2019

RE: A Neighborhood Meeting for a Major Subdivision at the east end of Renaissance Blvd., and a
Comprehensive Plan Amendment / Rezone / and Major Subdivision at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive
(both projects on one property currently addressed as 400 23 Road).

Dear Property Owner:

This letter is to notify you that on Monday (April 22nd), starting at 5:30 pm, a neighborhood meeting will
be held to update you on a proposed Major Subdivision at the northwest corner and a Comprehensive
Plan Amendment / Rezone / Major Subdivision at the southwest corner of 400 23 Road, Grand
Junction, Colorado. This meeting will be held in the Sanctuary at Redlands United Methodist Church,
527 Village Way, Grand Junction Colorado 81507.

The applicant will be submitting two applications with the City of Grand Junction on one piece of property
(see the property in red below).




One of the applications is a Prelim/Final Major Subdivision on the northwest corner connecting to the
Renaissance Blvd. neighborhood (A). This piece has a multi-zone of PD and R-4. The proposal is to
respect the R-4 Zone and subdivide 6.55 acres into 15 single family lots connecting to the Renaissance
neighborhood. The second application is a Comprehensive Plan Amendment/ Rezone/ Preliminary / Final
Major Subdivision on the southwest corner connecting to the Canyon Rim Drive neighborhood (B). The
proposal is to Rezone from a Planned Development Zone (with a lapsed plan) to an R-2 zone, as well as
subdivide +/- 22 acres into 22 single family lots connecting to the Canyon Rim neighborhood. The remaining
area outlined in red is not being considered with these submittals.

The neighborhood meeting is an opportunity for adjacent property owners to learn more about the project,
ask questions, and submit written statements to the developer La Plata Communities LLC, its
representative Ciavonne Roberts & Associates, Inc., and the City of Grand Junction staff.

The list of property owners being notified for this neighborhood meeting was supplied by the City of Grand
Junction and derived from current records of the Mesa County Assessors. As those records are not always
current, please feel free to notify your neighbors of this meeting date so all may have the opportunity to
participate.

If you are not available to attend this meeting, you can provide written comment to ted@ciavonne.com or the
City of Grand Junction Planning Department at kristena@gijcity.org

We look forward to seeing you at this meeting.

Sincerely

Ted Ciavonne, PLA
Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, Inc
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LA PLATA NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
On Canyon Rim & Renaissance
April 24, 2019 @ 5:30pm
NOTES

A Neighborhood Meeting was held on April 24, 2019 regarding a proposed a Major Subdivision
at the east end of Renaissance Blvd., and a Comprehensive Plan Amendment/Rezone/ and
Major Subdivision at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive (both projects on one property currently
addressed as 400 23 Road).

In Attendance:

Representatives: Don Gravette, Doug Quimby, Cody Humphrey (La Plata Communites)
Ted Ciavonne, Mallory Reams (Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates Inc.)
Mark Austin (Austin Civil Group)
Kathy Portner (City of Grand Junction)
Jarrod Whelan, Rick Dorris (City of Grand Junction)

About 88 Neighbors and spouses attended the meeting and had the following comments and
concerns:

- How many lots will there be? — 15 lots @ Renaissance and 22 lots @ Canyon Rim

- What is the timeline for Canyon Rim? — It takes 4 months for the Rezone after submittal.
Within that time we will design Canyon Rim (3 months) and then submit for Major Sub which
that is only a 60 day process.

- Are you going to blast that hill? — We haven’t completed soil research yet, but we don’t
anticipate any blasting needed to be done.

- Utilities? — City requires all overhead utilities to be underground now

- Construction Traffic? =BMP regulations are put in place by the City of Grand Junction to help
minimize the effects of construction traffic.

- There is a 3" Neighborhood (Monument Valley) that gets effected on the south end of “B”.
They were curious why we didn’t color their neighborhood on the zoning map. They also
requested a buffer between the two neighborhoods. — We explained that the reason their
neighborhood wasn’t colored was because they were in the county and this is only
representative of city zoning. We also said we will take a look into buffering if we can.

- A neighbor that lived in the Renaissance neighborhood was concerned with the future
construction traffic. She explained the roads are in pretty bad shape already and may not hold
up. — Rick Dorris with the City of Grand Junction explained that most likely the construction
traffic won’t tear the roads up, but if they do the city and the developers could work together
and come up with a plan to fix the damage.

- There are three drainage areas that go through the proposed subdivision, are you aware of
that? — We are having real contours being shot right now. We can confirm the slopes then. We
do know they exist just from the city GIS maps and we tried to line them up with property lines



as best we could. The water will go to a detention basin now and then be released at the
historic rates. Also utilities have been stubbed here planning for future development and the
storm drain put in was planned for a 2 year and 100 year storm event.

- A neighbor at Canyon Rim explained they just redid the drainage area a couple of years ago
and it still got plugged up. Whatever got put in is inadequate. — Noted.

- Why build in a conservation area/open space area? — This is private property and the owner
has the right to build here if desired.

- South Camp Rd shoulders are inadequate for recreation. — The city is widening S Camp Rd and
putting in bike lanes.

- A neighbor at Canyon Rim also thinks the drainage is failing and inadequate. The few storms
that happen 1-2 times a year are significant and worried what future development would do to
that. — There are water quality and drainage studies that are put in place by the city.

- One neighbor was worried about the trail accesses during construction since a lot of people
use them. — We will look into a way for keeping trail accesses open. There is also a way to
access them on 23 Road.

- A neighbor in Renaissance agrees that the storm water is a major problem. She also
commented it will be sad to see homes in her backyard now instead of open space. — We will
make it a point to address drainage and so will the city.

- Does Renaissance absorb this subdivision in their HOA? — They will be their own entity.

- One neighbor expressed his concern about the Circulation Plan. He thinks Canyon Rim will no
longer be a minor collector if it went all the way up to 23 Road. — We explained the Circulation
Plan is made by the city ad we as a community have to adapt to whatever changes are made.

- The neighbors deeply expressed the problems with the drainage on both Renaissance and
Canyon Rim. . — We explained we will make it a point to address it and so will the city

- Why did you pick Canyon Rim when there are all kinds of vacant lots to build on? -We
explained this is private property and the owner of the property searched far and long for
quality developers. This parcel will be developed in a matter of time.

- The neighbors expressed their concern about the bad soils. The soils are full of bentonite and
the neighbors are concerned the foundations won’t be sound. A handful of neighbors shared
stories of their own foundations cracking and what they had to do to fix it. — We have to rely on
experts to tell us what to do.

- The proposed subdivision on the Renaissance area gets covered with water 1-2 times per year.
— Noted. We have experts looking into the grading and drainage problems before design gets
finalized.

- The neighbor in Renaissance explained he has micropiles under his house and they still failed.
It was a $50,000 problem. A handful of neighbors spoke up after that explaining their failed
foundations.

- A trail user that is not a direct neighbor, but lives nearby shared her thoughts: “there is an
access on 23 Road and S Broadway to solve the problem of access during construction.”

- One neighbor asked about the trail system (knowing its private property, but still curious if the
trails will remain). — We explained the trails at the base of Canyon Rim will go away because of
the subdivision, but the subdivision will continue to allow multiple accesses to the remaining
trails up above. Those trails will remain as they are.



- One neighbor got up to express his opinion that S Camp Road is messy, bumpy, and in bad
shape. He believes the neighbors that are here now are enough and that they don’t need
more.

- One of the neighbors with a bad foundation lives to the south of what would be the proposed
Canyon Rim subdivision. She is not only concerned about the bad foundations, but also new
homes towering over hers and her neighbors as Canyon Rim sits up higher than them.

- Neighbors are not convinced the developers will address the bentonite issue.

- Will there be any irrigation? — No irrigation shares that we know of, but they will have Ute
water.

- Is it up to the developers or the builders on restrictions on 1-2 story homes as well as
regulating them to be “dry land lots”? — There will be covenants made by the developers that
will address all of these issues.

- A Renaissance neighbor explained that their neighborhood has several children as well as
developmental disabled neighbors that won’t be aware of additional traffic. She was
wondering what could be done to slow traffic down. — The city or developers can put in the
covenants to install a “slow sign” at the entrance of Renaissance and whatever else feels
necessary.

- Neighbors are concerned with the Developers being from out of town and not local. They
have not had good luck with developers in the past, but no disrespect.

- All surrounding neighborhoods would like to see some buffering between them and the two
proposed subdivisions.

- One neighbor didn’t understand how there can only be one road in and one road out to these
new subdivisions. With the bentonite issue, the additional traffic could shake the existing
foundations.

- What is the style of homes going to be? — Similar or better than surrounding subdivisions.

- How long to develop? — Would like to see as soon as possible, but in realistically its market
driven.

- What’s the easement going to be between the new and existing subdivision? — There is
currently no easement between subdivisions. Will be lot next to lot, but there are required
setbacks that do need to be followed as well as we will look into buffering.

- Neighbors behind Canyon Rim & Renaissance said they would rather see the new lots
staggered behind them instead of directly behind them to protect the views.

- The neighbors asked if they would get to see the covenants. — Yes. Once we submit to the
city, the covenants will be public record.

- Neighbors asked if the houses be custom or cookie cutter. — Probably custom.

- Will there be an HOA? Will the HOA do anything about light pollution? — Yes there will be an
HOA, it is required with new subdivisions. The city already has a night sky ordinance put in
place, but for the nature of this project, we will request to have no street lights.

- Do the trees on the plan mean you are keeping the existing cottonwoods? — Yes we are going
to try to save as much as possible.

- One neighbor heard the city was passing an ordinance for subdivisions to now have street
lights? — No that we know of. City staff chimed in and said nothing new is being passed at this
time.



- They asked what the timeline was for the parent parcel in red. — Unclear at this time, but it -
will require another neighborhood meeting after some planning has been done.
- The neighbors expressed this would be a good opportunity for the Renaissance HOA and the
Canyon Rim HOA to give the developers guidance when they start to develop their covenants. —
We agree. We already got access to old covenants of both subdivisions, but we realize they
probably have changed by now. Good suggestion.
- The president of Canyon Rim HOA stood up and said the following:

- The water tank gets dumped every year and FYI it sends a lot of water down to the
areas of the proposed subdivision.

- The new subdivisions should have to help pay if the drainage goes into existing
subdivisions not at the historic rate and does damage.
- One neighbor explained he has seen so many people use the stub street on Renaissance as
parking for the trails. What will we do to mitigate the parking? — It will still be a problem, but
we will look at it.
- The neighbors were curious how they will get notified for area B (Canyon Rim) — You will get a
mailing card with both Planning Commission and City Council meeting dates.
- Canyon Rim is a nice quiet neighborhood. It is one thing to add 22 homes and another thing
to connect to 23 Road. Do you care? You are going to split this neighborhood. —Yes we do
care. We did not plan for this road to connect to 23 Road. The city requires interconnectivity
so we have to plan for it.
- It’s an insult for La Plata to come in and design this subdivision when they don’t live here.
- Why does the city not make you show a plan for the big parcel instead of allowing to do little
pockets?
- Plans for schools? They are already at capacity. — Schools are part of Review agencies and this
project will have to pay into the school system as part of their fees.
- One neighbor in Renaissance expressed how nice their entry sign is and wondered if this new
neighborhood will have their own sign? — Yes.
- You said you took core samples. Are the results back? — Not back yet.
- How many core samples on Canyon Rim? — Don’t know how many, but geotech engineers will
inform us. They will also get more samples if they are not satisfied with the results.
- So can “A” move forward? — Yes. B still needs to go through a Rezone/Comp Plan Amendment
so it will take longer.
- So “A” will just proceed and this meeting won’t change the decision? — If the city deems it
acceptable after review comments then yes.
- People new to this valley might not know what bentonite is. Will the developers be upfront
about informing new homeowners that there is bentonite? — Yes they will.



From: Ted

To: "William Findlay"

Cc: Doug Quimby

Bcc: "Cody Humphrey"; "Don Gravette"

Subject: RE: canyon rim and renaissance project meeting 4/22/19
Date: Tuesday, April 23, 2019 11:51:00 AM

Attachments: Renaissance GRAPHIC.PDF

Canyon Rim GRAPHIC.PDF

Bill,

Attached are the graphics we showed last night; they are specific to these two sub-
divisions, and show little about the larger ‘parent’ piece. | am comfortable in saying
that the developer, La Plata Communities, is sensitive to the trail usage on the
‘parent’ property, which is displayed by the multiple accesses provided in both
subdivisions.

By way of this email | am copying the developer to keep them abreast of the potential
interest by the groups you represent.

Ted Ciavonne, PLA

Ciavonne Roberts & Associates, Inc.
LAND PLANNING AND LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE

222 N. 71" Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501
Ph (970) 241-0745

ted@ciavonne.com

www.ciavonne.com

From: William Findlay [mailto:williamafindlay@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, April 23, 2019 10:55 AM

To: info@ciavonne.com

Subject: canyon rim and renaissance project meeting 4/22/19

I had to leave early due to length of meeting but had wanted to take photos of the maps but
didn't get chance. Is there anyway Ted or someone could send me email attachments? 1am
involved with both the GJ Park and Rec Advisory Board and the Colorado West Land Trust
and both have an interest in how this and the project above by the water tower area can be
developed with some preservation of trails and access. Having these maps could help me
pass on what I have learned to both the above groups. Thanks


mailto:williamafindlay@gmail.com
mailto:DQuimby@laplatallc.com
mailto:CHumphrey@laplatallc.com
mailto:DGravette@laplatallc.com
mailto:ted@ciavonne.com
http://www.ciavonne.com/













From: Linda Spinner

To: kristena@qjcity.or:

Cc: Ted

Subject: Renaissance and Canyon Rim development
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 11:29:29 AM

Hopefully you can address traffic impact at the corner of South Camp and South Broadway. This has
not been addressed with prior development (Granite Falls). The traffic at this intersection is
increasing rapidly. With the blind curve heading west toward that intersection, it will be a short time
before there is a rear end crash as cars round that curve and approach backed up vehicles waiting to
turn. Vehicles coming from west need to slow down so turning is possible. Time for a round a bout at
that intersection?

Linda Spinner
970-596-4522

spinnerlinda@gmail.com
Renaissance subdivision


mailto:spinnerlinda@gmail.com
mailto:kristena@gjcity.org
mailto:ted@ciavonne.com

April 18, 2019

Ted Ciavonne — Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, Inc
Kristena — City of Grand Junction Planning Department

Re: Subdivision Development
400 23 Road
Grand Junction, CO

Dear Ted and Kristena,

My name is Don Kendall. | reside at 360 Teegan Ct. | was surprised and a little shocked to
receive your letter in the mail. We bought this lot and had our dream home built here in 2008. We
were aware that the property behind us was privately owned but also knew it was inconceivable for
the land behind us could be developed. It's uneven landscape, dramatic elevation grade and several
natural water drainages, would make it very difficult to level and build homes. Also, the presence of
expansive soils, which we in Canyon Rim and in neighboring subdivisions all know too much about.
Numerous foundations have had to be repaired in this area | can make sense about the land to the
south of us at the end of Canyon Rim Drive and then to the east and south being developed, even
though I still don’t like it. In addition, by allowing this land to be open to public use for 25 plus years
even though it’s privately owned has set a precedence. Hundreds of mountain bikers and hikers use
the trail behind us. After hard rains the 3 waters drainages above us turn into creeks. I’'m not against
the development of open property. We wouldn’t be living in our home now if Canyon Rim wasn’t local
developers John Thomas and Dave Bagg. But this new development doesn’t’ fit here. The
Renaissance, Trails West and Canyon Rim all were developed along South Camp Road and were
developed up to the current foothills and fit the natural landscape and topography. Houses and
streets behind Teegan Court don’t. My fear is that | will see a street, houses and retaining walls that
tower above us removing views, peace and quiet, and decreasing property values for the existing
homes along Teegan Court. If this project moves forward, | am prepared to gather a great number of
signatures on a petition from neighbors in Canyon Rim Subdivision, Monument Valley and those who
recreate in this area. | will again list the reasons I’'m against this development:

*Dramatic and aggressive uphill elevation

*Natural water drainages will have to be altered.

* Expansive soils conditions not conducive to home foundations

* Doesn’t fit the natural topography

*Established biking and hiking trails are present
In closing, | feel that we are going to have to heavily rely on The City of Grand Junction Planning
Department, starting with you Kristena, to have a professional and mindful discernment about the
construction of this subdivision. The owner of this property doesn’t live here, know about us or really
care about us. Their goal in the end is financial gain and then will just move on to the next project. But
the City of Grand Junction should and hopefully will care.

Sincerely,

Don and Julie Kendall



From: LeAnn Klinetobe

To: Ted; kristena@gjcity.org
Subject: Subdivision - Renaissance Blvd
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 9:00:05 PM

This email is to let you know the concerns we have regarding the proposed subdivision in the
Renaissance Blvd. area. We live on Athens Way and very much oppose the new subdivision
being proposed. Our reasons are:

1. Foundation stability because of bentonite soil, an unstable slope, natural erosion, and
ground water levels.

2. Drainage challenges from natural seepage, irrigation runoff, rapid erosion, and ground
water levels.

3. Construction disruption and results from traffic volumes during and after construction,
increased erosion and dust, unmitigated drainage problems, impeded views, and damage to
existing homes due to drainage and erosion from uphill construction.

The home owners on the west side of Athens Way have spent a tremendous amount of time
and money on their yards that are against the hill. Construction above them, along with the
new drainage, will no doubt have an effect on their beautiful backyards. None of us who built
on Athens Way had any idea that homes would be built in such close proximity. It will ruin
the quiet neighborhood where we live and there are many other places where this developer
could build. We really hope you will reconsider this development location!!

LeAnn Klinetobe


mailto:leannoverby@gmail.com
mailto:ted@ciavonne.com
mailto:kristena@gjcity.org

From: angela kurtz

To: Ted

Cc: kristena@gjcity.com

Subject: Subdivision proposal east end of Canyon Rim Dr, property addressed as 400 23 Rd
Date: Monday, April 22, 2019 10:48:10 PM

Dear City of Grand Junction Planning and LaPlata Communities, LLC,
We were unable to attend the Canyon Rim Drive neighborhood meeting on 4.22.19.

We live several houses from the proposed site for the new development “detention” which we
assume will be an irrigation pond. We are very concerned about the potential of this
development and proposed drainage to create foundation instability for our house. A house
across the street from us and bordering the proposed development has recently had foundation
issues requiring expensive repair. We would obviously not want drainage issues
compromising our tenuous soil. We would prefer this development proceed at another location
due to these concerns and construction disruption. If development is to proceed, to reduce
liability and potential damage to our house, alternative drainage and restricted (or no)
irrigation plans would be essential.

Thank you for addressing these concerns.
Sincerely,
Matt Donaldson

Angela Kurtz
2214 Canyon Rim Dr

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone


mailto:angelakurtz@yahoo.com
mailto:ted@ciavonne.com
mailto:kristena@gjcity.com
https://overview.mail.yahoo.com/?.src=iOS
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October 14, 2019

Principal Planner Kristen Ashbeck
Grand Junction Planning Commission
Grand Junction City Council

250 North 5% Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Kristen,

With this letter we are commenting on the Canyon Rim 360 subdivision request for rezone. We
reside at 345 Dakota Circle, in the Monument Valley Estates Filing 6 subdivision. We built our
house there a little over twenty years ago on a one acre lot. In fact, ours was the first house
built in the Monument Valley Estates Filing 6 subdivision, Hopefully it can be seen how this new
subdivision on our rear property line is of great concern to us.

In general, we think this project is a really bad idea. Regardiess of whether the property owner
has the right to develop this property, its development is not in keeping with the type of
properties that are in our subdivision and will only lower our property values if allowed.

It seems that the City Planning Department is keen on making accommodations to the land
owner and developer and ramming the project through, but the City Planning Department
actually works for the citizens of the City and not the land owner or developer, Yes we actually
live in the County, but that does not take away our rights to challenge this project as it would
adversely affect our property.

The developer claims to have “Grand lunction values”. We notice that he hasn't lived in this city
for many years, preferring instead Colorado Springs, where he can make money building large
subdivisions. We don’t believe that he cares at all about our city and just says that to make
people feel good about him. We are not fooled.

Much of the land the development will be situated on is highly unstable, as it contains copious
amounts of shale and bentonite. The land directly behind our house is a large bentonite basin,
with lots of drainage channels running through it. It has been said that the developer’s
engineers will surely figure out a way to build on this type of material and that it has been done
before successfully. We don’t believe this. Look at the infamous “falling house” that can be
seen from the Redlands Parkway bridge. I'm sure everything about it was sighed off on by
registered engineers and it still ended up being a disaster, The houses in Canyon Rim, as well as
some in our subdivision have suffered greatly from these unstable soils and it would be
completely unethical to foist off new lots on any unsuspecting persons that will have even
worse soil issues,

In addition to the unstable soils of this proposed subdivision, there is the hazard of rock fall
from the cliffs above, especially since the ground below will be disturbed.




The Comprehensive Plan 2009 designates the development property as Conversation,
1DU/Acre. We see no benefits to be derived by the community to change this designation. We
see nothing that has changed substantially to invalidate the original designation. We do see
many benefits to keep this designation as it is, Many people hike and bike in that area and it is a
major wildlife corridor for deer and other animals,

Contrary to what is stated by the Planning Department documents, there is no shortage of
home sites in the projected size and price range of this new subdivision, A new subdivision,
Granite Falls, is a good example. It is short distance down the road and is buiit on relativity flat
terrain without many of the hazards that would befall Canyon Rim 360.

Much is made of satisfying the Grand Junction or Mesa County Circulation Plans. These
documents are treated as absolutes that must be adhered to. We reject that notion. It seems
that once something gets on paper, it must be done. One has to ask who is the master and who
is the slave here. David served on the Mesa County Planning Commission for several years
about fifteen years ago, and the extension of Canyon Rim Drive to the Easter Hill area was
talked about then. He voted against it then and is still against it now, as an impractical and
expensive project and as disruptive to the relative peace of the South Camp corridor,

Thank you for accepting our comments about this project. We look forward to the Planning

Commission and City Council doing the right thing and keeping this area as Conservation and
thereby maintaining the peace and character of the existing neighborhoods,

David and Debi Caldwell

BM %‘ Q&\&&L&}M
Any (ool

345 Dakota Circle
Grand junction, CO 81507
970-256-9621




October 13, 2019

Kristen Ashheck

City Planner, City of Grand Junction
250 N. 5" Street

Grand Junction CO 81501

Dear Kristen,

| am writing regarding the proposed rezoning of the 23-acre parce! of land at the end of Canyon Rim
Drive being called “Canyon Rim 360”. As | understand it, for new zoning to be approved, an amendment
to the 2009 Comprehensive Plan adopted by the City of Grand junction must be approved. The
following Is my rebuttal to LaPlata’s comments on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment:

The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plans, corridor plans and area plans if the
proposed change is consistent with the vision (intent}, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan
and:

- Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings: {a) there haven’t been any
events that have invalidated the original findings. The rhetoric provided by LaPlata simply states
there have been regulatory changes, but they can’t confirm or disprove any impact. A lack of
findings aren’t findings! (b) Additionally, the idea that the area they aren’t proposing to develop is
being “preserved” because of their generosity, is inaccurate. 1t's being preserved because it is too
unstable and steep to be built on. Trust me, if they could huild on it, they would.

- The character and/or conditions of the area have changed such that the amendment is consistent
with the plan: Nothing has changed in this area since the adoption of the 2009 Comprehensive
Plan. Filing 4 of Canyon Rim was complete long before 2009 as were the homes on Dakota Circle. If
the “Conservation” zoning was appropriate in 2009, it is appropriate now.

- Public and Community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land use proposed:
Who knows? Have the comments of Matt Sewalson been addressed — because they were
numerous and significant on the preapplication review. Have Rick Dorris’s comments regarding the
impact on transportation been addressed — not just to his satisfaction but to the satisfaction of the
existing homeowners?

- Aninadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as defined by the
presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use: The only inadequate supply of land or
homes in Grand Junction is in the $300,000 range according to GJARA and the county assessor’s
office. Homes in Canyon Rim are $500,000 plus, and on Dakota Circle upwards of $600,000. it
would be inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood to allow $300,000 homes in this area.
Otherwise, there are homes in the $500,000 range with 100 plus days on the market in this area.
Granite Falls sales are flat and are mostly spec homes, rather than presold to homebuyers.
Additionally, Red Rocks Valley still has lots already zoned that can be built on — demonstrating there
is anh existing, adequate supply of suitably designated lands.

- The community or area as defined by the presiding body will derive benefits from the proposed
amendment: LaPlata’s comments basically state that Canyon Rim will benefit from increased traffic
and congestion. Additionally, the on and off-site drainage improvements are non-existent as
evident by their drainage report. They are proposing to build homes on non-absorbent, clay soil




ABOVE the elevation of existing homes. They are stating that because there is no irrigation water,
that lands will be xeriscaped and there will be no runoff, How will they control this? Evenin
neighborhoods without irrigation water, homeowners with deep pockets put in large expanses of
Kentucky blue grass and water with domestic water. Right now, the Canyon Rim neighborhood
suffers from huge volumes of water during monsoon season and anytime there is rain of any
significance. EVERYTHING from this proposed development will run down into Canyon Rim's
already taxed drainage area. This hasn’t been adequately addressed!

in conclusion, there isn’t evidence that the Comprehensive Plan can be or should be amended at this
time. | respect the rights of the landowner, but his rights do not invalidate my rights as a homeowner
and taxpayer in Grand lunction to have existing zoning regulations “protect and maintain the integrity
and character of established neighborhoods”. There are a significant number of loose ends and
unanswered guestions about this development and { am respectfully asking that rezoning not be
approved at this time.

Sincerely, : "
%zc.x QLA,DW)%LA .

Heidi M. Kaiser :

2215 Canyon Rim Drive

Grand Junction CO 81507




October 12, 2019

Grand Junction City Planning
Grand Junction City Council

Re: 2008 Comprehensive Plan / Rezoning Request
23-acre plot at Canyon Rim Drive

My family and I moved to the Canyon View Subdivision in 1995. We were the 5% house built in
the first filing. Needless to say, we have seen all the housing development in this areain the
last 24 years firsthand. Since then we have seen 6 filings of homes in Canyon View, then
Canyon Vista, then Trails West, then The Renaissance, then Canyon Rim and now see the new
house construction in Granite Falls subdivision. Add it this, the new homes built in the northern
filing of Monument Valley. We moved across South Camp Road to the Canyon Rim subdivision
is 2008. If there was ever a time have a “Conservation” open space in this immediate area, it's
now. This 23-acre open area has been enjoyed by us and thousands of others for its natural
beauty, biking and hiking trails and wildlife for decades. It is critical that we preserve the
“Conservation’ zoning that was designated to these 23 acres in the 2009 Comprehensive Plan.,
This zoning plan cannot have more thanl dwelling per acre.

In order to amend the Comprehensive Plan, La Plata Development must show:

1. “Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises or findings of the plan”,
i.e. Hasthe area changed enough that the tand should no longer be protected? No,
they haven't. With all the existing subdivisions and new home construction in the area
we need this protected area more than ever,

I

2. “The character and/or conditions of the area have changed such that the amendment
(proposed rezoning) is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan”, i.e. Has the
geography, development, use and character of the land has changed significantly since
20097 No, the character and the conditions have not changed.

3. “Public and Community facifities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land use
proposed”, i.e. in our area, are there adequate schools, fire departments, infrastructure
to support more homes? Utility Infrastructure, ves, but Wingate Elementary is at
capacity and our Grand Junction Fire Station #5 has had hundreds of new homes added
on the Redlands to service.

4. “Aninadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use.” No, there is an
adequate supply of homes near by at the new Granite Falls subdivision in the $5-650K
range.




5. “The Community or area as defined by the presiding body will derive benefits from the
proposed amendment (development). “ Absolutely not, The Canyon Rim neighborhood
will not benefit from increased traffic, congestion and development.

In closing, for the reasons above, the 23-acre area is clearly not suitable for home development
and rezoning. Add to this list - unstable bentonite soil conditions, water drainage issues from
the existing hiliside and an aggressive elevation slope which will require retention walls. All
these issues will be burdened on to the hew homeowners and negatively impact the existing
home sites especially on Teegan Ct. We strongly request that you deny the proposed rezoning
of 23-acre plot at the end of Canyon Rim Drive and that it will remain a Conservation and Open
space as originally designated in 2009.

Sincerely,

Donland Julie Kendali

WZ

Email: donkendall1954@gmail.com




354 Teegan Court
Grand Junction, CO 81507
Qctober 11, 2019

Principal Planner Kristen Ashbeck

Planning Director Tamara Allen

City of Grand Junction Planning Commission
250 North 5th Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Subject: Comments regarding the Canyon Rim 360 Project - Comp PLAN Amendment and
Rezone

To whom it may concern;

MAJOR POINT NO, 1 -- The applicant’s Project proposal DOES NOT satisfy the Criteria for Plan
Amendments in the City Code 21.02.130 and rezoning in 21.02.140. Our (mine and many of my
Canyon Rim neighbors) response and rebuttals to the applicant’s claims are contained in Attachment A,
and it is vital for you fo read this.

MAJOR POINT NO. 2 -- What | and many of my Canyon Rim neighbors support.

While we all believe in the landowner’s rights to develop his larger 600+ acre property, we believe the
amending of the 2010 Comprehensive-PLAN (shortened to PLAN in the following) to remove the
CONSERVATION designation on this 23-acre portion of the 360-acre parcel to be totally unjustified and
unwise. Additionally, the locating of 23 homes.on these lands is both dangerous and reckless given the
hazards that exist. Continuing the CONSERVATION designation and application of the associated
criteria of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres is much more appropriate and is our recommendation. This
density allows homes to be sited on the better soils and avoid the more sensitive areas of the property,
thus reducing potential impacts o both lot owners of this new development and their neighbors.

Thinking and Reasoning supporting our position.

A. The CONSERVATION designation is common sense and should be maintained. The PLAN
identifies CONSERVATION for public or private lands which are reserved for “open space,
wildlife habitat, sensitive or hazardous land protection, and other environmental or conservation
purposes”. Inthe PLAN, this property received that CONSERVATION designation (1 DU/5
acres). There are real and serious reasons behind the designation which have not changed
since the development of the PLAN:

a. There are Geologic Hazards which make it unsuitable for development. The City code
(34.20.150) states “every effort should be made to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
development in mapped hazard areas”. it is easily visible that the following issues and
reasons were the basis for this area to be mapped and identified as hazardous:

i. Rock outfall issues !
ii. Steeper slope erosion potential
iii. Poor building soils
iv. Numerous small drainage channels and depressions

b. With development and existing downstream floodway issues and restrictions, new
irrigation & runoff impacts would have adverse impacts on adjacent existing properties.

¢. The PLAN may have also ehvisioned this CONSERVATION zone as a buffer for the big
development in the old, original Planned Development area (AKA the 800+ acres).




~ Without it, we have no or very little break between Canyon Rim subdivision and the
‘landowner's new development on top of the hill.

d. Some Canyon Rim subdivision property owners looked at this CONSERVATION
designation when considering the purchase of their home. Their landscaping was
designed based on it. Allowing major changes would seem to be pulling the rug out from
existing owners who saw that designation as a plus.

e. To nearby property owners this designation seems consistent with the steeper slopes
and rolling nature of the property and poor building soils in that area. The
CONSERVATION designation should remain in place, especially since the landowner
and developers have alternatives in excess of 600 adjacent acres with many other sites
more readily suitable for development.

f. The Project does not meet the stated criteria for amending the Comprehensive Plan.

B. The topography, drainage patterns and soils in this area are not conducive to smaller
lots.

a. Forcing houses onto smaller lots reduces opportunities to place houses in more
environmentally suitable locations.

b. The slope of the land east of Teegan Court (where this developer wishes to build) is
significant. Disturbance of soils on this portion of the parcel is likely to have adverse
effects on the existing Teegan Court homes.

c. There are presently existing drainage problems originating from the landowner’s
property and apparently allowed by him. Recently, drainage and sediment movement
from these properties was found to be causing the clogging of the existing Teegan Court
storm sewer. The city of Grand Junction expanded a significant effort to clean the drain,
and one adjacent landowner spent $5,000 on drainage improvements directly due to this
storm sewer problem.

d. Smaller lot (less than 1 acre) development is likely to cause a net loss of infiltration
capacity of this property during storm events and create issues for neighboring
properties and the existing storm drainage system. Preliminary layout shows several
lots bisected by sometimes more than one drainage channel.

e. Much of this can be avoided or reduced with larger lots.

C. R-1 “Clustered” housing is inconsistent with existing surrounding housing and lot
arrangements. If rezoning is to be done, it should match well with existing adjacent properties.
a. The developer says he wants to match the Canyon Rim subdivision. But actually, it
would be more appropriate to match the Dakota Circle (south) side of the property as it

is the longest side of the parcel (with most of the building lots) proposed for rezoning.
The Teegan Court side being almost 20% shorter. The properties on Dakota Circle are
in excess of 1 acre with well-spaced structures. The developer has proposed tightly
spaced lots backing up to and adjacent to these larger lots. This is inconsistent. With
30-foot setbacks, it's even more inconsistent.

b. On Teegan Court, we have staggered lots/structures with consideration of existing
drainage paths, and these drainage depressions also exist on the proposed new
subdivision land. Houses on the west and east sides of Teegan Court are on staggered
lots which allow for improved views and the valuable open space feeling of our
neighborhood. And, this lot layout does have value, making our area more desirable.
Small lots and clustering of homes, and some elevated structures on the proposed
development property with the existing drainage depressions would thus be inconsistent
with the adjacent development and potentially lower our property values.




In Conclusion: With an abundance of land to accommodate growth, why should we destroy
the wise set-aside of this CONSERVATION zone and possibly its future ability to provide a
buffer for the landowner’s planned 600+ acre development? Do you really want to shoot for a
win-lose situation, or should we be tending towards a win-win? If development of this property
is to occur, it should not be a loss for the existing Canyon Rim and Dakota Circle neighbors and
for the community in general. Please respect our neighborhood and do this project in such a
way that we can all call it a win-win situation.

Sincerely,

Michael L. Baker



ATTACHMENT A

EXCERPT FROM APPLICANT'S 8-7-19 AMENDMENTIREZONE APPLICATION

Applicant’s responses in black square bullets wuh OUR (Canyon Rim residents) comments/rebuttals in Red

21.02.130 Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA).

(c) Criteria for Plan Amendments. (shown below in italics)

(1) The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plans, corridor plans and area plans if the
proposed change is consistent with the vision (intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and.

OUR comment: We do not believe the proposed Canyon Rim 360 Project is consistent with the

vision (intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. That Plan calls for, but the proposed

Project does not;
% Fit the vision of “Becoming the Most Livable Community West of the Rockies”. To us, "Livable"
means keeping CONSERVATION as it is designated and allowing open space in what can
easily be called a sensitive area.

% Provide for - "a broad and balanced range of land uses”

% “Preserve areas of scenic and/or natural beauty and, where possible, include these areas in a
permanent open space system.”

< Preserve environmentally sensitive and geologic hazardous areas

(i) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or

= The adoption of the Persigo 201 boundary, the creation of the Comprehensive Plan, the creation of
Hillside regulations, are all events that would impact this property in some fashion, however being an old
county PD with a lapsed plan there is no means to assess this;

» The irregular boundary of the interface between Residential Medium Low and Conservation appears to
have been somewhat associated with mesa tops and steep slopes. Current, more accurate topography, along
with Hillside Regulations will preserve much of the area that was designated for Conservation.

OUR comment: Subsequent events have absolutely NOT invalidated the original premises and
findings.

o

% Their first bullet offers no evidence. Actually, subsequent events have dramatically proven
the reasoning for the original Conservation designation to be true. Many, many homes in
our subdivision have encountered very expensive foundation issues. Additionally, large
boulders have rolled down the hillsides in the proposed Project area. We have essentially
validated the 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres zoning criteria in the Comprehensfve Plan makes
ultimate sense.

% The second bullet appears to be incorrect. The Comprehensive P!an Future Land Use map

(page 179, also better seen in the City GIS) readily shows the delineation of the

Conservation zone as the Canyon Rim Filling 4 lot line on the west, the Dakota Circle

properties lot lines on the south, well past the ridge line and the Ute Water property on the

east, and Parcel 2945-184-00-098 on the north. All or most of this is mapped as a Geologic

Hazard area, a primary reason for the CONSERVATION designation.



(ii) The character and/or conditions of the area has changed such that the amendment is consistent with the
Plan, and/or

» The character of the area has changed with the annexation and development of adjacent residential
subdivisions, as well as the Hillside regulations that support clustermg of smaller lots on the more
developable slopes. '

OUR comments: The character of the area has not changed since the adoption of the 2009

Comprehensive Plan.
% How does annexation change the character?
% Canyon Rim Filling 4 was replatted in 2003. Seven houses had been developed along
Teegan Court by 2009. The character of the neighbor had been established and is not at all
consistent with clustering on smaller lots. We don’t know what “adjacent residential
subdivisions they are referring to. The nearest newer developments are Red Rock Valley
and Granite Falls. Those developments have not changed the character of our Canyon Rim
neighborhood.

< Amendment of the Plan for some unknown changed cond:tlons would be Inconsistent.

< Again, if has been shown by experiencs, the best plan for this area is very low densily.

(iii) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land use proposed, and/or
= Public facilities, in the form of utilities and an improved road, were stubbed to the property for its
development.

OUR comments: Other facilities, as in the storm sewer system and ﬂoodway, and a !ocal street
leading to this area may be inadequate.

% Problems are currently occurring with pluggmg of the storm sewer w;th sedfment from Mr.
MacGregor’s property (of which Project area is being split off). The floodway is already -
deficient downstream as noted in the Drainage Report by Williams Engineering. Insufficient
capacity and ponding along this floodway are already threatening some developed lots even
without this new development.

% Canyon Rim Drive is inadequate to support the new (Circulation Plan) connector road to the
larger subdivision the applicant wishes to build on his other 600+ acres.

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

= Residential growth pressure is high throughout the community, as witnessed by the lack of housing
inventory. The remaining 343 acres, and more will be developed as vacant land is scarce in the city, and
large parcels of vacant land is even scarcer. This project will be a doorway to the future development of the
vacant land to the north.

OUR comments: In fact, there is not an inadequate supply for the price range the applicant is
planning to build.
< There presently exist large subdivisions at Granife Falls (104 homesites) and a newly
county approved subdivision at the corner of South Camp and Monument Road. These
provide a significant and possibly an oversupply in this particular price range. There are
some 1200 ‘Vacant Platted Parcels’ (fotaling 846 acres) in the Grand Junction jurisdiction in
the Mesa County Vacant Land Inventory. Also, there are presently 118 MLS listings in the
Redlands area (93 are over $400k).



*

< Additionally, as the applicant states he has another 343 acres in this parcel, and we know
he has another adjacent 238 acre parcel. Their development work on these lands is
presently underway with City staff.

% Thus, with such an abundance of land to accommodate growth, why should we destroy the

wise set-aside of this CONSERVATION zone and possibly its future ability to provide a

buffer for the planned 600+ acre development?

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

®  The Grand Junction Circulation Plan can be realized;

*  On and off-site drainage improvements will benefit the surrounding subdivisions.

OUR comment: The Canyon Rim and South Camp community will not realize significant benefits

from this development; in fact, there are likely to more negative impacts.

% The Circulation Plan proposal for this area would not benefit the residents of Canyon Rim
Drive and our subdivision. As is, this is a low use residential street, with on street parking,
low speeds, children walking and playing, etc. This proposal would actually damage home
values and could easily lead to many residents wanting to sell and vacate their properties. It
may already be happening. Is this what you call a benefit?

% As far as we can tell, no on- or off-site drainage improvements are in the plan for the 360
Project. In fact, they claim no additional runoff and no need for detention, which is a bit
unbelievable. Our HOA believes the development of this project may have damaging effects
on our existing drainage system and possibly serious impacts on the foundations of some of
our homes (particularly on Teegan Court).

% In fact, we can identify many negative impacts which include building in a geologic hazard
zone and insisting on clustering of lots, which will be a detriment to our community.



October 5, 2019

Principal Planner Kristen Ashbeck

Planning Director Tamara Allen

City of Grand Junction Planning Commission
250 North 5" Street

Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Kristen:

The following are our comments on the Canyon Rim 360 application to amend the Grand
Junction Comprehensive Plan 2009 and Rezone request of the 22 Acre parcel at existing end of
Canyon Rim Drive. We are adjoining landowners at 347 Daketa Circle and the parcel in question
is adjacent to our property.

According to the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 2009 this parcel of [and is designated
Conservation Mineral Extraction (CON) (1DU/5 ACRE). The following are the criteria for
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezoning Requests, and the application by the owners of
this parcel do not meet these Criteria. We expect the Grand Junction Planning Commission to
maintain the Comprehensive Plan designation of this parcel at the current Conservation with 1
Dwelling Unit per 5 Acres.

Following is the section of the City of GJ Development Code regarding Amendment of the
Comprehensive Plan and my comments regarding each:

21.02.130 Comprehensive Plan amendment {CPA).
{c) Criteria for Plan Amendments.
{1) The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plans, corridor plans
and area plans if the proposed change is consistent with the vision {intent}, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and:
{}. Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings, and/or
{i) The character and/or conditions of the area has changed such that the
amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or
(i} Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of
land use proposed; and/or
(iv) Aninadequate supply of suitably designated land is avallable in the community,
as defined by the presiding body, fo accommodate the proposed land use; and/or
(v} The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits
from the proposed amendment.

(i) There have not been any events that have invalidated the original premises and findings
which determined this parcel to have conservation significance.

{ii) The existing neighborhoods adjacent to this parcel were established prior to the 2009
Comprehensive Planning Process so there are no changes to the character and/for conditions of
the area which require a change of the current Conservation designation.

{iii) Due to the existing difficult and challenging drainage and soil conditions in this parcel the
adjoining land owners have already had significant impacts on their properties. For this reason
the current public and community resources are not adequate, and significant study and
mitigation would have {o be incurred to develop this area in densities greater than the planned 1
Dwelling Unit per 5 Acres. In addition, due to existing homes located on substantially similar soils
as the new development, future excavation and piling required to build sustainable building
foundations in the requested higher density will have a large likelihood of causing damage to
existing properties and improvements made by adjoining landowners.




(iv} There is no shortage of lots currently available in the size and density this application is
requesting in the area, including 104 lots approved at Granite Falls in sight of this parcel. There is
an inadequate supply of 1 Dwelling Unit per 5 Acres in the community, which is the current
designated density.

(v} There are no foreseeable bencfits from a change in density for the community or area if the
Conservation designation changes.

Following is the section of the City of GJ Development Code regarding Rezone request and my
comments regarding each:

21.02.140 Code amendment and rezoning.
(a) Approval Criteria. In order to maintain internal consistency between this code and the
zoning maps, map amendments must only occur if:
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or
(2} The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is
consistent with the Plan; and/or
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of tand use
proposed; and/or
(4) Aninadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as
defined by the presiding body, to accommaodate the proposed land use; and/for
(5) The community or ares, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits from
the proposed amendment.

{1) There have not been any events that have invalidated the original premises and findings
which determined this parcel to have conservation significance,

{2) The existing neighborhoods adjacent to this parcel were established prior to the 2009
Comprehensive Planning Process so there are no changes fo the character and/or conditions of
the area which require a change of the current Conservation designation.

{3) Due to the existing difficult and challenging drainage and soil conditions in this parcel the
adjoining land owners have already had significant impacts on their properties. For this reason
the current public and community resources are not adequate, and significant study and
mitigation would have to be incurred to develop this area in densities greater than the planned 1
Dwelling Unit per 5 Acres. In addition, due to existing homes located on substantially similar soiis
as the new development, future excavation and piling required to build sustainable building
foundations in the requested higher density will have a large likelihood of causing damage to
existing properties and improvements made by adjoining landowners.

(4) There is no shortage of lots currently available in the size and density this application is
requesting, including 104 approved at Granite Falls in sight of this parcel There is an inadequate
supply of 1 Dwelling Linit per 5 Acres, which is the current designated density.

(5) There are no foreseeable benefits from a change in density for the community or area if the
Conservation designation changes.

in addition the application states “The Future Land Use promotes Conservation (1DU/5AC)
and Residential Medium Low (2-4 DU/AC) on this property” — this statement is factually
incorrect as the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 2009 Future Land Use Map has no sign of
a blended or overlapping densities as described by the applicant above. See Figure 1 below.

Lastly on Page 12 of the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 2009 Executive Summary -
Key Concepts - Implementing the Vision and Guiding Principles is the following:




5. Transitioning Density
The Camprehensive Plan coordinates future land uses so that compatible uses adjoin. When
significantly different densities or uses are proposed near each other, they are shown to

transition from high to low intensity by incorporating appropriate buffering.

The change requested by Canyon Rim 380 for either R-2 or R-1 with Clustering does not meet
the stated position of the Grand Junction Comprehensive Plan 2009 because there is no buffering
between the existing density of Monument Valley Filing 6 and the proposed densities above. |f
the current designated Conservation Mineral Exiraction (CON) (1DU/5 ACRE) density is
maintained the transitions density goal will be met.

Thank you very much for your review of our comments and as we stated we expect the
recommendation to the Planning Commission to be to maintain the Censervation Designation
with 1 Dwelling Unit per 5 Acres on this parcel of land.

Sincerely,

James & Kristen Lummis
347 Dakota Circle

Grand Junction, CO 81507

Attachments: Figures 1 and Figure 2

CC: Grand Junction City Council




COMPREHENSIVE PLAN — FUTURE LAND USE MAP (Page 179 MCCP 2009) —

Figure 1

Legend
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FUTURE LAND USE

Description
B Park (PK)
[ Conservation/Mineral Extraction (CON) (1 DU/5 Acres)
‘ [j_f Mt. Garfield View Protection Area

| | Federal State County

{77327 Cooperative Planning Area (CPA) (Average 5 Acres)
- Urban Residential Reserve (URR) (1 DU/2 Acres)
I Large Lot 35+ (LL)(35+ Acres)
| Rural (RUR) (5 - 10 Acres)
| Estate (EST) (1-3 Acres)

Residential Low (RL) (.5 - 2 DU/Acre)

Residential Medium Low (RML) (2 - 4 DU/Acre)

Conservation/Mineral Extraction

Public or private lands reserved for open space, wildlife habitat, sensitive or hazardous land protection,
and other environmental or conservation purposes. Mining and sand/gravel operations may be permitted

as a temporary use.

Applicable Zones CSR



GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE
VOLUME III: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN -Figure 2

A Codification of the Plan Documents that Guide Growth and Development
in the City of Grand Junction, Colorado

34.20.040 Future land use and zoning.

The Redlands area Is a joint planning area of Mesa County, the City of Grand Junction, and the City of Fruita.
Much of the planning area is located within the joint urban planning area as depicted in the Mesa Countywide Land
Use Plan and the Grand Junction Growth Plan. (The western portion of the planning area includes the
GJ/Fruita/lMesa County Cooperative Planning Area (buffer or community separator) and the City of Fruita’s
Community Planning area (three-mile radius from City limits). The area within the joint urban planning area has a
more detailed land use classification system than the more rural areas of Mesa County because of the more
intense urban pressures it experiences. The planning area has 16 future land use classifications. The City's and
County's development codes implement these classifications. The City's and County's zoning districts are used to
establish the conditions for the use and development of land in each of the future land use categories. Lands that
lie within the Redlands Planning Area and within the joint urban planning area of the City and County use the same
Future Land Use Map for reference. However, the City's interpretation of the map has a regulatory effect, while the

County’s interpretation of the map has an advisory effect.

() Areas Shown as Conservation Areas on Map. Parcels of land that are designated as
Conservation are generally properties that have limited development potential due to one or more of the
following issues: floodplain, steep slopes, wetlands or major drainage issues. Properties that have such
constraints with little buildable area are shown as conservation on the Future Land Use Map. Several
properties previously shown as Conservation were identified as being in error and should be designated

the same land use classification as other adjacent properties. These properties include:

(1) One parcel located at 2067 E 1/2 Road from Conservation to Estate (Lots = two to five

acres).

(2) Two parcels located at 120 Mesa Grande Drive and 2336 S. Broadway respectively from

Conservation to Residential Low (lots = one-half to two acres).

(3) One parcel located at 2525 D Road from Conservation to Residential Medium-Low (two to

four dwelling units per acre)



Kristen Ashbeck

From: Ray <raypl2558@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 10:18 AM
To: Kristen Ashbeck

Subject: Re: Canyon Rim 360

% - EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Kristen thank you. My concern is that as you indicated in the paper the process can’t be piece meal and 1
interpret the planning requirement GIMC 21.02.080(e) to attempt to avoid that by indicating planning of the
“entire property”. Unless there is a different interpretation of entire, the concept for all of parcel designated as
400 23 Road (at least the Canyon Rim section is part of the large parcel) would be required to be discussed or
indeed the developers can piece meal the planning as they deem appropriate.

I really do appreciate you responding rapidly and directly, but I really think the whole process eliminates the
opportunity for critical public input of the planning process if development of entire property isn’t

discussed. We collectively loose the opportunity to evaluate emergency response considerations, public safety,
transportation, and overall impacts if the developer isn’t required to provide at least a concept of the entire
property. Thanks again for your service and time.

Ray
Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 15, 2019, at 9:30 AM, Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org> wrote:

Hi Ray,

Yes, | have your comments and thank you for submitting those. The written comments have been
forwarded to the applicant’s design team and they will be part of the record provided to the Planning
Commission and City Council at the time the proposal is scheduled for hearings. The meeting you
attended was not intended to include the “entire property” — it was for the specific purpose of the two
smaller projects that are currently in the planning review process. As the developer moves forward on
the “entire property”, neighbors will be notified and new public meetings will be required. As faras |
know, the design team is not far enough along in that process for the “entire property” to be able to
have concepts, hold the public meetings and make a submittal to the City for consideration.

Please let me know if you have further questions,

Kristen Ashbeck AICP
Principal Planner

City of Grand Junction
250 North 5 Street
Grand Junction CO 81501



970-244-1491
kristena@gicity.org

From: Ray [mailto:raypl2558 @gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 8:08 PM

To: Michael Baker <mbaker0404@gmail.com>

Cc: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>; Kristen Lummis <jklummisl@me.com>; Canyon Rim HOA
<yourcanyonrimhoa@gmail.com>; canyomrimhoa@aol.com

Subject: Re: Canyon Rim 360

** . EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT
provide sensitive information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Kristen this is Ray Plieness. You have my comments. Does the planning department address
comments as a matter of practice before they send them to the Commissioners or not? If so are
those responses public ally available? I am particularly interested in how your team address the
“entire property”. Thank you. Ray Plieness

Sent from my iPhone

On Sep 11, 2019, at 2:49 PM, Michael Baker <mbaker0404@gmail.com> wrote:

Kristen A. -- T think you need to let us know whether our comments are lost

or not. I assume the planning commissioners normally wish to review some or all
of the neighbors' comments. When we wrote them and contributed our "unpaid"
time, we expected the decision makers would consider our comments. Do we
need to re-submit them?

I would suggest you need to make a list of all the comments you have in your
possession (names, addresses and dates) and send it to us so can be sure our views

are at least in the commissioners' packet (whether someone actually considers
them or not).

This really doesn't look good for your process.
mike baker

On Mon, Sep 9, 2019 at 11:04 AM Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>
wrote:

| 1think the ones they included were those that went directly to the consultant. All of

the others were forwarded to the developer’s representative or we still have

them. However, my computer crashed and was rebuilt this summer and | may have
lost some of them. | can ask the developer’s representative if they still have the old
ones.



From: Michael Baker [mailto:mbaker0404@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 10:24 AM

To: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>

Cc: Kristen Lummis <jklummisl@me.com>

Subject: Re: Canyon Rim 360

** - EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known
senders. DO NOT provide sensitive information. Check email for threats per risk
training, - **

My neighbor, Kristen Lummis, and I both noted that the attachment you sent me
entitled "Letters from Neighbors" did not include the letters that we sent during
the neighborhood meeting phase. Have they been lost or are they captured
somewhere else?

Please reply to all.

mike baker

On Thu, Sep 5, 2019 at 9:36 AM Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org> wrote:

Hi Mike,
See attached information and let me know if you have further questions.

My mailing address is below — please put any correspondence to my attention.

Kristen Ashbeck AICP

Principal Planner

City of Grand Junction

250 North 5™ Street



Grand Junction CO 81501

970-244-1491

kristena(@gjcity.org




April 18, 2019

Ted Ciavonne — Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, Inc
Kristena — City of Grand Junction Planning Department

Re: Subdivision Development
400 23 Road
Grand Junction, CO

Dear Ted and Kristena,

My name is Don Kendall. | reside at 360 Teegan Ct. | was surprised and a little shocked to
receive your letter in the mail. We bought this lot and had our dream home built here in 2008. We
were aware that the property behind us was privately owned but also knew it was inconceivable for
the land behind us could be developed. It's uneven landscape, dramatic elevation grade and several
natural water drainages, would make it very difficult to level and build homes. Also, the presence of
expansive soils, which we in Canyon Rim and in neighboring subdivisions all know too much about.
Numerous foundations have had to be repaired in this area | can make sense about the land to the
south of us at the end of Canyon Rim Drive and then to the east and south being developed, even
though | still don’t like it. In addition, by allowing this land to be open to public use for 25 plus years
even though it’s privately owned has set a precedence. Hundreds of mountain bikers and hikers use
the trail behind us. After hard rains the 3 waters drainages above us turn into creeks. 1'm not against
the development of open property. We wouldn’t be living in our home now if Canyon Rim wasn’t local
developers John Thomas and Dave Bagg. But this new development doesn’t’ fit here. The
Renaissance, Trails West and Canyon Rim all were developed along South Camp Road and were
developed up to the current foothills and fit the natural {andscape and topography. Houses and
streets behind Teegan Court don’t. My fear is that | will see a street, houses and retaining walls that
tower above us removing views, peace and quiet, and decreasing property values for the existing
homes along Teegan Court. If this project moves forward, | am prepared to gather a great number of
sighatures on a petition from neighbors in Canyon Rim Subdivision, Monument Valley and those who
recreate in this area. } will again list the reasons I’'m against this development:

*Dramatic and aggressive uphill elevation

*Natural water drainages will have to be altered.

* Expansive soils conditions not conducive to home foundations

* Doesn’t fit the natural topography

*Established biking and hiking trails are present
In closing, | feel that we are going to have to heavily rely on The City of Grand Junction Planning
Department, starting with you Kristena, to have a professional and mindful discernment about the
construction of this subdivision. The owner of this property doesn’t live here, know about us or really
care about us. Their goal in the end is financial gain and then will just move on to the next project. But
the City of Grand Junction should and hopefully will care.

Sincerely,

Don and Julie Kendall




Kristen Ashbeck

From: Linda Spinner <spinnerlinda@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 22, 2019 10:37 AM

To: Kristen Ashbeck

Cc: ted@ciavonne.com

Subject: Renaissance and Canyon Rim development

Hopefully you can address traffic impact at the corner of South Camp and South Broadway. This has not been addressed
with prior development (Granite Falls). The traffic at this intersection is increasing rapidly. With the blind curve heading
west toward that intersection, it will be a short time before there is a rear end crash as cars round that curve and
approach backed up vehicles waiting to turn. Vehicles coming from west need to slow down so turning is possible. Time
for a round a bout at that intersection?

Linda Spinner
970-596-4522

spinnerlinda@gmail.com
Renaissance subdivision




MARCUS P. STRAUB
KELLIE R, CALDWELL STRAUB

444 Athens Way * Grand Junction, CO * 81507
M: 970.208.3150, marcusstraub@bresnan.net | K: 970.261.8455, kelliestraub@chartet.net

To:

Kristen Ashbeck  Seniot Planner, City of Gtand Junction | KristenA@gjcity.otg

Tatnra Allen Community Developtent Director, City of Grand Junction | TamraA@gjcity.otg
Ted Ciavonne PLA, Ciavonne, Robetts & Associates, Inc | Ted(@ciavonne.com

City Council of Grand Junction

Councilmember Phyllis Norris, District A | PhyllisN@gjcity.org
Councilmember Phillip Pe’a, District B | PhillipP@gjcity.org
Councilmember Anna Stout, District C | AnnaS@gjcity.otg
Councilmember Duke Wortmann, District D | DukeW@gjcity.org
Councilmember Duncan McArthur, District B | DuncanM(@gjcity.ozg
Councilmember Rick Taggatt, District at Large | RickT@gjcity.org
Councilmember Chuck McDaniel, Disttict at Large | ChuckMc@gjcity.org
General Mail | BelindaW@gjcity.otg

Greetings,

This letter is intended to provide direct feedback on proposed Developments A and B located at 400 23 Road and
the Neighborhood Meeting that took place on Monday, April 22, 2019. As adjacent neighbors to the Major
Subdivision located at the end of Renaissance Boulevatd, long-term contributing citizens to our community, and a
native tesident of the Grand Valley, we have many important and pressing concerns about these imminent
developments and future plans for the parcel as a whole.

First and foremost, it is important to point out that we do not dispute the rights of any ptivate property owner to
develop theit land in accordance with all city, county, and state laws. We are also deeply grateful to the current land
ownet for allowing members of our community to, over the yeats, use and enjoy the countless walking, hiking, and
biking trails that currently exist on this property.

At the same time, we do dispute the notion that any land owner and their chosen developer(s) have rights that
supetsede those of adjacent and existing property owners.

In an effott to ensure fair short and long-term consideration to all individuals affected by any pending and future
developments proposed for 400 23 Road, we respectfully submit the following input and concerns based in part on
the responsibilities of the City of Grand Junction Planning Director and Planning Department, and as outlined in
the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced below:

21.02.070 Administrative development permits.
{(q) Subdivision.
(9) Safeguard the interests of the public, the homeowner, and the subdivider;
(13) Prevent and control erosion, sedimentation, and other pollution of sutface and subsurface water;
(14) Prevent flood damage to persons and properties;
(15) Resttict building in areas pootly suited for building or construction;
(16) Prevent loss and injury from landslides, mudflows, and other geologic hazards;




(17) Ensure adequate public facilities and services are available or will be available concurrent with the
projected impacts of the subdivision; and

(18) Ensute the ptoposal will not impose hardship or substantial inconvenience to nearby landowners or
residents.

(t) Preliminary Subdivision Plan.

(2) Approval Criteria. A preliminaty subdivision plan shall not be approved unless the applicant proves

compliance with the purpose portion of this section and with all of the following criteria:
(i) The pteliminaty subdivision plan will be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, Grand
Junction Circulation Plan, and other adopted plans;
(iv) Other standards and requirements of this code and other City policies and regulations;
(v) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the subdivision;
(vi) The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or social
environment;
(vil) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent propetties;
(xi) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance or improvement of land
and/ ot facilides.

21.03.010 Purpose.
The City is zoned into ateas referred to as zones or districts. The purpose of establishing zones is to:
() Protect and maintain the integrity and character of established neighborhoods;

1tem #1: Soil Quality, Soil Stability, and Drainage

This area of the valley has alteady expetienced significant and ongoing issues related to soil quality, soil stability, and
drainage. Many of the existing homeowners in surrounding neighborhoods (including, but not limited to, The
Renaissance and Canyon Rim Subdivisions) have been required to invest tens and hundreds of thousands of private

dollats post-construction to mitigate ctitical ertors and/or oversights made by previous engineers, developers, and
builders.

Bentonite soil, unstable slopes, natural erosion, and ground water levels are ditectly responsible for significant and
ongoing foundation and structural issues. These same conditions exist for the lands that will house both proposed
subdivisions (Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Development B at the end of Canyon Rim
Drive). In additon, drainage factors from natural sources, canal seepage, irrigation runoff, and erosion from
surrounding hills continue to pose serious foundation and structural issues fot existing homeowners. These factors
will only increase once the proposed development projects begin and 37 new homes are constructed on 29 acres of
already-unstable grounds.

Colorado Law, in an effort to avoid adverse impact to downstream ot downhill properties, currently requires land
owners to adequately control runoff from their propertics. Due to the existing landscape of privately-held land
directly adjacent to proposed Developments A and B, and the structure of the entire 400 23 Road patcel, a number
of valid concerns exist for current property owners. The addition of new homes and roads will only increase the
potential for natural and irrigation runoff. 'The breadth of these impacts must be thoroughly researched, understood,
and addressed prior to approval and construction.

Per the stated development codes above, it is the responsibility of the Planning Ditector, the City of Grand Junction
Planning Departiment, and involved personnel to ensure that land ownets, developers, and all associated parties




undertake development projects that are structurally sound, of high quality, enhance the existing and surrounding
communities, address associated growth (i.e. maintenance of roads and infrastructure, police, fire, schools, etc), and
minimize negative or financial impacts to existing land and homeowners.

Simply stated, ANY development that has the potential of causing structural damage, geological harm, or
financial strain to existing homes, homeowners, or surrounding necighborhoods should be paused ot
stopped until reasonable studies and adequate solutions can be created.

Given these immediate and pressing concerns, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction and Planning
Depattment act in good faith, place the development of these projects on hold, and:

1. Commit to a comprehensive soil and drainage analysis of the proposed development areas to determine:
» How the proposed developments will directly impact the propetties of existing homeowners, and
» Who will bear responsibility for future mitigation issues that atise for existing homeownets whose
properties will undoubtedly be affected during the construction process and/or after development
of both majot subdivisions is complete.

2. Provide detailed information to the public about all future housing developments planned for the entire 400
23 Road patcel and be transparent with any potential soil, stability, drainage, and/or runoff issues that may
exist for lower elevation subdivisions during the development process. Understanding future impact is both
reasonable and fair to avoid potential harm and financial impact to existing homeowners.

3. Provide detailed information to the public about plans for two future “Unclassified Roads” that will connect
Minor Collectots Renaissance Boulevard (Development A) and Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) to
Major Collector 23 Road on the eastern edge of the 400 23 Road parcel. Any potential issues directly related
to the construction of these roads must be thoroughly understood and revealed prior to development.

» lIn fact, on prior circulation plans and planning discussions, the City required this issue be addressed
before any development would be allowed. We would like a thorough explanation of why that policy
was changed for this development and the legal standing to support it

» It has also been noted that the Circulation Plan for the 400 23 Road Parcel and the Renaissance
Concept Plan do not align. While the Circulation Plan calls for an Unclassified Road that will
connect to Minor Collector Renaissance Boulevard (Development A), the Concept Plan does not.

4. Provide a comprehensive and public explanation as to why the “lower” sections of the 400 23 Road parcel
(Development A and Development B) are being expedited through the development process when the
“uppet” sections nearer Major Collector 23 Road have fewer soil quality, stability issues, and drainage
concetns to addtess, and greater potential property and value to the existing land ownet and developer.

5. Provide all adjacent homeowners and HOAs (not just those within 500 feet of the proposed development

propetty lines) with historical documentation about all previous zoning changes to both Development A
and Development B.

» 'The original PUD for the atea located at the end of Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) called for
just four homesites? When was this changed? What was the otiginal PUD for the area located at the
end of Renaissance Boulevard (Development A)? Why have countless homeownets in both areas
been repeatedly told by local real estate agents during the sales process that “there won’t be any
development behind you?” These questions deserve to be investigated and undesstood.




Item #2: Subdivision Covenants and Aesthetics

It was cleatly stated by Ted Ciavonne during the one required “neighborhood meeting” that the new homes planned
for development would be of “better” quality and/or construction than the existing adjacent homes. This was a deeply
offensive statement to those in attendance. Existing homeowners take great pride in their homes and bave had to
make significant structural and aesthetic improvements, including landscape design, standard maintenance, internal
construction, and repaits to mitigate structural damage resulting from existing soil and foundation issues. We ate
proud of our homes and surrounding neighbors, for the most part, take great pride in the homes they have built
and/or bought throughout the years.

In regard to Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard, the ground elevation of the proposed
neighborhood is between 6 and 15 feet higher (running north to south) than the adjacent homes on the east side of
Athens Way. For homeowners who back up to the proposed development, this raises several ctifical and very setious
concetns — from all points raised previously regarding soil quality, stability, drainage, and runoff issues, and the impact
all will have on existing landscapes and foundations — in addition to privacy, noise, and aesthetics.

In regard to Development B at the end of Canyon Rim Drive, existing ephemeral streams that captute runoff from
surrounding hills and the extensive presence of bentonite soils pose serious structural and foundational issues.
Adjacent neighbots, like those who live in Monument Valley, have much larger lots than those proposed in the new
neighborhood and have a strong desire to maintain the quality of their existing landscape.

In an effort to ensute that any new developments adhete to the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced
above, we respectfully request that:

1. A complete engineering and geological evaluation of Development A and Development B, plus all adjacent
properties, be undertaken to fully understand any potential current and future potential effects to soil quality
and stability due to increased disturbance from construction and added drainage from patural sources
and/or irrigation.

2. Al HOA covenants for the new proposed subdivisions be written and released prior to development being
apptroved and started.

3. Covenants require single story homes to help preserve views, protect privacy, and maintain aesthetics
consistent with sutrounding neighborhoods.

4, Covenants require xetiscaping to help minimize the risks and negative effects associated with increased soil
instability and poor drainage from increased irrigation and runoff.

5. New lot lines be strategically staggered against existing lot lines.
6. Adequate buffer zones be added to proposed development plans for both neighborhoods.

7. Input from Redlands Water and Power Company about the proposed projects and plans for the existing
water canal running along the western edge of proposed Development A be made public.

8. The existing covenants for the northern-most homes on Athens Way in The Renaissance be reviewed and
extended to any new proposed subdivision. These properties have a 30-foot “no build” zone at the eastern
edge of their propetty lines and adjacent to the Redlands Water and Power Company canal road.




Item #3: Creating and Protecting Open Spaces

It is the responsibility of any community to thoughtfully and strategically create, maintain, and protect adequate open
space for its contributing citizens. This is especially important for the Grand Valley as our population continues to
gtow and development needs continue to expand. In order to presetve the native look, feel, and culture of this historic
atea —including natute, animals, and items of historical relevance — private citizens and public officials must be willing
to work together toward collaborative and mutually agreeable solutions.

The “Future Land Use Map,” “Circulation Plan,” and “Fxisting Zoning Map™ for the 400 23 Road parcel displayed
by Ciavonne, Robetts & Associates, Inc at the April 22° Neighborthood Meeting cleatly demonstrate that all land
included in the patcel is tatgeted for immediate and near-term development, all but eliminating any possibility of
future outdoor and recreational use.

As it currently exists, and at the generosity of the existing land owner, this tract of land has grown as a popular
recreational area within the City of Grand Junction, Countless individuals respectfully enjoy this landscape as a place
to exetcise, engage in physical activity, take in views, share time together, commune with nature, and improve theit
lives. The ability and freedom to do so has been a core tenant of our community, marketed extensively, and is now
ofie reason our area continues to grow in popularity. Complete development of this parcel will eliminate one of the
last remaining centrally-located open spaces in our valley and will also result in the destruction of countless animals,
trees, and the mysterious hand-carved gnomes that line the western ridge adjacent to existing BLM land.

With the goal of protecting and preserving a fair volume of open space available for use by those who live hete now
and the many generations that will come, we respectfully request the City take a “time out” to adequately:

1. Study the possibility of purchasing and/or placing the land in a conservation trust.

2. Study the possibility of working in collaboration with the BLM and other organizations (i.e the Trust for
Public Land and the Colorado West Land Trust, among others) to presesve the land as open space.

3. Consider the creation of a conversation easement that would include and connect the lands currently slated
for development (A and B) with the western ridge of land adjacent to BEM land. This action would preserve
all lower lands, eliminate expensive and extensive soil, drainage, and runoff mitigation complications
associated with the Renaissance and Canyon Rim extensions, save existing natute preserves — including the
beautiful Cottonwood trees lining the canal at the end of Renaissance Boulevard — and maintain some of
the oldest juniper trees and hand-carved gnomes placed by one our valley’s most beloved citizens and artists,
The preservation of 2 wide “greenbelt” of land, with easy trail access, would also result in lower development
costs and higher home values for future development of 400 23 Road.

In closing, we offer the following summary comments:

»  The right of the existing landowner to develop his propetty is not under dispute.

* 'The rights of existing and adjacent property and homeowners carry equal weight and must be thoroughly
considered before any development plans ate finalized and consttuction projects commence.

+  Development that is inapproptiate for the cuttent geographic conditions and/or ditectly violates the existing
City of Grand Junction development codes will cause irreparable harm and financial hardship to existing
homeowners.




‘Thorough studies must be taken to fully understand the potential impact of cutrent and future proposed
development in this atea, especially as it relates to soil quality, soil stability, drainage, and runoff, and the affect
on existing and future homeowners.

The full and/ox partial development of this patcel into family-centered neighborhoods will require extensive
contributions from the City of Grand Junction, both short and long-term, to provide adequate personnel to
address population growth. What plans exist for the addition of staff to maintain roads and infrastructure?
How many additional police and fire department employees will need to be hired? How will this development
impact all existing (and already overcrowded) schools? What plans are in place, if any, to build new schools to
offset this growthr Where will new schools and fire stations be located? These ate important and thoughtful
considerations that need to be understood and explained prior to approval and construction.

The reconsideration of full and/or partial conversation areas, easements, and greenbelt areas adjacent to
existing BLM land to maintain open space and ensure the community’s continued ability to use, enjoy, and
recreate on lands within the City of Grand Junction is fair and reasonable.

The rights and reasonable expectations of all involved parties — including the existing landowner, his chosen
developer(s), nearby and adjacent homeowners, and the community at latge — have a legitimate place in the
discussion about what ultimately happens to this parcel of land, both short and long-term.

Tt is the core responsibility of the City of Grand Junction and all associated representatives to ensure that all
developments within the city limits are handled appropriately, respectfully, and in a way that demonstrate care
for its community and honor for its existing codes. The number of existing developments taking place within
out city’s limits, and the number of planning department personnel cartying out review and approval of these
developments, along with the speed at which Developments A and B of the 400 23 Road parcel are being
pushed through, raises significant concern.

Personal Comments;

As adjacent homeowners to proposed Development A, we have a number of significant concerns regarding the plan
for housing directly behind our homes. Homes on the east side of Athens Way, running north and south of
Renaissance Boulevard are topographically much lower in elevation (from 5 to 15 feet or more) from the land
proposed for development. It is important for the City of Grand Junction to review, adequately address, and build
solutions into their plans for these potential concerns — and communicate thetn to homeowners — priot to
developments being approved.

*

Have planning departments representatives from the City been on-site to adequately review and understand
the impact to adjacent homeowners from building so close in proximity?

How will the City manage the potential negative effects to existing homeowners from excessive drainage due
to construction, irrigation, natural seepage, runoff, and more?

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Marcus P Straikh Kello B, Calibioell Stiah

Marcus P. Straub Kellie R. Caldwell Straub
p: 970.261.8455 | e: marcusstraub(@bresnan.net p: 970.261.8455 | e: kelliestraub@charter.net




From: Karen Combs 7kcombs@gmail.com

Subject:

400 23 Road Proposed Developments

Date: May 20, 2019 at 8:26 AM

To:
Cc:

Bec:

KristenA@gjcity.org, TamraA@gjcity.org, Ted@ciavonne.com, PhyllisN@gjcity.org

PhillipP@gicity.or, AnnaS@gjcity.org, DukeW@gjcity.org, DuncanM@gjcity.org, RickT @gjcity.org, ChuckMc@gjcity.org,
BelindaW @gjcity.org, Rob Bleiberg rob@cowestlandtrust.org, SouthCampNeighbors@gmail.com, yourcanyonrimhoa@gmail.com
Libby Collins libby@cowestlandtrust.org, Karen Combs 7kcombs@gmail.com, Lynn Wegener lynnwegener@gmail.com

Dear Kristen Ashbeck, Tamra Allen, Ted Ciavonne, and Honorable Grand Junction
City Councilwoman Phyllis Norris

We are writing in strong_support of the recent Open Letter to you regarding 400 23 Road proposed developments
submitted by Kelli Straub. We'd like to relate our personal comments. At the end of last year, we moved from East
Orchard Mesa/Palisade to what we have nicknamed our “last home” on Caprock Drive. We loved our rural life among the
orchards and vineyards, enjoyed biking the Fruit Loop plus the activities of Palisade. However, we consciously choose to
stay in our treasured valley and to move close to the Monument for the following reasons:

e As we are seniors, having safe walking and bicycle paths adjacent to neighborhood roads is now more important
to us. We look forward to the new bike path extension to Lunch Loop and hope that the path will eventually
extend to South Camp Road.

o "Easter Hill" aka “Water Tank” offers readily accessible walking paths with unparalleled spectacular 360 views of
our valley. Thank you Robert Macgregor for allowing this area to be enjoyed and valued by so many residents,
young and old. These trails were a key factor in deciding our home location.

e Our home location is closer to Main St and the richness of activities that downtown offers, especially the Avalon.

¢ We were ready to have neighbors next door to us - versus down a 1/4 mile driveway and beyond.

e Finally, we love the dark sky at night.

Our immediate concerns with Renaissance Boulevard Extension (Development A):

Due diligence. It concerns us that the Renaissance development seems to be happening most rapidly with minimal
involvement of the adjacent homeowners who have the most at stake with problematic soils, drainage concerns and other
issues which jeopardize their homes and neighborhood - with potentially significant financial repercussions. We feel the
city planners need to be transparent and open to working with existing residents, not just developers. We dispute the
notion that any land owner and their chosen developer(s) have rights that supersede those of adjacent and existing
property owners.

Given development codes (21.02.070 sections g and r), it is the responsibility of the Planning Director, the City of Grand
Junction Planning Department, and involved personnel to ensure that land owners, developers, and all associated parties
undertake development projects that are structurally sound, of high quality, enhance the existing and surrounding
communities, address associated growth and minimize negative or financial impacts to existing land and homeowners.

Simply, ANY development that has the potential of causing structural damage, geological harm, or financial strain
to existing homes, homeowners, or surrounding neighborhoods should be paused or stopped until reasonable
studies and adequate solutions can be created.

Given these immediate and pressing concerns, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction and Planning
Department act in good faith, place the development of these projects on hold, and commit to a comprehensive soil and
drainage analysis of the proposed development areas to determine:

> How the proposed developments will directly impact the properties of existing homeowners, and

> Who will bear responsibility for future mitigation issues that arise for existing homeowners whose properties will
undoubtedly be affected during the construction process and/or after development of both major subdivisions is complete.

Our immediate concerns with Canyon Rim Drive Extension (Development B):

From our Soils Report 5/6/2008, produced by Grand Junction Lincoln DeVore, Inc:

“While it is believed that under the existing conditions at the time 'of this exploration, the construction process would not be
affected by any free-flow waters, it is very possible that several years after development is initiated, a troublesome
perched water condition may develop that will provide construction difficulties. In addition, this potential perched water
could create some problems for existing or future foundations on the tract. Therefore, it is recommended that the future
presence of a perched water table be considered in all design and construction of both the proposed residential structures
and any subdivision improvements,” We underlined for emphasis. Perched water is "groundwater occurring in a




saturated zone separated trom the main body of groundwater by unsaturated rock™ according to Merriam-vwebster.

Our soils report additionally referenced Senate Bill 13 (CRS 6-6.5-101) that the developer provide the owner a copy of
Special Publication 43, “A Guide to Swelling Soils for Colorado Homebuyers and Homeowners”.

We live close to the “low end” of Caprock Dr. with an easement behind our home for drainage from higher areas, i.e.,
Teegan Court area and the Water Tank hillside to the east. But will that easement of green space be enough to drain the
proposed “upstream” development too? With more homes, more land will be disturbed with fewer paths of runoff and soil
to accommodate drainage. The issues of Development B are very similar to those above for Renaissance Development
A. Let us all pause to take stock, research, and work together.

Our immediate concerns with the larger 400 23 Road Parcel:

1) Protecting Open Spaces per the City Development Standards (code 21.06.020 Public and private parks and open
spaces, section b. and Trails, section c.)

We would like to see the development plans to retain a minimum of 10% of gross acreage as “open” - or understand the
plan for equivalency on these proposed projects.

2) Landscape, buffering and screening standards. (21.06.040 - b.8.)

"Preservation of Significant Landscape Features. Existing landscape features such as escarpments, large or old trees or
stands, heavy vegetative cover, ponds and bluffs shall be identified by the Director as part of the development review
process. To the extent the Director deems practicable, such features shall be preserved by the final plans and to such
extent, count toward landscape and open space area requirements. Features to be preserved shall be protected
throughout site development.”

How does the development plan include retaining some of our oldest juniper trees in the valley?
Can we preserve the aesthetics of the unique ridge line bluff to the west - unlike what has happened on Monument Road?

See 21.06.060 Subdivision standards, section h on Location and Use of Open and Undeveloped Space.

3) The 400 23 Road parcel is the last remaining undeveloped central jewel of our valley. Given its magnitude, natural
beauty, and varied opportunities for development, green space and trails, the city council, planners and developer should
take time for input and smart planning. With the work underway on the Grand Junction 2020 Comprehensive Plan, it
seems reasonable that 2020 work should address this parcel as part of the “big picture” of our valley development.
Further, we would like to see the 400 23 Road owner/developer work closely with the Western Colorado Land Trust, the
BLM, and Trust for Public Land on creative trail and open space conservations.

4) Last but not least, wildlife activity and corridors need to be taken into account. Regardless of development of 400 23
Road, wildlife in the greater Monument area will continue to move to access food, water, the river - all vital to them. We
need to proactively consider their impact as we impact them.

With sincere respect and hope for engagement,
Lywn Wegener

Karer Combs

Lynn Wegener and Karen Combs
372 Caprock Drive

Grand Junction, CO 81507
970-523-4364



Kristen Ashbeck, City of Grand Junction Planning Department
kristena@gjcity.org

Tamra Allen, Planning Director City of Grand Junction
Tamraa@gjcity.org

Ted Ciavonne, Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates
ted@ciavonne.com

April 26, 2019

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding development on two parcels at
400 23 Road.

We do not dispute the landowner’s right to develop this parcel. However, as adjacent landown-
ers, we dispute the notion that he and his chosen developer can develop their plans without
consideration of the private property rights of neighboring landowners and in a manner which
accommodates the property concerns of impacted neighbors and conforms with City of Grand
Junction Development Codes and Standards.

To this point, we offer the following suggestions.
1. Soils and drainage

There are significant, legitimate concerns regarding soils and drainage in the parcels, especially
regarding the extension of Canyon Rim Drive into 22 acres of variable, largely bentonite soils,
containing two ephemeral streams that capture runoff from surrounding hills.

The City of Grand Junction should undertake a comprehensive soils and drainage analysis to
determine how development in this area will impact existing homeowners, many of whom have
already had to undergo expensive and extensive mitigation. It would also help determine which
party bears(City of GJ, developer, homebuilder, or property owner) liability for damages that
occur to existing and future homeowners

With this information, the City could determine how many homesites are appropriate for this
land as well as require infrastructure to avoid damages to current existing neighborhoods and
to homeowners within the proposed new neighborhoods.

Additionally, we think it is important that the developer be transparent about future develop-
ment. The development of a potentially busy road, extending Canyon Rim Drive up onto the
top of the 400 23 Road parcel will have significant runoff, soils and drainage issues. It makes
sense that these issues be known before proceeding with development. If they are not known,
this will only cause harm to homeowners in the future.

The current Grand Junction Circulation Plan specifies an “Unclassified Road” to connect the
Minor Collector Canyon Rim Drive to the Major Collector 23 Road on the eastern edge of the
owner’s parcel. The city should address this road now for the reasons stated above. Also on
prior circulation plans and planning discussions for the current Parcel B the city required this
issue be addressed before any development was allowed. Why has this changed for this de-
velopment?



The landowner, developer and the City bear responsibility for ensuring that any development
be of high quality, structurally sound and safe, and that the development will not result in dam-
age to existing homeowners, thus requiring them to spend thousands of dollars on repairs.
Furthermore, under Golorado law landowners are required to control runoff from their property,
not allowing it to impact those downhill or downstream from them. The City should hold the
current landowner and developer to this standard in order to ensure no one suffers material
harm in the developers’ pursuit of profit.

Lastly from current City of GJ development code it is the Planning Director’s responsibility to:

21.02.070 Administrative development permits.

(q) Subdivision.
9) Safeguard the interests of the public, the homeowner, and the subdivider;

(13} Prevent and control erosion, sedimentation, and other pollution of surface and subsurface
water;

{14) Prevent flood damage to persons and propetties;
(15) Restrict building in areas peorly suited for building or construction;,
{16) Prevent loss and injury from landslides, mudfiows, and other geologic hazards;

{17) Ensure adequate public facilities and services are available or will be available concurrent
with the projected impacts of the subdivision; and

(18) Ensure the proposal will not impose hardship or substantial inconvenience to nearby
landowners or residents.

(r} Preliminary Subdivision Plan.

(2) Approval Criteria. A preliminary subdivision plan shall not be approved uniess the applicant
proves compliance with the purpose portion of this section and with all of the following criteria:

(i) The preliminary subdivision plan will be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan,
Grand Junction Circulation Plan, and other adopted plans;

(iv) Other standards and requirements of this code and other City policies and regulations;
(v) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the subdivision;

(viy The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or social
environment;

{vii) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent properties;




{xi) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance or improve-
ment of land and/or facilities.

We expect a rigorous adherence to these responsibilities by the planning director for this development
application.

2. Mitigation of impacts to the Monument Valley neighborhood

We believe Monument Valley, including Dakota Circle, was developed as a PUD and the lot size
(greater than 1 acre going up to 2+ acres) is equivalent to R-E zoning. Therefore, it is appropri-
ate, and included in the City's development code, that R-1 zoning provide a buffer/transition
zone before moving to R-2 zoning. This could be accomplished by creating open space or one-
acre lots on the south side of the Canyon Rim extension, and then aliowing R-2 zoning on the
north side. Please note, that larger lots would have a higher value and be more desirable than
the small lots currently shown on the plat, and could better take into account soils and geogra-
phy, as well as remain in keeping with the character of an existing neighborhood that predates
Canyon Rim.

3. Measures to improve the aesthetics and value of the new development

a) Staggered lots lines. Staggered lot lines should be required throughout both proposed de-
velopments. Houses lined up back-to-back in straight lines are largely out of character with this
area. Staggered lots lines preserve and protect views, and provide desirable privacy, for all
homeowners, existing and new.

b) Covenants requiring single story homes. This will help preserve and protect views of existing
and new homeowners as well as provide architectural consistency within the development.

City of Grand Junction Code states the following, and is applicable to both items 2 and 3
above.

21.03.010 Purpose.
The City is zoned into areas referred to as zones or districts. The purpose of establishing zones is to:

(e) Protect and maintain the integrity and character of established neighborhoods;
4. Open Space Considerations.

This parcel is a popular recreational area close in to the City of Grand Junction. A time out to
study the possibility of the City, in conjunction with the BLM, Mesa County and organizations
like the Trust for Public Land or the Colorado West Land Trust, could preserve, via an ease-
ment, the western portion of 400 23 Road, linking the two proposals slated for development
with the western ridge land and adjacent BLM land.

Preserving a wide greenbelt in this area with easy trail access would result in higher values for
future development of 400 23 Road, while avoiding the soils and drainage complications asso-
ciated with the Renaissance and Canyon Rim extensions.

if this is not possible, we request a trail connection from open space owned by Monument Val-
ley Filing 7, Dakota Circle and cul-de-sacs adjacent to, to existing BLM land.




As we said above, we do not dispute the right of the landowner to develop his property.

However we ask that the City of Grand Junction work diligently to ensure that the property
rights of existing owners in this area are not adversely impacted.

Allowing an R-2 zoning along the southside of the property adjacent to Dakota Circle has an
adverse impact upon existing property rights. It is a taking.

Likewise, allowing development that is inappropriate for the geographic conditions, resulting in
harm to existing homeowners is a violation of property rights and a taking.

Existing homeowners purchased property in these neighborhoods anticipating a certain neigh-
borhood character as well as an assumption that their property rights are given equal weight to
the rights of anyone else.

These rights and expectations have a legitimate place in this discussion and we request that
the City take into account all concerns and work with the landowner and developer to ensure
new development that is responsible, respectful and appropriate, meeting the needs of all par-
ties.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

James B Lummis Kristen Lummis

347 Dakota Circle, Grand Junction, CO 81507
970-260-2137




Subject: Neighborhood Concerns and Community Comments re: 400 23 Road Proposed Developments
A (Renaissance Boulevard) & B {Canyon Rim Drive)

To: Kristen Ashbeck Senior Planner, City of Grand Junction | KristenA@gjcity.org Tamra Allen Planning
Director, City of Grand Junction | TamraA@gjcity.org

City Council of Grand Junction Mayor Barbara Traylor Smith, District B | BarbaraS@gjcity.org Mayor Pro
Tem Bennett Boeschenstein, District C | BennettB@gjcity.org Councilmember Phyllis Norris, District A |
PhyllisN@gjcity.org Councilmember Duke Wortmann, District D | DukeW@gjcity.org Councilmember
Duncan McArthur, District E | DuncanM@gjcity.org Councilmember Chris Kennedy, District at Large |
ChrisKen@gjcity.org Councilmember Rick Taggart, District at Large | RickT@gjcity.org General Mail |
BelindaW @gjcity.org

I contend the Neighborhood meeting held on April 22, 2019 in regard to the subject development did
not comply with GJMC 21.02.080(e) for neighborhood meeting requirements for the following reasons;

1) The city staff did not explain the rules and requirements. City staff did not provide information
regarding the project's compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and any applicable adopted
plan or ordinance. Even when asked specifically about transportation development for the
entire property and the apparent piece meal approach of the entire property the staff did not
provide information on the process for the benefits of the neighbors and impacted citizens to
understand the process. The applicant did not describe any ways o mitigate impacts but
rather simply stated that we will meet the legal requirements later in the process, but clearly
didn’t facilitate a discussion or answer questions in a way to provide any context on the
approach to mitigate issues. Lastly, it indicates in the code (at a minimum) the concept plan
shall delineate access to the site; internal circulation, the range of density of the entire
property or the maximum intensity (square footage and stories for all buildings). The meeting
did not show any internal circulation except for 2 small areas within the property (entire
property of 400 23 Road) which clearly misses the intent of providing the neighbors an
opportunity to understand the entire concept for the entire property.

2} Of major concern is fransportation and emergency planning of the individual pieces of the
entire property proposed on the “internal circulation”. Per the 2018, Grand Junction
Circulation Plan, Street Plan Functional Classification Map, it indicates that for unclassified
future streets (which the entire property delineated two in the graphics shown at the meeting)
requires a Traffic Impact Analysis to designate it's classification that demonstrates vehicle
traffic demand within the area of interest (not limited to the particular development under
consideration). It is clear, that the intent of the entire property development is to use
existing roads developed to provide access to existing subdivisions in significantly different
ways in the future, with no identified analysis of the impacts, let alone mitigations planned as
required by the neighborhood meeting and planning codes.

Based on this | would request the City not approve any permits or other actions that aliow the
planning process to move forward until a compliant meeting is held. The City should require the
applicant to host another meeting or the City should host another meeting and comply with the
intent of the Neighborhood meeting and have a dialogue on the entire property to include project
impacts, mitigation plans, and the results of the Traffic Impact Analysis.

Raymond Plieness, Resident Canyon Rim Subdivision, HOA Board Member

2205 Desert Varnish Court, Grand Junction, CC 81507




Kristen Ashbeck

UM RN
From: Kristen Ashbeck
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 9:10 AM
To: ted@ciavonne.com
Subject: FW: Proposed Developments near Canyon Rim and Renaissance Sub-Divisions

From: Paul Cowan [mailto:PaulCowan886@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2019 7:16 PM

To: Phyllis Norris <phyllisn@gjcity.org>; Phillip Pe'a <phillipp@gjcity.org>; Anna Stout <annas@gjcity.org>; Duke
Wortmann <dukew@gjcity.org>; Rick Taggart <rickt@gjcity.org>; Belinda White <belindaw@gjcity.org>; Kristen Ashbeck
<kristena@gjcity.org>; TamaraA@gjcity.org; Chuck McDaniel <chuckmc@gjcity.org>

Subject: Proposed Developments near Canyon Rim and Renaissance Sub-Divisions

Dear City Officials,

I am a tesident of the Canyon Rim sub-division and have lived in the neighborhood since 2010. By now, I am sure
you have received copies of the "Open Letter to the City of Grand Junction" which summarizes neighborhood
concetns regarding the ptoposed developments in the Renaissance and Canyon Rim sub-divisions. Pve been
following this issue closely and agtee with the points made in that letter. I would like to add some of my personal
observations and concerns,

Let me premise my tematks by saying that I respect the right of the property owner to utilize and develop his
propetty. Iam also vety grateful that he has allowed me to enjoy his propetty as a hiket, a birder, and a bike rider. It
has gteatly improved the quality of living in this atea. Itis nice to have a Pinyon and Juniper forested area so close to
urban development.

I have spent a lot of time hiking and bike riding on the single track trails in the “Water Tank” Area. Ialso ride a road
bike several times a week and my route takes me through the Canyon Rim, Renatssance and Tratls West
neighborhoods. On these rides, I have noticed that after a good rainstorm, mud and gravel has washed down on to
the north end of Teagan Coutt, the notth end of Canyon Rim Court and particularly near the cut-de-sac on Mirada
Court. When I am on the foot path that runs above the outertnost homes of the Renaissance sub-division that are
on Montero Court and Mirada Coutt, it is obvious that those property owners are alteady experiencing problems
with drainage and run-off from the cliffs above their property. I can see debris moving down hill towards their back
yards. While I am not a geologist, it is obvious to me that there are run-off and soil stability issues from the slopes
above the two existing sub-divisions. I believe future development on these cliff areas will only exacerbate the
problem existing property ownets ate already experiencing. I am very concerned about the impacts these new
developments may have on existing property owners in both sub-divisions.

Tt is my understanding that the original plan for the parcel adjacent to Canyon Rim was that it was to be
a”conservation easement” and only a maximum of four or five homes could be built there. Surely the developer
knew this when he putchased this land. Why do we have zoning if it can be so easily changed at the request of one
petson, especially when such a change will have a significant impact on the surrounding homeowners who purchased
their homes and/or lots based on the zoning that existed at that time. I have no tssue with the construction of four
or five homes in this area. However, I believe that what is being proposed (23 homes) 1s not suitable for this
geologically unstable atea. If home ownets are supposed to do due diligence regarding neatby zoning before
putchasing their homes, why should developers be any different? There is a vacant lot for sale at the end of Canyon
Rim Drive. Can I putchase that lot and then ask the city to change the zoning of my lot to allow me to operate a fire
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siten testing facility as part of my new houser Obviously I am exaggerating but this example is what bothers me
about zoning changes that occur right next to established neighborhoods.

Has anyone from the City planning depattment ever been out to this proposed development area when it is wet from
rainfall? I have hiked through there many times and the bentonite soil tutns in to a wet gloppy mess with slippery
“000” plastered to my hiking boots. I don’t even think of taking my bike up there. Given the problems existing
homeownets have had due to the soil conditions, I am very skeptical that any new development in these particular
locations will fare any bettet than the numerous property owners in Canyon Rim who experienced setious problems
with their houses (as described in the "Open" letter).

I had a recent conversation with another Canyon Rim ptroperty ownet who told me that when Canyon Rim first came
on the market, he consideted putchasing a lot on Teagan Court which is the street closest to the new proposed sub-
division B. He told me that prior to his purchasing the property, he had the building site analyzed by an engineer. This
engineer told my neighbot that due to the soil conditions, it would probably cost at least §200,000 to do the amount
of excavation that would be necessary to ptrepate the site for a foundation. Needless to say, he decided to purchase
a different lot, as far away from Teagan Court as he could get.

From the meetings that I have attended, there seems to be a rush on the part of the City and the developet to get the
Canyon Rim patcel re-zoned and construction activities started as soon as possible. I believe that a more prudent
course of action is to follow through with the recommendations made in the "Open" letter. A determination needs
to be made that any new development is not going to have an adverse impact on existing and adjacent property
owners. It is my understanding that this is tequited by law. And I believe it is only right that new developments must
comply with existing City of Grand Junction planning codes.

No one is disputing the right of the propetty ownet to develop his land. However, I don’t think a development of
the scale being proposed is an appropriate or smart use of this particular area between the existing sub-divisions and
the top of the tim where the water tank and cell phone towers are. I agree with the point made in the "Open" letter
that it would be good planning to acquite this atea as a greenbelt which would buffer the development that will
eventually occur on the rest of the property (further to the east) from the Canyon Rim and Renaissance sub-divistons.
It would preclude the construction of this large number of houses on very unstable soil and minimize the impact
(run-off, drainage, etc.) such a development would cause to those of us who are already living in the Canyon Rim and
Renaissance sub-divisions. The developer could still build four or five houses in this particulat area. It would save
valuable open space that will only become scarcet as Grand Junction continues to grow. The open space would even
be a nice marketing type amenity for the future development that is planned further to the east.

Thank you for your consideration and listening to out concetns.

Sincerely,

Paul Cowan

Marlyn Peterson

371 Caprock Drive

Grand Junction, Colorado 81507
435-260-1825




Kristen Ashbeck

L L SEUL |
From: Kristen Ashbeck
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 11:00 AM
To: ted@ciavonne.com
Subject: FW: Canyon Rim Concept Plat

DeVore

From: Dennis DeVore [mailto:ddv48@mac.com]
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 1:35 PM

To: ted@ciavonne.com

Cc: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena @gjcity.org>
Subject: Canyon Rim Concept Plat

Ted & Kristena,

I would like to add a comment regarding the Canyon Rim Concept Plat that was displayed at the public meeting
on April 22, 2019 at the Redlands Methodist Church. I have attached a sketch of the concept plat, from a photo
taken the night of the meeting. I have annotated it to help explain our concern.

Blue Magenta = The lot where I live at 353 Dakota Circle, which will adjoin the proposed subdivision.

Red = A substantial natural arroyo that runs along the north side of my lot, with may be 40% on my property
and 60% along the south boundaries of proposed Lots 7 and 8;

Green = Dedicated open space/floodplain of the existing Canyon Rim subdivision; it continues north of Canyon
Rim Drive I just didn’t draw it in; this is a major waterway through Canyon Rim subdivision.

My concerns are:

1) It appears there is no provision for including the “red” area on my sketch as part of an expanded open
space/floodplain area; this would be simple and logical, because the areas are contiguous and part of the same
waterway (the waterway forks at my property, this is the easterly channel);

2) The concept plat actually “narrows” the width of the utility easement in this arca of Lot 7; I’'m not sure an
easement would provide any protection of the arroyo. But a narrower easement seems to imply that the lot has
more buildable area further south than other lots along that south subdivision boundary. '

3) This arroyo is marginally vegetated, and the slopes are extremely fragile; disturbing it would increase
sediment, and of course building in this area would constrict or alter the channel of the seasonal flash floods that

flow through this waterway every summer;

4) I am concerned that anything that disturbs or alters the north side, ie, south boundaries of Lots 7 & 8, could
possibly alter the channel enough to cause erosion on my side.

‘What would I suggest?




1) The best and easiest solution would be to add the arroyo area to the open space/flood plain that now exists in
Canyon View, ie, combine the “red” with the "green” outline on my attached sketch. You would then establish
an undisturbed, contiguous area, off limits to construction of any kind, and under the control of the HOA;

2) Another solution would be to designate a “no build” area for Lots 7 and 8, with a defined boundary; the
problem is that a builder could try to challenge or skirt such wording with a walkout basement, etc. by keeping
permanent improvements out of the area, but still excavating into the waterway;

3) And lastly, a possible solution would be special setback requirements for Lots 7 and 8 that would keep any
improvements north of the top of the arroyo, leaving the waterway undisturbed; but again, a builder would
possibly try to skirt around such wording with a walkout basement by claiming the dirtwork is just a
landscaping improvement. To me, this is not an effective solution.

Thank you for your time,

Dennis & Judi DeVore
353 Dakota Circle
GJ 81507
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To:
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T'ed Ciavonne PLA, Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, Inc | Ted{@ciavonne.com
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Councilmember Rick Taggast, District at Lazge | RickT@gjcity.otg

Councilmember Chuck McDaniel, District at Large | ChuckMc(@gjcity.org

General Mail | BelindaW(@pgjcity.org

Greetings,

'This letter is intended to provide ditect feedback on proposed Developtments A and B located at 400 23 Road and
the Neighborhood Meeting that took place on Monday, Aptil 22, 2019. As adjacent neighbors to the Major
Subdivisions located at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Canyon Rim Dtive, long-term contributing citizens
to out community, and native residents of the Grand Valley, we have many important and pressing concerns about
these imminent developments and future plans for the parcel as a whole.

First and foremost, it is impottant to point out that we do not dispute the rights of any private property owner to
develop their land in accordance with all city, county, and state laws. We are also deeply grateful to the current land
owner for allowing membets of our community to, over the yeats, use and enjoy the countless walking, hiking, and
biking trails that currently exist on this propetty.

At the same time, we do dispute the notion that any land owner and their chosen developer(s) have rights that
supetsede those of adjacent and existing propetty owners.

Tn an effort to ensure fair shott and long-term consideration to all individuals affected by any pending and future
developments proposed for 400 23 Road, we respectfully submit the following input and concerns based in part on
the responsibilities of the City of Grand Junction Planning Director and Planning Depattment, and as outlined in
the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced below:

21.02.070 Administrative development permits.
(q) Subdivision. ‘
(9) Safeguard the intetests of the public, the homeowner, and the subdivider;
(13) Prevent and control erosion, sedimentation, and other pollution of surface and subsurface water;
(14) Prevent flood damage to petsons and propetties;
(15) Restrict building in areas pootly suited for building or construction;
(16) Prevent loss and injury from landslides, mudflows, and other geologic hazards;




(17) Ensure adequate public facilities and setvices are available or will be available concurrent with the
projected impacts of the subdivision; and

(18) Ensure the proposal will not impose hardship or substantial inconvenience to nearby landowners or
residents.

(t) Preliminary Subdivision Plan.

(2) Approval Critetia. A preliminary subdivision plan shall not be approved unless the applicant ptoves

compliance with the purpose portion of this section and with all of the following criteria:
(i) 'The preliminary subdivision plan will be in conformance with the Comptehensive Plan, Grand
Junction Circulation Plan, and other adopted plans;
(iv) Other standards and requirements of this code and other City policies and regulations;
(v) Adequate public facilities and setvices will be available concurrent with the subdivision;
(vi) The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or social
environment;
(vii) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent properties;
(xi) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance ot improvement of land
and/or facilities.

21.03.010 Purpose.
The City is zoned into arcas referred to as zones or distticts. The purpose of establishing zones is to:
(€) Protect and maintain the integtity and character of established neighborhoods;

Item #1: Soil Quality, Soil Stability, and Drainage

This atea of the valley has already expetienced significant and ongoing issues related to soil quality, soil stability, and
drainage. Many of the existing homeowners in surrounding neighborhoods (including, but not limited to, The
Renaissance and Canyon Rim Subdivisions) have been required to invest tens and hundreds of thousands of private

dollars post-construction to mitigate critical errots and/or oversights made by previous engineers, developers, and
builders.

Bentonite soil, unstable slopes, natutal etosion, and ground water levels are directly responsible for significant and
ongoing foundation and structural issues. These same conditions exist for the lands that will house both proposed
subdivisions (Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Development B at the end of Canyon Rim
Drive). In addition, drainage factors from natural soutces, canal seepage, itrigation runoff, and erosion from
surrounding hills continue to pose setious foundation and structural issues for existing homeowners. These factors
will only increase once the proposed development projects begin and 37 new homes are constructed on 29 acres of
already-unstable grounds.

Colotado Law, in an effost to avoid adverse impact to downstream or downhill properties, cutrently tequites land
owners to adequately control runoff from their properties. Due to the existing landscape of privately-held land
directly adjacent to proposed Developments A and B, and the structure of the entire 400 23 Road patcel, a number
of valid concerns exist for cutrent propetty owners. The addition of new homes and roads will only increase the
potential for natural and irrigation runoff. ‘The breadth of these impacts must be thoroughly researched, understood,
and addressed ptior to approval and construction.

Per the stated development codes above, it is the responsibility of the Planning Directot, the City of Grand Junction
Planning Department, and involved personnel to ensute that land owners, developets, and all associated parties




undertake development projects that are structurally sound, of high quality, enhance the existing and surtounding
comtnunities, address associated growth (i.e. maintenance of roads and infrastructure, police, fire, schools, etc), and
minimize negative ot financial impacts to existing land and homeowners.

Simply stated, ANY development that has the potential of causing structural damage, geological harm, or
financial strain to existing homes, homeowners, or sutrounding neighbothoods should be paused or
stopped until reasonable studies and adequate solutions can be created.

Given these immediate and pressing concerns, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction and Planning
Depattment act in good faith, place the development of these projects on hold, and:

1. Cotnmit to a comprehensive soil and drainage analysis of the proposed development areas to determine:
» How the proposed developments will directly impact the properties of existing homeownets, and
» Who will bear responsibility for future mitigation issues that atise for existing homeowners whose
properties will undoubtedly be affected duting the construction process and Jor after development
of both major subdivisions is complete.

2. Provide detailed information to the public about all future housing developments planned for the entite 400
23 Road parcel and be transparent with any potential soil, stability, drainage, and/or runoff issues that may
exist for lower elevation subdivisions during the development process. Understanding futute impact is both
reasonable and fair to avoid potential harm and financial impact to existing homeowners.

3. Provide detailed information to the public about plans for two future “Unclassified Roads” that will connect
Minot Collectors Renaissance Boulevard (Development A) and Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) to
Major Collectot 23 Road on the eastern edge of the 400 23 Road parcel. Any potential issues directly related
to the construction of these roads must be thoroughly understood and revealed priot to development.

» In fact, on prior citculation plans and planning discussions, the City requited this issue be addressed
befote any development would be allowed. We would like a thorough explanation of why that policy
was changed for this development and the legal standing to support it

% It has also been noted that the Citculation Plan for the 400 23 Road Parcel and the Renaissance
Concept Plan do not align. While the Circulation Plan calls for an Unclassified Road that will
connect to Minor Collector Renaissance Boulevard (Development A}, the Concept Plan does not.

4. Provide a comptehensive and public explanation as to why the “lowes” sections of the 400 23 Road parcel
(Development A and Development B) ate being expedited through the development process when the
“upper” sections nearer Major Collector 23 Road have fewer soil quality, stability issues, and drainage
concetns to address, and greater potential property and value to the existing land ownet and developer.

5. Provide all adjacent homeowners and HOAs (not just those within 500 feet of the proposed development
propetty lines) with histotical documentation about all previous zoning changes to both Development A
and Development B.

» ‘The original PUD for the area located at the end of Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) called for
just four homesites? When was this changed? What was the otiginal PUD for the area located at the
end of Renaissance Boulevard (Deveclopment AY? Why have countless homeowners in both areas
been repeatedly told by local real estate agents during the sales process that “there won’t be any

development behind you?” These questions desetve to be investigated and understood.




Ttem #2; Suhdivision Covenants and Aesthetics

Tt was cleatly stated by Ted Ciavonne duting the one required “neighborhood meeting” that the new homes planned
for development would be of “better” quality and/or construction than the existing adjacent homes. This was a deeply
offensive statement to those in attendance. Fxisting homeowners take great pride in their homes and have had to
make significant structural and aesthetic improvements, including landscape design, standard maintenance, internal
construction, and repairs to mitigate structural damage resulting from existing soil and foundation issues. We are
proud of our homes and surrounding neighbots, for the most part, take great pride in the homes they have built
and/or bought throughout the years.

In regard to Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard, the ground clevation of the proposed
neighbothood is between 6 and 15 feet higher (running north to souath) than the adjacent homes on the east side of
Athens Way. For homeowners who back up to the proposed development, this raises several critical and vety setious
concerns — from all points raised previously regarding soil quality, stability, drainage, and runoff issues, and the impact
all will have on existing Jandscapes and foundations — in addition to privacy, noise, and aesthetics.

Tn regard to Development B at the end of Canyon Rim Drive, existing ephemeral streams that captute runoff from
surrounding hills and the extensive presence of bentonite soils pose serious structural and foundational issues.
Adjacent neighbors, like those who live in Monument Valley, have much larger lots than those proposed in the new
neighborhood and have a strong desite to maintain the quality of their existing landscape.

In an effott to ensure that any new developments adhete to the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced
above, we tespectfully request that:

1. A complete engineering and geological evaluation of Development A and Development B, plus all adjacent
properties, be undertaken to fully understand any potential current and future potential effects to soil quality
and stability due to increased disturbance from construction and added drainage from natural sources
and/or ittigation.

2. AllHOA covenants for the new proposed subdivisions be written and released priot to development being
approved and started.

3. Covenants require single story homes to help preserve views, protect privacy, and maintain aesthetics
consistent with surrounding neighborhoods.

4. Covenants tequire xetiscaping to help minimize the risks and negative effects associated with increased soil
instability and poor drainage from increased irrigation and runoff.

5. New lot lines be strategically staggered against existing lot lines.
6. Adequate buffer zones be added to proposed development plans for both neighbothoods.

7. Input from Redlands Water and Power Company about the proposed projects and plans for the existing
watet canal running along the western edge of proposed Development A be made public.

8. The existing covenants for the northern-most homes on Athens Way in The Renaissance be reviewed and
extended to any new proposed subdivision. These ptoperties have a 30-foot “no build” zone at the eastern
edge of their property lines and adjacent to the Redlands Water and Power Company canal road.




Item #3: Creating and Protecting Open Spaces

It is the responsibility of any community to thoughtfully and strategically create, maintain, and protect adequate open
space for its contributing citizens. This is especially important for the Grand Valley as our population continues to
grow and development needs continue to expand. In order to presetve the native look, feel, and culture of this historic
area — including nature, animals, and items of historical relevance — ptivate citizens and public officials must be willing
to work together toward collaborative and mutually agreeable solutions.

The “Future Land Use Map,” “Circulation Plan,” and “Existing Zoning Map” for the 400 23 Road parcel displayed
by Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, Inc at the Apsil 22" Neighborhood Meeting cleatly demonstrate that all land
included in the parcel is targeted for immediate and near-term development, all but climinating any possibility of
future outdoor and recreational use.

As it currently exists, and at the generosity of the existing land owner, this tract of land has grown as a popular
recreational area within the City of Grand Junction. Countless individuals respectfully enjoy this landscape as a place
to exetcise, engage in physical activity, take in views, shate time together, commmune with nature, and improve their
lives. The ability and freedom to do so has been a core tenant of our community, marketed extensively, and is now
one reason out area continues to grow in popularity. Complete development of this parcel will eliminate one of the
last remaining centrally-located open spaces in our valley and will also result in the destruction of countless animals,
trees, and the mysterious hand-carved gnomes that line the western ridge adjacent to existing BLM land.

With the goal of protecting and preserving a fair volume of open space available for use by those who live here now
and the many generations that will cotne, we respectfully request the City take a “time out” to adequately:

1. Study the possibility of purchasing and/or placing the land in a conservation trust.

2. Study the possibility of working in collaboration with the BLM and other organizations (i.e the Trust for
Public Tand and the Colorado West Land Trust, among others) to preserve the land as open space.

3. Consider the creation of a conversation easement that would include and connect the lands currently slated
for development (A and B) with the western ridge of land adjacent to BLM land. This action would preserve
all lower lands, eliminate expensive and extensive soil, drainage, and runoff mitigation complications
associated with the Renaissance and Canyon Rim extensions, save existing nature preserves — including the
beautiful Cottonwood trees lining the canal at the end of Renaissance Boulevard — and maintain some of
the oldest juniper trees and hand-carved gnomes placed by one our valley’s most beloved citizens and artists.
The presetvation of a wide “greenbelt” of land, with casy trail access, would also result in lower development
costs and higher home values for future development of 400 23 Road.

In closing, we offer the following summary comments:

+  'The right of the existing landowner to develop his property is not under dispute.

*  The rights of existing and adjacent property and homeowners carty equal weight and must be thoroughly
considered befote any development plans are finalized and construction projects commmence.

+  Development that is inapproprtiate for the current geographic conditions and/or directly violates the existing
City of Grand Junction development codes will cause irreparable harm and financial hardship to existing
homeownets.




Thorough studies must be taken to fully understand the potential impact of current and future proposed
development in this area, especially as it relates to soil quahty, soil stability, drainage, and runoff, and the affect
on existing and future homeowners. :

The full and/or partial development of this parcel into family-centered neighborhoods will require extensive
contributions from the City of Grand Junction, both short and long-term, to provide adequate personnel to
address population growth. What plans exist for the addition of staff to maintain roads and infrastructure?
How many additional police and fire depastment employees will need to be hired? How will this development
impact all existing (and already overcrowded) schools? What plans are in place, if any, to build new schools to
offset this growth? Where will new schools and fire stations be located? These ate impottant and thoughtful
considerations that need to be understood and explained prior to approval and construction.

The reconsideration of full and/or pattial conversation ateas, easetents, and greenbelt arcas adjacent to
existing BLM land to maintain open space and ensure the community’s continued ability to use, enjoy, and
recreate on lands within the City of Gtand Junction is fait and reasonable.

The rights and reasonable expectations of all involved patties — including the existing landowner, his chosen
developer(s), nearby and adjacent homeownets, and the community at large — have 2 legitimate place in the
discussion about what ultimately happens to this patcel of land, both short and long-term.

It is the core responsibility of the City of Grand Junction and all associated representatives to ensure that all
devclopments within the city limits are handled approptiately, respectfully, and in 2 way that demonstrate care
for its community and honor for its existing codes. The number of existing developments taking place within
out city’s limits, and the number of planning department personnel catrying out review and approval of these
developments, along with the speed at which Developments A and B of the 400 23 Road parcel are being
pushed through, raises significant concern.

Petsonal Comments:
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Attachment for Personal Comments:

We are the homeowners on the NW corner of Canyon Rim Drive and South Camp Road
directly across from Wingate Elementary Schoo! and Park. We are extremely concerned about
how the increased traffic flow from this proposed Development B would have on this
intersection. The main issues of concern would be traffic increase and flow, child and
pedestrian safety, a noisier neighborhood, and loss of house selling possibilities.

Presently with school buses and parents dropping off and picking up children at the school
around the hours of 8-9:00 am, noon, 2-4:30pm plus any evening activities has created parking
issues on Canyon Rim Dr. These times have also created of bottleneck traffic situation at our
intersection and more safety issues because of the too small school parking lot overflow. Many
pedestrians, dog walkers and bike riders use Canyon Rim Drive as an extension of the Park now
too. In our opinion this particular intersection already is too busy especially with speeding
motorists heading north on South Camp coming down the hill before Wingate’s school warning
lights. So, which city/county entity will be willing and responsible for this extra traffic flow,
road maintenance, school safety issues and increased population problems just at this corner
due to this new housing development project, not to restate all the other people’s concerns
mentioned above.
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Greetings,

"This letter is intended to provide direct feedback on proposed Developments A and B located at 400 23 Road and
the Neighbothood Meeting that took place on Monday, April 22, 2019. As adjacent neighbors to the Major
Subdivisions located at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Canyon Rim Drive, long-term contributing citizens
to out community, and native residents of the Grand Valley, we have many important and pressing concerns about
these imminent developments and future plans for the parcel as a whole.

First and foremost, it is important to point out that we do not dispute the rights of any private property owner to
develop their land in accordance with all city, county, and state laws. We are also deeply grateful to the current land
ownet for allowing members of outr community to, over the years, use and enjoy the countless walking, hiking, and
biking trails that currently exist on this property.

At the same titne, we do dispute the notion that any land owner and their chosen developet(s) have rights that
supetsede those of adjacent and existing property owners.

In an effort to ensute fair short and long-term consideration to all individuals affected by any pending and future
developments proposed for 400 23 Road, we respectfully submit the following input and concerns based in part on
the responsibilities of the City of Grand Junction Planning Director and Planning Department, and as outlined in
the City of Grand junction development codes refetrenced below:

21.02.070 Administrative development permits.
(q) Subdivision.
(9) Safeguard the interests of the public, the homeowner, and the subdivider;
(13) Prevent and control erosion, sedimentation, and other pollution of sutface and subsurface water;
(14) Prevent flood damage to persons and propetties;
(15) Restrict building in areas pootly suited for building ot construction;
(16) Prevent loss and injury from landslides, mudflows, and other geologic hazards;




(17) Ensure adequate public facilities and setvices are available or will be available concurrent with the
projected impacts of the subdivision; and

(18} Ensure the proposal will not impose hardship or substantial inconvenience to neatby landowners ot
residents.

(r) Preliminary Subdivision Plan.

(2) Approval Criteria. A preliminary subdivision plan shall not be approved unless the applicant proves

compliance with the putrpose portion of this section and with all of the following criteria:
(i) The preliminaty subdivision plan will be in conformance with the Comprchensive Plan, Grand
Junction Circulation Plan, and othet adopted plans;
(iv) Other standards and requirements of this code and other City policies and regulations;
(v) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the subdivision;
(vi} The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or social
envitonment;
(vi) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent propetties;
(x1) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance or imptovement of land
and/or facilities.

21.03.010 Purpose.
The City is zoned into ateas refetred to as zones or districts. The purpose of establishing zones is to:
(¢) Protect and maintain the integtity and chatacter of established neighborhoods;

Item #1: Soil Quality, Soil Stability, and Drainage

This area of the valley has already experienced significant and ongoing issues related to soil quality, soil stability, and
drainage. Many of the existing homeownets in surrounding neighborhoods (including, but not limited to, The
Renaissance and Canyon Rim Subdivisions) have been required to invest tens and hundteds of thousands of private

dollars post-construction to mitigate ctitical errots and/or oversights made by previous engineers, developers, and
builders.

Bentonite soil, unstable slopes, natural erosion, and ground water levels are directly responsible for significant and
ongoing foundation and structural issues. These same conditions exist for the lands that will house both proposed
subdivisions (Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Development B at the end of Canyon Rim
Drive). In addition, draihage factors from natural sources, canal seepage, irrigation runoff, and erosion from
surrounding hills continue to pose setious foundation and structural issues for existing homeowners. These factors
will only increase once the proposed development projects begin and 37 new homes are constructed on 29 acres of
already-unstable grounds.

Colotado Law, in an effort to avoid adverse impact to downstream or downhill properties, cutrently requires land
owners to adequately conttol runoff frotn their properties. Due to the existing landscape of ptivately-held land
directly adjacent to proposed Developments A and B, and the structure of the entite 400 23 Road parcel, a number
of valid concerns exist for current property owners. The addition of new homes and roads will only increase the
potential for natural and irrigation runoff. The breadth of these impacts must be thoroughly researched, understood,
and addressed priot to approval and construction.

Per the stated development codes above, it is the tesponsibility of the Planning Director, the City of Grand Junction
Planning Department, and involved personnel to ensute that land owners, developers, and all associated parties




undertake development projects that are structurally sound, of high quality, enhance the existing and surrounding
comimunities, address associated growth (i.e. maintenance of roads and infrastructure, police, fire, schools, etc), and
minimize negative or financial impacts to existing land and homeowners.

Simply stated, ANY development that has the potential of causing structural damage, geological harm, o
financial strain to existing homes, homeowners, or surrounding neighbothoods should be paused or
stopped until reasonable studies and adequate solutions can be created.

Given these immediate and pressing concerns, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction and Planning
Department act in good faith, place the development of these projects on hold, and:

1. Commit to a comprehensive soil and drainage analysis of the proposed development areas to determine:
» How the proposed developments will ditectly impact the propetties of existing homeowners, and
» Who will bear responsibility for future mitigation issues that atise for existing homeowners whose
properties will undoubtedly be affected duting the construction process and/or after development
of both major subdivisions is complete.

2. Provide detailed information to the public about all future housing developments planned fot the entire 400
23 Road parcel and be transparent with any potential soil, stability, drainage, and/or runoff issues that may
exist for lower elevation subdivisions during the development process. Understanding future impact is both
reasonable and fair to avoid potential harm and financial impact to existing homeownets.

3. Provide detailed information to the public about plans for two futute “Unclassified Roads” that will connect
Minor Collectors Renaissance Boulevard (Development A) and Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) to
Major Collector 23 Road on the eastetn edge of the 400 23 Road parcel. Any potential issues directly related
to the construction of these roads must be thoroughly undetstood and revealed prior to development.

» In fact, on priot circulation plans and planning discussions, the City required this issue be addressed
before any development would be allowed. We would like a thorough explanation of why that policy
was changed for this development and the legal standing to support it

» It has also been noted that the Circulation Plan for the 400 23 Road Patcel and the Renaissance
Concept Plan do not align. While the Circulation Plan calls for an Unclassified Road that will
comnect to Minor Collector Renaissance Boulevard (Development A), the Concept Plan does not.

4. Provide a comprehensive and public explanation as to why the “lowet” sections of the 400 23 Road parcel
(Development A and Development B) are being expedited through the development process when the
“uppet” sections nearer Major Collector 23 Road have fewer soil quality, stability issues, and drainage
concerns to address, and greater potential property and value to the existing land owner and developer.

5. Provide all adjacent homeowners and HOAs (not just those within 500 fect of the proposed development
propetty lines) with histotical documentation about all previous zoning changes to both Development A
and Development B.

» ‘The original PUD for the area located at the end of Canyon Rim Diive (Development B) called for
just four homesites? When was this changed? What was the otiginal PUD for the area located at the
end of Renaissance Boulevard (Development A)? Why have countless homeownets in both areas
been repeatedly told by local real estate agents during the sales process that “thete won’t be any
development behind you?” These questions deserve to be investigated and understood.




Item #2: Subdivision Covenants and Aesthetics

1t was cleatly stated by Ted Ciavonne during the one required “neighborhood meeting” that the new homes planned
for development would be of “better” quality and/ot construction than the existing adjacent homes. This was a deeply
offensive statement to those in attendance, Existing homeowners take great ptide in theit homes and have had to
make significant structural and aesthetic improvements, including landscape design, standard maintenance, internal
construction, and repairs to mitigate structural damage resulting from existing soil and foundation issues. We are
proud of our homes and surrounding neighbots, for the most patt, take great pride in the homes they have built
and/or bought throughout the years.

In regard to Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard, the ground elevation of the proposed
neighborhood is between 6 and 15 feet higher (running north to south} than the adjacent homes on the east side of
Athens Way. For homeowners who back up to the proposed development, this raises several critical and vety serious
concetns - from all points raised previously regarding soil quality, stability, drainage, and runoffissues, and the impact
all will have on existing landscapes and foundations — in addition to ptivacy, noise, and aesthetics.

In regard to Development B at the end of Canyon Rim Drive, existing ephemeral streams that capture runoff from
surrounding hills and the extensive presence of bentonite soils pose serious structutal and foundational issues.
Adjacent neighbors, like those who live in Monument Valley, have much larger lots than those proposed in the new
neighborhood and have a strong desite to maintain the quality of their existing landscape.

In an effort to ensure that any new developments adhere to the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced
above, we respectfully request that:

1. A complete engineering and geological evaluation of Development A and Development B, plus all adjacent
propetties, be undertaken to fully understand any potential current and future potendal effects to soil quality
and stability due to increased disturbance from construction and added drainage from natural sources
and/ot irrigation.

2. Al HOA covenants for the new proposed subdivisions be written and released ptiot to development being
approved and started.

3. Covenants require single story homes to help preserve views, protect privacy, and maintain aesthetics
consistent with surrounding neighborhoods.

4, Covenants require xetriscaping to help minitnize the risks and negative effects associated with increased soil
instability and poor drainage from increased itrigation and runoff.

5. New lot lines be strategically staggered against existing lot lines.
6. Adequate buffer zones be added to ptoposed development plans for both neighbothoods.

7. Ianput from Redlands Water and Power Company about the proposed projects and plans for the existing
water canal tunning along the western edge of proposed Development A be made public.

8. The existing covenants for the northern-most homes on Athens Way in The Renaissance be reviewed and
extended to any new proposed subdivision. These properties have a 30-foot “no build” zone at the eastern
edge of their property lines and adjacent to the Redlands Water and Power Company canal road.




Item #3: Creating and Protecting Open Spaces

1t is the responsibility of any community to thoughtfully and strategically create, taintain, and protect adequate open
space for its contributing citizens. This is especially important for the Grand Valley as our population continues to
grow and development needs continue to expand. In ordet to preserve the native look, feel, and culture of this historic
arca — including nature, animals, and items of histotical televance — private citizens and public officials must be willing
to work together toward collaborative and mutually agreeable solutions.

The “Future Land Use Map,” “Circulation Plan,” and “Bxisting Zoning Map” for the 400 23 Road parcel displayed
by Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, Inc at the April 22* Neighborhood Meeting clearly demonstrate that all land
included in the patcel is targeted for immediate and near-term development, all but eliminating any possibility of
future outdoor and recreational use.

As it currently exists, and at the generosity of the existing land owner, this tract of land has grown as a popular
recreational area within the City of Grand Junction. Countless individuals respectfully enjoy this landscape as a place
to exercise, engage in physical activity, take in views, share time together, commune with nature, and improve their
lives. The ability and freedom to do so has been a core tenant of our community, marketed extensively, and is now
one reason our area continues to grow in popularity. Complete development of this patcel will eliminate one of the
last remaining centrally-located open spaces in our valley and will also result in the destruction of countless animals,
trees, and the mysterious hand-carved gnomes that line the western ridge adjacent to existing BLM land.

With the goal of protecting and presetving a fair volutne of open space available for use by those who live here now
and the many generations that will come, we respectfully request the City take a “time out” to adequately:

1. Study the possibility of purchasing and/or placing the land in a conservation trust.

2. Study the possibility of working in collaboration with the BLM and other otganizations (i.e the Trust for
Public Land and the Colorado West Land Trust, among othets) to preserve the land as open space.

3. Considet the cteation of a conversation easement that would include and connect the lands currently slated
for development (A and B) with the western ridge of land adjacent to BLM land. This action would preserve
all lower lands, eliminate expensive and extensive soil, drainage, and runoff mitigation complications
associated with the Renaissance and Canyon Rim extensions, save existing nature preserves — including the
beautiful Cottonwood ttees lining the canal at the end of Renaissance Boulevard —~ and maintain some of
the oldest juniper trees and hand-carved gnomes placed by one our valley’s most beloved citizens and attists.
The preservation of 2 wide “greenbelt” of land, with easy trail access, would also result in lower development
costs and higher home values for future development of 400 23 Road.

In closing, we offer the following summary cominents:

*  The right of the existing landownert to develop his propetty is not under dispute.

* The rights of existing and adjacent property and homeowners carry equal weight and must be thoroughly
considered before ahy development plans are finalized and construction projects commence.

* Development that is inappropriate for the current geographic conditions and/or directly violates the existing
City of Grand Junction development codes will cause irreparable hatm and financial hardship to existing
homeowners.




Thorough studies must be taken to fully understand the potential impact of current and future proposed
development in this area, especially as it relates to soil quality, soil stability, drainage, and runoff, and the affect
on existing and future homeownets.

The full and/or partial development of this patcel into family-centered neighborhoods will require extensive
contributions from the City of Grand Junction, both shott and long-tetm, to provide adequate personnel to
address population growth. What plans exist for the addition of staff to maintain roads and infrastmcture?
How many additional police and fire department employees will need to be hited? How will this development
impact all existing (and already overcrowded) schools? What plans ate in place, if any, to build new schools to
offset this gtowth? Where will new schools and fite stations be located? These ate important and thoughtful
considerations that need to be understood and explained ptior to approval and construction.

The reconsideration of full and/or partial conversation areas, easements, and greenbelt ateas adjacent to
existing BLM land to maintain open space and ensure the community’s continued ability to use, enjoy, and
recreate on lands within the City of Grand Junction is fait and reasonable.

The rights and reasonable expectations of all involved patties — including the existing landowner, his chosen
developet(s), nearby and adjacent homeowners, and the community at large — have a legitimate place in the
discussion about what ultimately happens to this parcel of land, both shott and long-term.

It is the core responsibility of the City of Grand Junction and all associated tepresentatives to ensure that all
developments within the city limits are handled appropriately, tespectfully, and in a way that demonstrate cate
for its community and honor for its existing codes. The number of existing developments taking place within
our city’s limits, and the number of planning department personnel catrying out review and approval of these
developments, along with the speed at which Developinents A and B of the 400 23 Road parcel are being
pushed through, raises significant concern.

Personal Comments:

Vichael Reoks Seen Nl ison
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April 22, 2019

To:

RE:

From:

City of Grand Juncfion Planning Department

Ciavonne Roberts and Assoclates, Inc

proposed subdivisions connected to Canyon Rim ( and Renaissanc
Michael Whistler, resident Canyon Rim Subdivision

Patrice Whistler, President Canyon Rim HOA {patrice.whistler@gmail.com) W

We have many worries and concerns about the proposed developments beyond the Canyon Rim
subdivision {(and similar concerns for the Renaissance area). Below are listed the major areas of
concern, ‘

1.

Unstable soil: the area for proposed homes is mostly unstable soil composed largely of
bentonite and clay. This has been discovered with the core drillings in the area. Our HOA has
been aware of this due to many existing homes in Canyon Rim with cracked and shifted
foundations. '

There will need to be enormous amounts of soil removal and replacement with risks for dust,
mud and road destruction due to multiple and endiess transport in and out of the construction
areas.

The proposed building sites are in areas of elevation and dramatic surrounding slopes, where
water rushes down from the hiliside on a regular basis. This means that new homes located in
the proposed construction areas will be at risk for significant foundation issues and water
damage.

Water run off: water was found in one core drill at 25 ft. water run off and mud is already an
existing issue in Canyon Rim. Water is only absorbed 2 inches in to the soil in this area. There
are basements adjacent to the proposed construction filled with water, requiring sump pumps
and other relief. The new streets will also push run off directly in to the existing streets below.

Dust/mud run off: during construction, dust will blow down into the existing homes, clogging
the swamp coolers most of us have (and most are Australian type with very expensive filters),
With rain and construction water there will be mud rushing into yards and possibly homes, as
well as into the streets below.




Traffic; we have fairly low traffic in our neighborhood, except for the increase due to open trail
access in the proposed building Jocations. Our streets are already cracked and not hotding up to

fow traffic let alone increase from 22 homes on an extended Canyon Rim and other street
extensions.

Recreation: this area, though privately owned, has been graciously open for access to neighbors
and others from across the city for walking, hiking, mountain biking and dog walking. 1t would
be a wonderful area to be bought by conservation or other groups for maintaining muitipurpose
public use. The proposed construction would destroy many existing trails and severely limit
access to others.

Water tower: Ute water empties the water tank yearly to get a clean fill. In the past they would
just DUMP the water and the run off would send mud rushing down in to the existing Canyon
Rim homes. In recent years we have reminded them of this concern and they have allowed for a
slower and more controlled release, which never the less still presents run off complications.

Ecological effects: The geological structures of the hillside are maintained by the desert
ecosystem that currently resides there, including miles of native scrubland, local animal
habitats, and cryptobiotic soil. The effects of the proposed construction would disastrously
disrupt this precious ecosystem, and thereby compromise the fragile silt and clay structures
below, increasing the frequency of erosion and mudslides, and putting both newly constructed
homes and existing ones at risk.




472272019
To whom it may concern,

As a current homeowner in the Canyon Rim subdivision, we would like to voice our concerns as to the new
proposed development to the east. I'm the last house before the open space where the development is to be
built. We understand that this is private land and could be developed at any time, but our hope is that the
developer would take into consideration the surrounding communities. Our concerns are as follows:

o Increased traffic through our subdivision.
o The number of cars for 22 houses would equate to a minimum of 44 cars which would mean
at least 88 additional cars will travel down Canyon Rim Drive. This will:
* Increase noise
¥ |ncrease speeds which will affect children and pets in our HOA.
' Increased noise
v Increased dust which would not only affect the inside living conditions, but also the
swamp cooler pads wiil need to be changed more frequently.
= Additional wear and tear of the asphalt
o The construction traffic will bring a tremendous amount of dirt, dust, mud and disruption to
our neighborhood for months, maybe even years to come.
o If the road is eventually continued over the ridge, this then could be a major thoroughfare for
traffic and eventually drive the property values down for our houses.
o Additional Drainage through our HOA
o We already have issues with our main gulley getting sediment buildup which we are
addressing, but can’t help but see the potential of additional sediment getting washed into
the gulley therefore causing additional financial burdens for our communities.
o The potential for flash flooding with additional impervious surfaces above our development.
o The houses along the east side of Teegan Court:
o  Could experience landscaping issues with runoff from the new houses built above them which
could cause them to spend additional money in landscaping.
o Since this area has an extremely high concentration of Bentonite, the potential for foundation
issues with these houses would increase drastically now that the water table is altered.
o Llight pollution:
o Canyon Rim hasn’t any street lights and homeowners are required to turn off lights by 11 pm
and only up/down lighting in the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

nér @. Peterson

and/:;jE. erson
).

Eu




April 18, 2019

Ted Ciavonne - Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, Inc
Kristena — City of Grand Junction Planning Department

Re: Subdivision Development
400 23 Road
Grand Junction, CO

Dear Ted and Kristena,

My name is Don Kendall. 1 reside at 360 Teegan Ct. 1 was surprised and a little shocked to
receive your letter in the mail. We bought this lot and had our dream home built here in 2008, We were
aware that the property behind us was privately owned but also knew it was inconceivable for the land
behind us could be developed. It’s uneven landscape, dramatic elevation grade and several natural water
drainages, would make it very difficult to level and build homes. Also, the presence of expansive soils,
which we in Canyon Rim and in neighboring subdivisions all know too much about. Numerous
foundations have had to be repaired in this area [ can make sense about the land to the south of us at the
end of Canyon Rim Drive and then to the east and south being developed, even though I still don’t like
it. In addition, by allowing this land to be open to public use for 25 plus years even though it’s privately
owned has set a precedence. Hundreds of mountain bikers and hikers use the trail behind us. Afier hard
rains the 3 waters drainages above us turn into creeks. I"m not against the development of open
property. We wouldn’t be living in our home now if Canyon Rim wasn’t local developers John Thomas
and Dave Bagg. But this new development doesn’t’ fit here. The Renaissance, Trails West and Canyon
Rim all were developed along South Camp Road and were developed up to the current foothills and fit
the natural landscape and topography. Houses and streets behind Teegan Court don’t. My fear is that I
will see a street, houses and retaining walls that tower above us removing views, peace and quiet, and
decreasing property values for the existing homes along Teegan Court. If this project moves forward, I
am prepared to gather a great number of signatures on a petition from neighbors in Canyon Rim
Subdivision, Monument Valley and those who recreate in this area. I will again list the reasons I'm
against this development:

*Dramatic and aggressive uphill elevation

*Natural water drainages will have to be altered.

* Expansive soils conditions not conducive to home foundations
* Doesn’t fit the natural topography

*Established biking and hiking trails are present
In closing, I feel that we are going to have to heavily rely on The City of Grand Junction Planning
Department, starting with you Kristena, to have a professional and mindful discernment about the
construction of this subdivision. The owner of this property doesn’t live here, know about us or really
care about us. Their goal in the end is financial gain and then will just move on to the next project, But
the City of Grand Junction should and hopefully will care.

Sincen !
- A
Don and Julie/Kendall




April 22, 2019

Ted Ciavonne — Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, Inc
Kristena — City of Grand Junction Planning Department

Re: Subdivision Development
400 23 Road
Grand Junction, CO

Dear Ted and Kristena,

My name is Don Kendall. | reside at 360 Teegan Ct. | will address additional issues | have with
this proposed development. After reviewing the street and lot layout given to me the our HOA, | feel
that the houses along Teegan Court will suffer the most from this subdivision, as we each will have a
new house directly behind and way above us. Views, peace and quiet gone, not to mention decreased
property values. | noticed that you didn’t even have the consideration to at least stagger the lot layout
behind us. That's been the standard in our subdivision. That shows me that you are not concerned
about how we are impacted by this development. Yu are only concerned about packing as many lots in
this area as possible. We have one road in and one road out, meaning the residences along Canyon
Rim Drive will bear the impact of all the development construction. Dump trucks, earthmovers,
graders, excavators, backhoes, water trucks, concrete trucks along with the supply od concrete pipe,
manholes, water pipe utility wiring and piping. And of course, all the dirt, mud, dust and noise for
months. And we haven’t even got to the 22 home construction contractors, equipment and suppliers.
Then 45-60 more vehicles along Canyon Rim Drive. South Camp can’t handle the additional traffic. It a
bad, beat up road right now. Kistena, you don’t have to take my word for it, just drive it yourself, The
city of GJ has not improved or maintained South Camp well more may years. | know, | have driven on it
for 25 years now. Please consider the issues in your planning meetings. | would like to see no houses
behind Teegan Court at all. The other part of the development makes more sense,

Sincerely, r &
Don and Julie Kendall .




OPEN LETTER TO THE
CiTY OF GRAND JUNCTION

Neighbothood Concerns and Community Comments re: 400 23 Road
Proposed Developments A (Renaissance Boulevard) & B (Canyon Rim Drive)

To:

Kristen Ashbeck  Senior Plannet, City of Grand Junction | KristenA@gjcity.org

Tamra Allen Community Development Ditectot, City of Grand Junction | TamraA@gjcity.org
Ted Ciavonne PLA, Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, Inc | Ted@ciavonne.com

City Council of Grand Junction

Councilmember Phyllis Norris, District A | PhyllisN@gjcity.org
Councilmember Phillip Pe’a, District B | PhillipP@gjcity.org
Councilmember Anna Stout, District C | AnnaS@gjcity.otg
Councilmember Duke Wottmann, District D | DukeW@gjcity.org
Councilmember Duncan McArthur, District E | DuncanM@gjcity.org
Councilmember Rick Taggart, District at Large | RickT@gjcity.org
Councilmember Chuck McDaniel, District at Large | ChuckMc@gjcity.org
General Mail | BelindaW@pgjcity.otg

Do Ms, Lohbear

Greetings,

This letter is intended to provide direct feedback on proposed Developments A and B located at 400 23 Road and
the Neighborhood Meeting that took place on Monday, April 22, 2019. As adjacent neighbors to the Major
Subdivisions located at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Canyon Rim Drive, long-term contributing citizens
to our community, and native residents of the Grand Valley, we have many impottant and pressing concerns
about these imminent developments and future plans for the parcel as a whole.

First and foremost, it is important to point out that we do not dispute the rights of any private property owner to
develop their land in accordance with all city, county, and state laws. We are also deeply grateful to the current
land owner for allowing members of our community to, over the yeats, use and enjoy the countless walking,
hiking, and biking trails that currently exist on this property.

At the same time, we do dispute the notion that any land owner and their chosen developer(s) have rights that
supersede those of adjacent and existing propetty ownets.

In an effort to ensure fair short and long-term consideration to all individuals affected by any pending and future
developments proposed for 400 23 Road, we respectfully submit the following input and concetns based in patt
on the responsibilities of the City of Grand Junction Planning Director and Planning Depattment, and as outlined
in the City of Grand Junction development codes referenced below:

21.02.070 Administrative development permits.
(q) Subdivision.
(9) Safeguard the interests of the public, the homeownert, and the subdivider;
(13) Prevent and control etosion, sedimentation, and other pollution of surface and subsurface water;
(14) Prevent flood damage to persons and properties;
(15) Restrict building in areas poorly suited for building ot construction;
(16) Prevent loss and injury from landslides, mudflows, and other geologic hazatds;



(17) Ensure adequate public facilities and services are available or will be available concurtent with the
projected impacts of the subdivision; and

(18) Ensure the proposal will not impose hatdship or substantial inconvenience to neatby landowners or
residents.

() Preliminary Subdivision Plan,

(2) Approval Critetia. A preliminaty subdivision plan shall not be approved unless the applicant proves

compliance with the putpose pottion of this section and with all of the following critetia:
(i) The preliminary subdivision plan will be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan, Grand
Junction Citculation Plan, and other adopted plans;
(iv) Other standards and requitements of this code and other City policies and regulations;
(v) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the subdivision;
(vi) The project will have litle or no adverse or negaiive impacts upon the natural or social
environmeint;
(vii) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent properties;
(xi) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance ot improvement of
land and/or facilities.

21.03.010 Purpose.
The City is zoned into areas referred to as zones or districts. The purpose of establishing zones is to:
(€) Protect and maintain the integrity and character of established neighborhoods;

Ltem #1: Soil Quality, Soil Stability, and Drainage

This area of the valley has already experienced significant and ongoing issues telated to soil quality, soil stability,
and drainage, Many of the existing homeowners in surrounding neighborhoods (including, but not limited to, The
Renaissance and Canyon Rim Subdivisions) have been required to invest tens and hundreds of thousands of
ptivate dollars post-construction to mitigate critical errofs and/or oversights made by ptrevious engineers,

developers, and builders.

Bentonite soil, unstable slopes, natural erosion, and ground water levels are directly responsible for significant and
ongoing foundation and structural issues. These same conditions exist for the lands that will house both proposed
subdivisions (Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard and Development B at the end of Canyon Rim
Drive). In addition, drainage factors from natural sources, canal seepage, ittigation runoff, and erosion from
surrounding hills continue to pose serious foundation and structural issues for existing homeownets, These factors
will only increase once the proposed development projects begin and 37 new homes ate constructed on 29 acres
of already-unstable grounds.

Colorado Law, in an effort to avoid adverse impact to downstream or downhill properties, currently requires land
owners to adequately control runoff from their properties. Due to the existing landscape of privately-held land
directly adjacent to proposed Developments A and B, and the structure of the entire 400 23 Road parcel, a
number of valid concerns exist for current propetty owners. The addition of new homes and roads will only
increase the potential for natural and irrigaton runoff. The breadth of these impacts must be thoroughly
researched, understood, and addressed ptior to approval and construction.

Per the stated development codes above, it is the responsibility of the Planning Director, the City of Grand
Junction Planning Department, and involved personne] to ensute that land owners, developers, and all associated




parties undertake development projects that ate structurally sound, of high quality, enhance the existing and
surrounding communities, address associated growth (i.e. maintenance of roads and infrastructure, police, fire,
schools, etc), and minimize negative or financial impacts to existing land and homeowners.

Simply stated, ANY development that has the potential of causing structural damage, geological harm,
ot financial strain to existing homes, homeownets, ot sutrounding neighbothoods should be paused ot
stopped until reasonable studies and adequate solutions can be cteated.

Given these immediate and pressing concerns, we respectfully request that the City of Grand Junction and
Planning Department act in good faith, place the development of these ptojects on hold, and:

1. Commit to a2 comprehensive soil and drainage analysis of the proposed development areas to determine:
» How the proposed developments will directly impact the properties of existing homeowners, and
» Who.will bear responsibility for future mitigation issues that arise for existing homeownets whose
properties will undoubtedly be affected during the construction process and/or after development
of both major subdivisions is complete.

2. Provide detailed information to the public about all future housing developments planned for the entire
400 23 Road patcel and be transparent with any potential soil, stability, drainage, and/ot runoff issues that
may exist for lower elevation subdivisions duting the development process. Undetstanding future impact
is both reasonable and fair to avoid potential harm and financial impact to existing homeowners.

3. Provide detailed information to the public about plans for two future “Unclassified Roads” that will
connect Minor Collectors Renaissance Boulevard (Development A) and Canyon Rim Drive
(Development B) to Major Collector 23 Road on the eastern edge of the 400 23 Road parcel. Any
potential issues directly related to the construction of these roads must be thotroughly understood and
revealed prior to development.

» In fact, on prior circulation plans and planning discussions, the City requited this issue be
addressed before any development would be allowed. We would like a thorough explanation of
why that policy was changed for this development and the legal standing to support it

% It has also been noted that the Circulation Plan for the 400 23 Road Parcel and the Renaissance
Concept Plan do not align. While the Circulation Plan calls for an Unclassified Road that will
connect to Minor Collector Renaissance Boulevard (Development A), the Concept Plan does not.

4. Provide a comprehensive and public explanation as to why the “lower” sections of the 400 23 Road parcel
(Development A and Development B) ate being expedited through the development process when the
“uppet” sections nearer Major Collector 23 Road have fewer soil quality, stability issues, and drainage
concerns to address, and greater potential propetty and value to the existing land owner and developer.

5. Provide all adjacent homeowners and HOAs (not just those within 500 feet of the proposed development
property lines) with histotical documentation about all previous zoning changes to both Development A
and Development B.

» The original PUD for the area located at the end of Canyon Rim Drive (Development B) called
for just four homesites? When was this changed? What was the original PUD for the area located
at the end of Renaissance Boulevard (Development A)? Why have countless homeownets in both



areas been tepeatedly told by local real estate agents during the sales process that “there won'’t be
any development behind you?” These questions deserve to be investigated and understood.
Item #2: Subdivision Covenants and Aesthetics

It was cleatly stated by Ted Ciavonne during the one required “neighborhood meeting” that the new homes
planned for development would be of “better” quality and/ot construction than the existing adjacent homes. This
was a deeply offensive statement to those in attendance. Fxisting homeowners take great pride in their homes and
have had to make significant structural and aesthetic improvements, including landscape design, standard
maintenance, internal construction, and repairs to mitigate sttuctural damage resulting from existing soil and
foundation issues. We are proud of our homes and surrounding neighbors, for the most part, take great pride in the
homes they have built and/ot bought throughout the years. '

In regard to Development A at the end of Renaissance Boulevard, the ground elevation of the proposed
neighbothood is between 6 and 15 feet higher (running north to south) than the adjacent homes on the east side of
Athens Way. For homeowners who back up to the proposed development, this raises several critical and very
serious concerns — from all points raised previously regarding soil quality, stability, drainage, and runoff issues, and
the impact all will have on existing landscapes and foundations — in addition to privacy, noise, and aesthetics.

Tn regard to Development B at the end of Canyon Rim Drive, existing ephemeral streams that capture runoff from
surtounding hills and the extensive presence of bentonite soils pose serious structural and foundational issues.
Adjacent neighbors, like those who live in Monument Valley, have much larger lots than those proposed in the new
neighborhood and have a strong desire to maintain the quality of their existing landscape.

In an effort to ensure that any new developments adhete to the City of Grand Junction development codes
referenced above, we respectfully request that:

1. A complete engineering and geological evaluation of Development A and Development B, plus all
adjacent properties, be undertaken to fully understand any potential cutrent and future potential effects to
soil quality and stability due to increased disturbance from construction and added drainage from natural

sources and/or irrigation.

2. All HOA covenaats for the new proposed subdivisions be written and released priot to development
being approved and started.

3. Covenants require single story homes to help presetve views, protect privacy, and maintain sesthetics
consistent with surrounding neighborhoods.

4, Covenants require xeriscaping to help minimize the risks and negative effects associated with increased
soil instability and poot drainage from increased irrigation and runoff.

5. New lot lines be strategically staggered against existing lot lines.
6. Adequate buffer zones be added to proposed development plans for both neighborhoods.

7. Input from Redlands Water and Power Company about the proposed projects and plans for the existing
water canal running along the western edge of proposed Development A be made public.

8. The existing covenants for the northern-most homes on Athens Way in The Renaissance be reviewed and
extended to any new proposed subdivision. These properties have a 30-foot “no build” zone at the
eastern edge of their property lines and adjacent to the Redlands Water and Power Company canal road.




Item #3: Creating and Protecting Open Spaces

It is the responsibility of any community to thoughtfully and strategically create, maintain, and protect adequate
open space for its contributing citizens. This is especially important for the Grand Valley as our population
continues to grow and development needs continue to expand. In order to presetve the native look, feel, and
culture of this historic area — including nature, animals, and items of historical relevance — private citizens and
public officials must be willing to wotk together towatd collaborative and mutually agreeable solutions.

The “Future Land Use Map,” “Circulation Plan,” and “Existing Zoning Map” for the 400 23 Road parcel displayed
by Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, Inc at the Apil 20m Neighborhood Meeting cleatly demonstrate that all land
included in the parcel is targeted for immediate and near-term development, all but eliminating any possibility of
future outdoor and recreational use.

As it cutrently exists, and at the generosity of the existing land owner, this tract of land has grown as a popular
recreational area within the City of Grand Junction. Countless individuals tespectfully enjoy this landscape as a place
to exercise, engage in physical activity, take in views, share time together, commune with nature, and improve theit
lives. The ability and freedom to do so has been a cote tenant of our community, marketed extensively, and is now
one reason our atea continues to grow in populatity. Complete development of this parcel will eliminate one of the
last remaining centrally-located open spaces in our valley and will also tesult in the destruction of countless animals,
teees, and the mysterious hand-carved gnomes that line the western ridge adjacent to existing BLM land.

With the goal of protecting and preserving a fait volume of open space available for use by those who live here now
and the many generations that will come, we respectfully request the City take a “time out” to adequately:

1. Study the possibility of purchasing and/or pladng the land in a conservation trust.

2. Study the possibility of working in collaboration with the BLM and other otganizations (i.e the Trust for
Public Land and the Colorado West Land Trust, among others) to preserve the land as open space.

3 Consider the creation of a conversation easement that would include and connect the lands currently
slated for development (A and B) with the western ridge of land adjacent to BLM land. This action would
preserve all lower lands, eliminate expensive and extensive soil, drainage, and runoff mitigation

- complications associated with the Renaissance and Canyon Rim extensions, save existing nature preserves
— including the beautiful Cottonwood trees lining the canal at the end of Renaissance Boulevard — and
maintain some of the oldest juniper trees and hand-carved gnomes placed by one our valley’s most
beloved citizens and artists. The preservation of a wide “greenbelt” of land, with easy trail access, would
also result in lower development costs and higher home values for future development of 400 23 Road.

In closing, we offer the following summaty comments:

* The right of the existing landowner to develop his property is not under dispute.

+  The rights of existing and adjacent property and homeowners carry equal weight and must be thoroughly
considered before any development plans are finalized and construction projects commence.




*  Development that is inappropriate for the current geographic conditions and/ot ditectly violates the
existing City of Grand Junction development codes will cause irreparable harm and financial hardship to
existing homeowners.

* Thorough studies must be taken to fully understand the potential impact of current and future proposed
development in this area, especially as it relates to soil quality, soil stability, drainage, and runoff, and the
affect on existing and future homeowners.

* The full and/or pattial development of this parcel into family-centered neighborhoods will require extensive
contributions from the City of Grand Junction, both short and long-term, to provide adequate personnel to
address population growth. What plans exist for the addition of staff to maintain roads and infrastructure?
How many additional police and fire depattment employees will need to be hired? How will this
development impact all existing (and already overcrowded) schools? What plans ate in place, if any, to build
new schools to offset this growth? Where will new schools and fire stations be located? These ate important
and thoughtful considerations that need to be understood and explained prior to approval and construction.

*  The reconsideration of full and/ot pattial conversation areas, easements, and greenbelt areas adjacent to
existing BLM land to maintain open space and ensute the community’s continued ability to use, enjoy, and
recteate on lands within the City of Grand Junction is fair and reasonable.

*  The rights and reasonable expectations of all involved parties — including the existing landowner, his chosen
developer(s), nearby and adjacent homeowners, and the community at large — have a legitimate place in the
discussion about what ultimately happens to this parcel of land, both shott and long-term.

o Itis the cote tesponsibility of the City of Grand Junction and all associated representatives to ensure that all
developments within the city limits are handled appropriately, respectfully, and in a way that demonstrate
care for its community and honor for-its existing codes. The number of existing developments taking place
within out city’s limits, and the number of planning department personnel cattying out review and approval
of these developments, along with the speed at which Developments A and B of the 400 23 Road patcel are
being pushed through, raises significant concern. '
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354 Teegan Court
Grand Junction, CO 81507
April 22, 2019

Subject: Concerns associated with Canyon Rim Drive neighborhood development
proposal '

To whom it may concern:

Let me first say, you have the right to develop property you own, but it should not be to
the detriment and potential expense of your neighbors. They should not incur additional
costs of maintaining and repairing their properties due fo your development. | am the
landowner underlying a drainage easement and pipe inlet at the corner of Canyon Rim
Drive and Teegan Court that drains a majority of the proposed development property,
and thus, | have significant concerns about additional flow of runoff and sediment
through my property and the possibility of an increased water table in this area.

| have some background in these issues from 30+ years’ experience with working in
flooding and ground water issues with the US Army Corps of Engineers and Bureau of
Reclamation. Although I'm have not thoroughly examined the potential issues with this
development, some items are easily worrisome:

1. Runoff and sediment issues. Development of this property with new extensive
impervious areas will increase construction and post construction runoff and is
likely to impact the downstream existing floodway through the Canyon Rim
subdivision. During construction, increased runoff and sediment movement
from disturbed areas would likely exasperate existing runoff and sediment
deposition issues in that channel. Past sediment deposition has blocked the
outlets of several pipelines carrying runoff from the proposed development
property. Additional sediment could decrease the capacity of the channel,
raising the invert elevation, and exasperate problems with existing pipe lines
flowing into this channel.

2. Potential establishment of new ground water table. If irrigation is allowed on
new lawns and gardens, up gradient of existing Canyon Rim homes
(particularly, Teegan Court and east Canyon Rim Drive properties),
groundwater table issues for existing homesites could arise. Establishment of a
new ground water table based on irrigation in this area would likely impact




foundations of these homes. Currently, problems already exist with water and
foundation movement for several of these homes.

Below are some questions | have at this point:

Will you be destroying the natural drainage channels?

Will irrigation be allowed on these properties?

Will intercepts be installed to prevent irrigation water infiltration/induced ground

water tables from affecting adjacent properties?

4. What are the design criteria for the detention basin? (frequency of runoff design
event, invert elevation, top of flood pool, spillway requirements, basin lining, etc.)

5. How do you expect to prevent any lateral water movement into my foundation
area from this detention basin? .

6. Wil you commit to insuring this development has no impact on the integrity of my
foundation?

7. Will I, as the adjacent landowner, be able to comment on specifics of this
detention basin? Will you commit to satisfy my concerns?

8. Do you plan to address soil piping issues on the south side of the property’?

9. Will there be screening/fencing from adjacent properties?

W~

The City and the developer should be prepared to explain the regulations and
development requirements for drainage, including runoff retention/detention, sediment
control, and establishment/increases in the ground water tables in prewously in- lrrlgated
areas, : : : : S S

- Existing homeowners should be entitled to recover damages inflicted by any

unthoughtful development of adjacent lands.

Sincerely,

7

Michael Baker
Retired Professional Englneer

Phone: 970-270-6184

PS: Since we just received this planned layout today, April 22, 2019, 3 hours prior to
the “Neighborhood Meeting”, there was not time to fully review and evaluate this
proposal. | may have additional comments at a later date.




Kristen Ashbeck

=
From: Cindy Williams <cliffncindy@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, October 21, 2019 2:34 PM
To: Kristen Ashbeck; citymanager; engineering; comdeyv; visitgj; Rick Taggart
Cc: Chuck McDaniel; kraiga@gjcity.ort; Phyllis Norris; Phillip Pe'a; Anna Stout
Subject: Canyon Rim 360 - 23 Acre Development - Planning Meeting

** - EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

I was surprised and a little shocked to receive your letter in the mail. I bought this lot and had my dream home
built here in 2007. T was aware that the property behind us was privately owned, but understood that it was
inconceivable that it could be developed. It’s uneven landscape, dramatic elevation grade, and several natural
water drainages, would make it very difficult to level and build homes. Also, the presence of expansive soils,
which we in Canyon Rim and in neighboring subdivisions all know too much about. Numerous foundations
have had to be repaired in this area.

In addition, by allowing this land to be open to public use for 25 plus years even though it’s privately owned
has set a precedence. Hundreds of mountain bikers and hikers use the trail behind us.

After hard rains the 3 water drainages above us turn into creeks. I'm not against the development of open
property. I wouldn’t be living in my home now if Canyon Rim hadn’t been developed by local developers. But
this new development doesn’t’ fit here. The Renaissance, Trails West and Canyon Rim all were developed
along South Camp Road and were developed up to the current foothills and fit the natural landscape and
topography. Houses and streets behind Teegan Court don’t. My fear is that I will see a street, houses and
retaining walls that tower above us removing views, peace and quiet, and decreasing property values for the
existing homes along Teegan Court. I will again list the reasons I’m against this development:

*Dramatic and aggressive uphill elevation

*Natural water drainages will have to be altered.

* Expansive soils conditions not conducive to home foundations *Doesn’t fit the natural topography
*Established biking and hiking trails are present

In closing, I feel that we have to heavily rely on The City of Grand Junction Planning Department, starting with
Kristen, to have a professional and mindful discernment about the construction of this subdivision. The owner
of this property doesn’t live here, know about us or really care about us. Their goal in the end is financial gain
and then will just move on to the next project. But the City of Grand Junction should and hopefully will care.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Williams
358 Teegan Ct
Grand Junction, CO 81507



Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nextdoor Redlands Monument" <reply(@hs.email.nextdoor.com>
Date: October 20, 2019 at 4:07:46 PM MDT

Subject: Urgent alert: EASTER HILL DEVELOPMENT GJ Planning...

Reply-To:

reply+GQYTCMZZGM2F64DSNSSHK Y3UNFXW4X2QJSIVIXZRGI3STEOJUGMYTC==@
reply.nextdoor.com

I:I Lois Kinsey, Redlands Monument

EASTER HILL DEVELOPMENT

GJ Planning Commission is meeting 10/22 to decide whether the 600+ acres
of Easter Hill and 23 acres behind Canyon Rim will be given permission to go
forward with development. Our best offense is a standing room crowd and a
deluge of letters to City Commissioners.

Tuesday 10/22 6:00pm GJ City Hall Auditorium

ViAo hank - Private message

You can also reply to this email or use Nextdoor for iPhone or Android



Kristen Ashbeck
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From: Tamra Allen
Sent:: Thursday, October 17, 2019 3:57 PM
To: Lynn Wegener
Cc: Kristen Ashbeck
Subject: RE: LaPlata development proposal - Canyon Rim 360

Ms. Wegener - | wanted to confirm that we are in receipt of your correspondence regarding the Canyon Rim project.
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments.

Respectfully,

Tamra Allen, AICP

Community Development Director
City of Grand Junction, Colorado
tamraa@gjcity.org

970-256-4023

ONE GRAND
JU_NCTIC)‘N

From: Lynn Wegener [mailto:lynnwegener@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 2:51 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>; Tamra Allen <tamraa@gjcity.org>; Rick Taggart <rickt@gjcity.org>; Phyllis
Norris <phyllisn@gjcity.org>; Phillip Pe'a <phillipp@gjcity.org>; Anna Stout <annas@gjcity.org>; Duke Wortmann
<dukew@gjcity.org>; Kraig Andrews <kraiga@gjcity.org>; Chuck McDaniel <chuckmc@gjcity.org>

Subject: LaPlata development proposal - Canyon Rim 360

#* . EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Dear Kristen Ashbeck, Tamra Allen, and Honorable Grand Junction City Council Members,

| am writing concerning the proposed development known as Canyon Rim 360, the extension of Canyon Rim Drive and
development of a 22-house subdivision.

I understand the current Comprehensive Plan designates this property as “Conservation”. It has been used for that
purpose for years with all ages enjoying hiking, biking, dog walking and recreation by our total community. |feel that
the area has not changed to warrant an exception to the current designation. This open space has continued to be used
for recreational purposes and the adjacent subdivision remains as originally designed and built. The Comprehensive
Plan was adopted in 2009 with this conservation designation after most of the Canyon Rim subdivision was built in the
mid 2000’s.

Canyon Rim Drive provides access to several dozen houses along that street and Teegan Court. The proposed
development would double the number of houses served by this access road. The proposal also shows that the Canyon
Rim Drive extension would then be further developed to add even more traffic to an access road that was original

1



designed with traffic calming curves for local access to the current subdivision. This development will also add students
to the nearby Wingate School, which has already been impacted by the existing development in the Granite Falls
Subdivision to the west of South Camp Road, in the old Farmland pasture property.

It is difficult to understand yet another subdivision is warranted in this area. The Granite Falls subdivision development
a mile away off South Camp Road is not yet a third completed in the last 1 % years and a number of completed houses
and lots remain for sale. Also, there are three houses and vacant land in the Canyon Rim Subdivision for sale adjacent to
this proposed development indicating there is sufficient housing availability in this area.

| respectful request that in the interest of the community and our local neighborhood, this request be denied.
Sincerely,

Lynn Wegener
372 Caprock Drive
Grand Junction, Colorado 81507




Kristen Ashbeck
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From: Tamra Allen
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 3:54 PM
To: Karen Combs
Cc: Kristen Ashbeck
Subject: RE: Do NOT modify our Comprehensive Plan for the 23-acre development at Canyon

Rim Drive by LaPlata

Ms. Combs — | wanted to confirm that we are in receipt of your correspondence regarding the Canyon Rim project.
Thank you for taking the time to submit your comments.

Respectfully,

Tamra Allen, AICP

Community Development Director
City of Grand Junction, Colorado
tamraa@gjcity.org

970-256-4023

ONE GRAND
JUNCTION

From: Karen Combs [mailto:7kcombs@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 3:02 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck <kristena@gjcity.org>; Tamra Allen <tamraa@gjcity.org>; Rick Taggart <rickt@gjcity.org>; Phyllis
Norris <phyllisn@gjcity.org>; Phillip Pe'a <phillipp@gjcity.org>; Anna Stout <annas@gjcity.org>; Duke Wortmann
<dukew@gjcity.org>; Kraig Andrews <kraiga@gjcity.org>; Chuck McDaniel <chuckmc@gjcity.org>; comdev
<comdev@gjcity.org>

Subject: Do NOT modify our Comprehensive Plan for the 23-acre development at Canyon Rim Drive by LaPlata

*% _ EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Dear Kristen Ashbeck, Tamra Allen, and Honorable Grand Junction City Council Members,

We strongly encourage you to reject the LaPlata proposed amendment of change to our Comprehensive Plan
for their 23 acres at the end of Canyon Rim Drive. Their current zoning status of “Conservation” should remain
in place for the following reasons:

1) Nothing has changed since the 2009 Comprehensive Plan regarding this parcel. It was deemed then to be
“sensitive, hazardous land”. It needs our continued protection as nothing has changed. The surrounding
Canyon Rim neighborhood was 99% built out by 2009 with LaPlata property conserved as an environmental
buffer, so to speak. The LaPlata property is at the base of steep, high hillsides of unstable, expansive

soils. Drainage is a serious concern not just for the proposed LaPlata neighborhood, but existing Canyon Rim
neighborhood. The LaPlata development will cover up more surface area for drainage and disrupt soil

1



percolation - which the Canyon Rim subdivision did not take into account years ago when it was
established. [Criteria for Plan Amendments, (1) (i) and (ii)]

2) The Dakota Circle area to the south of La Plata property is adjacent to similar “sensitive, hazardous” land
forms. The lots backing up to the land forms are 1 - 3 acres in size, versus the proposed LaPlata lot size of well
under an acre. Can LaPlata's difficult, lousy housing location truly support the density that LaPlata proposes
given the soil and other environmental concerns?

325 Dakota Cir - 1.96 acres
335 Dakota Cir - 2.53 acres
339 Dakota Cir - 3.11 acres
3477 Dakota Cir - 1.05 acres
349 Dakota Cir - 1.04 acres
351 Dakota Cir - 1.08 acres
355 Dakota Cir - 1.17 acres

3) For this amendment, LaPlata cannot prove that “The community or area, as defined by the presiding body,
will detive benefits from the proposed amendment." Ask any realtor - there is a surplus of homes on the market
> $500k, which move very slowly. The Canyon Rim neighborhood has one lot for sale and multiple homes for
sale. Plus, the Canyon View neighborhood across South Camp Rd. has several of homes for sale. Within the
city, we should focus on more environmentally suitable areas for housing developments than LaPlata’s tight,
hazardous acreage. [Criteria for Plan Amendments, (1) (iv) and (v)]

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Kenen Conda

372 Caprock Drive
Grand Junction, CO 81507




Kristen Ashbeck

=-_ e ——
From: Paul Cowan <PaulCowan886@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 11:26 AM
To: Kristen Ashbeck; TamaraA@gjcity.org; Phillip Pe'a; Anna Stout; Phyllis Norris; Duke
Wortmann; Kraig Andrews; Rick Taggart
Subject: Canyon Rim Re-Zoning

*% . EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Dear City Officials,

| would like to submit my comments regarding the proposed rezoning of the 23 acres of land near the
Canyon Rim sub-division. I've been a resident of this sub-division since 2010. | don't believe that the
Comprehensive Plan that currently governs zoning in this area is invalid. The current plan zones those 23
acres for "conservation" and that designation should stand. It is my understanding that lands currently
zoned "Conservation" means they are reserved for open space, wildlife habitat, sensitive or hazardous land
protection, etc. My wife are frequent users of this open space as hikers, bird-watchers, and and cyclists
and we believe that any change to the zoning of this area would be greatly detrimental to maintaining the
goals of providing citizens with opportunities for open space and conservation areas. Visit this area on a
weekend and you will see that many people who live in this area are utilizing this area.

| was at an urban planning meeting a few years ago and someone made the comment that "they don't
make open space anymore." This is especially applicable to this 23 acres. This is the largest piece of open
space left on the Redlands that is immediately adjacent to the urbanized area of Grand Junction. It is one
of the few places near Grand Junction where one can still visit a Pinyon-Juniper Forest without having to
go up in to the Monument or to the Colorado Canyons Conservation Area. It is a great area to go for a
walk with your dog, to bird-watch, or to trail run. It has some of the best "easy" single track mountain bike
riding in Mesa County; much easier than the trails found at the Lunch Loops area. Once this resource is
gone, it can never be re-claimed.

This is a "quality of life" issue." Grand Junction was recently named by "Where to Retire" magazine as one
of the top retirement town in the country. The Economic Development office is trying to market Grand
Junction as a center for outdoor recreation and outdoor related industries. We are trying to attract people
and diversified industries to move here. So why would the Planning Commission and City Council allow
this last chunk of open land to be re-zoned for a dense housing development?

Has there been a change in character and conditions here in this part of the Redlands that would justify
this change? In my opinion, there has not. There are still three unbuilt lots in the currently developed
part of Canyon Rim,; two on Teegan Court and one on Canyon Rim | also understand that there are
unsold lots in Red Rocks Valley. | drove through that new Granite Falls sub-division this past
weekend. Most of the new homes have “For Sale" signs in their front yards from either real estate agents
or contractors so it appears that most of these new houses are spec homes and not pre-purchased

1



homes. A friend who is a real estate agent told me that sales in this development are "slow." There are
also many unbuilt vacant lots in this new sub-division. There are several houses in the Canyon

Rim subdivision that have been on the market for some time, especially the larger ones with the walk-out
basements that are at a much higher price-point (around 500K and up) then what most new home buyers
are looking for {around $300K according to my real estate friends). For those buyers who can afford a
more expensive house, there would appear to be an adequate supply existing right now,

If one drives west on Monument Drive towards South Camp Road, there are at least two large signs put up
by local real estate companies that advertise the availability of residential acreage for future housing
developments. There is another similar sign on South Camp Road just north of the Red Rocks
development. Those signs have been up for months. The land has evidently not sold. What does this tell
us? Perhaps there is not a large market for homes that would be in the $400K and up price

range? Perhaps most local developers and contractors know about the soils that exist around this area,
hence their lack of interest. A neighbor here in Canyon Rim told me that when this sub-division was first
being developed, he looked in to buying a lot on Teegan Drive. He had the building site analyzed by an
engineer who told him that because of the expansive soil issue, it would probably cost about $100K just to
prepare the building site. So one can assume that any new houses built in the hilly topography
overlooking Canyon Rim area will be significantly more expensive than what the market seems to be at
right now.

The Red Rack Valley and Granite Falls sub-divisions, as well as the current availability of residential real
estate along Monument and South Camp Roads indicate that there is already an adequate supply of
suitably designated land available right now to accommodate the proposed land use.

Have any studies been done on the existing traffic flows on South Camp Road? During the day, it is
already difficult to make a left turn on to South Camp Road from the Canyon Rim sub-division

. Northbound traffic on South Camp Road coming around the blind curve just south of Wingate
Elementary School is frequently traveling way too fast, considering the fact Wingate Elementary School is
directly across the street from where the entrance to Canyon Rim is located.  Even the flashing lights of
the pedestrian signal fail to get many drivers to slow down. An expansion of 23 road would empty out on
to South Camp Road right by the school. This would only exacerbate the dangerous situation that already
exists there now. An expanded 23 road would certainly destroy the ambiance and character of the Canyon
Rim neighborhood and certainly cause much more traffic by Wingate Elementary School.

Does the planning commission and city council even care about these concerns? There is no way that
this proposed development is going to provide any benefits to the existing Canyon Rim
neighborhood, unless the planning commission and city council think that more traffic, more noise,
more congestion, and more clogged roads are a good thing. The unstable geology of this area is
not going to change and in fact, could impact already existing homes by altering drainage patterns,
the water table, etc. Has this been adequately studied? Approving this change will destroy the
character of our nice neighborhood and lower our property values.

The issue of expansive soils in this area has not changed in the last ten years, nor the fact that whenever
there is hard rainfall here, there is run-off from the hills overlooking Teegan Court down in to the homes
that are already there. When | walk or ride my bike on the trail overlooking those homes after a good
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rainstorm, | can see the debris and runoff heading downhill right towards the back of these
houses. Sometimes there is even run-off of mud and gravel on to the streets. This has been especially
noticeable at the far north end of Caprock Drive.

Finally, I'd like to make a few comments about the concept of zoning. Most of us who moved out here
and bought our property did so because of the zoning that existed then and still does now. | assume that
when the developer purchased this land, he knew what the existing zoning was, ie., "conservation®. What
is the point of even having zoning if it can be so easily changed whenever someone makes a request? |
understand that the developer wants a return on his investment but | can only assume that he knew what
the existing zoning was when the land was purchased. | have no problem with one house per five

acres. This would till maintain the open nature of this fine piece of natural beauty and still allow the
property owner the opportunity to receive a return on their investment. ideally, the city would recognize
the value of this open space and work with other organizations to purchase this land and keep it as city
owned open space.

| urge the Planning Commission to deny this change. | submitted similar comment several months ago to
city planning staff and city council. | did not receive one reply from anyone in city government. Thank
you for listening to my concerns.

Sincerely,

Paul Cowan
371 Caprock Drive




Kristen Ashbeck
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From: comdev
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 4:50 PM
To: Kristen Ashbeck
Subject: FW: Canyon Rim 360 Project

From comdev email.

Pat

From: Merritt & Lois Kinsey [mailto:hmkinsey@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 8:24 AM

To: comdev <comdev@gjcity.org>

Subject: Canyon Rim 360 Project

% . EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training, - **

Attention: Kristen Ashbeck and Tamara Allen

Dear City Planners

Following is the text of a letter sent today objecting to the proposal building of housing in an area designated by
the 2009 Comprehensive Plan as a conservation area. We believe approval of a rezoning for such a plan would
not be in the city's nest interests.

H. Merritt Kinsey

There is a Project titled “Canyon Rim 360” coming up for a Planning Department and City
Council review shortly. My neighbors and I have some very serious concerns about this
plan.

First, the City is still operating under the 2009 Comprehensive Plan, and for this Plan to be
proceed, the existing Comprehensive Plan would need to be amended. In this plan that is
STILL current, this area is designated as a Conservation Area, and for good reasons.

e The area in consideration is Geologically unstable, with significant deposits
of Bentonite soils. The City Code states that ‘every effort should be made to
avoid, mitigate, and minimize development in the mapped hazard areas’

e The 23 acres in question are within a mapped hazardous area. There are
likely rock falls, steep slope erosion, poor building soils, and many small
drainage channels throughout this acreage.



e The Conservation designation area allows for 1 Dwelling Unit per 5 acres, a
reasonable number. The Developer claims that the City should amend the
Comprehensive Plan of 2009 to a much higher density of dwelling units, in an
R-1 request with ‘clustered’ homes. This is totally inconsistent with the
adjoining areas along Teegan Court and Dakota Drive and will adversely affect
values in those areas.

e Current homes on Teegan and Dakota are located on staggered lots, which
allows for improved views and natural drainages. Even with this, there are
several homes whose foundations have shifted due to unstable soils.

o The developer claims that character and conditions of the area have
changed such that the amendment they desire is consistent with the
Comprehensive plan. This is patently untrue.

e Canyon Rim was completed in 2009. Most purchasers on Teegan and on
Dakota were told by their realtors that the area behind their homes was a
Conservation Area due to unbuildable soils and the conservation

designation. It needs to stay that way!

e There is an abundance of building sites available to developers in the
Redlands area without amending the Comprehensive Plan and Conservation
designation, i.e.: Granite Falls, with more suitable soil conditions that are NOT
in designated Conservation areas.

e Presently, there is a large inventory of high-end housing available in the
Redlands, as well as open buildable areas. Adding to that inventory is unwise,
especially when adding would involve changing a designated Conservation
area.

e The overall plat that the owner has includes some 600 acres of property,
mostly on top of the bluff in the Easter Hill/23 Road areas. Why would the
city want to destroy the safety-wise set aside of the Conservation area over a
23 unit piece, which will also provide a buffer for the landowners planned 600
acre development?

In summary, Please respect our neighborhood and the conservation set aside originally
passed as part of the 2009 Comprehensive plan. This development should NOT be
approved at the expense of the existing neighborhoods, who will be placed at risk for
flooding and soils clogging up the drainages that currently exit.

Very truly yours,
H. Merritt Kinsey
356 Teegan Court
Grand Junction, CO 81507

hmkinsey@gmail.com; 970-210-6364



Kristen Ashbeck
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From: comdev

Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 4:50 PM

To: Kristen Ashbeck; Tamra Allen

Subject: FW: 360 Project

From comdev email.

Pat

From: Lois Kinsey [mailto:loiskinsey@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:08 AM
To: comdev <comdev@gjcity.org>

Subject: 360 Project

** . EXTERNAL SENDER. Only open links and attachments from known senders. DO NOT provide sensitive
information. Check email for threats per risk training. - **

Dear Ms. Ashbeck & Ms. Allen,
| have concerns regarding the Canyon Rim 360 Project.

As | understand it, the City is still operating under the 2009 Comprehensive Plan. Consequently, in order for the 360
Project to proceed, the existing Comprehensive Plan would need to be amended. | object to removing the Conservation
designation from the current Comprehensive Plan.

1. | applaud those who developed the 2009 Comprehensive Plan and designated the Conservation Area. | am sure they
studied the current science of the area and acted accordingly to not only protect the open space but also to protect future
homeowners from building/buying a home on unstable and hazardous land.

2. The Conservation designation allows for 1DU/5 acres. The developer is asking for 22 houses on 23 acres.

3. There are real and serious reasons behind the Conservation designation which have not changed since the
development of the Comprehensive Plan. There are Geologic Hazards which make the area unsuitable for development
and the City Code states ‘every effort should be made to avoid, minimize and mitigate development in mapped hazard
areas'. The 23 acres in question are within a mapped hazardous area. There is potential for rock outfall issues, steep
slope erosion, poor building soils (i.e. bentonite), and many, many small drainage channels.

4. “The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan if the proposed change is consistent with the vision, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and” In my view the 360 Project does not fit the vision of “Becoming the Most
Livable Community West of the Rockies”. The area in question is the last large open space in the City between the
Colorado River & the Colorado National Monument. Hundreds of bikers, walkers, joggers from all over the valley use the
area daily. We, who live here, know this from talking to many, many people/families/bikers over the last 6 months.

5. “Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or”

From the developer: the adoption of the Persigo 201 boundary, the creation of the Comprehensive Plan, the creation of
Hillside regulations, are all events that would impact this property in some fashion, however being an old county PD with a
lapsed plan there is no means to assess this;




Response: | would argue that subsequent events have proven the need to retain the Conservation designation and, with
effort, an assessment could be made. Many, many homes in our subdivision have encountered significant foundation
issues & subsequent costs. Large boulders have also been known to roll down the hillsides. Canyon Rim Filing 4 was
approved for development in 2003, Teegan Court was developed by 2009. Houses with engineered foundations are still
moving in 2019. Ask any house inspector or builder familiar with this subdivision. Take a look at Red Rocks Valley....

6. “The character and/or conditions of the area has changed such that the amendment is consistent with the
Plan; and/or”

From the developer: the character of the area has changed with the annexation and development of adjacent residential
subdivisions, as well as the Hillside regulations that support clustering of smaller lots on more developable slopes.
Response: Again, Canyon Rim was essentially complete by 2009. | don’t have a date for Dakota Circle but it is of similar
construction and even larger lots than Canyon Rim (generally %z acre+).

What adjacent subdivisions is the developer referring to? - Granite Falls in a field on the other side of South Camp and at
least % mile north? Red Rocks Valley, two subdivisions to our south and somewhat of a disaster due to unstable ground?
Buffalo Drive and Canyon Vista directly across South Camp and built in the 1990's? How are 23 clustered homes going
to fit in with Canyon Rim and enhance the area?

7. “An inadequate supply of suitable designated land is available in the community, as defined by the presiding
body, to accommodate the proposed land use: and/or

From the developer: Residential growth pressure is high throughout the community, as witnessed by the lack of housing
inventory. The remaining 343 acres and more will be developed as vacant land is scarce in the city, and large parcels of
vacant land is even scarcer. This project will be a doorway to the future development of the vacant land to the north.
Response: | question whether the above statement is accurate. Granite Falls (104 homes) on South Camp and a county
approved subdivision at the corner of South Camp & Monument Road will provide a significant & possible oversupply in
$400+ price range. Currently there are 93 listings in the Redlands at $400+.

In addition, the City is currently looking for money to mitigate traffic on Patterson Road. There are 3 access points to the
Redlands - has anyone ever experienced ‘rush hour' traffic on Redlands Parkway? Approving additional large
developments on South Camp, Broadway, and Monument Roads will put major pressure on the 2 lane Redlands Parkway
bridge.

| could go on and on: soil erosion, increased pressure on Canyon Rim culverts which we maintain at our own expense
and the developer means to use without any recompense, the comments we've heard from builders/inspectors familiar
with this area, the comments we heard when core drilling of the area occurred in April, etc.

In Conclusion: In the overall 600+ acre plan, how financially important to the overall proposal are the 23 acres within the
CONSERVATION ZONE. Why should we destroy the safety-wise CONSERVATION ZONE and possibly its future ability
to provide a buffer for the landowners planned 600+ development? Do you really want to shoot for a win-lose situation,
or should we be aiming for a win-win? Please respect our neighborhood and do this project in such a way that we can all
call it a win-win.

Respectfully yours,

Lois J Kinsey

356 Teegan Court

Grand Junction, CO 81507
loiskinsey@gmail.com




356 Teegan Court
Grand Junction, CO 81507
Cctober 14, 2019

Kristen Ashbeck, City Ptanner
Grand Junction Planning Dept.
250 North Fifth Street

Grand Junction CO 81501

Pear Ms. Ashbeck,
| have concerns regarding the Canyon Rim 360 Project.

As 1 understand it, the City is still operating under the 2009 Comprehensive Plan. Consequently, in order for the 360
Project to proceed, the existing Comprehensive Plan would need to be amended. | object to removing the Conservation
designation from the current Comprehensive Plan.

1. 1 applaud those who developed the 2009 Comprehensive Plan and designated the Conservation Area,
| am sure they studied the current science of the area and acted accordingly to not only protect the open space but also to
protect future homeowners from building/buying a home on unstable and hazardous land.

2. The Conservation designation allows for 1DU/5 acres. The developer is asking for 22 houses on 23 acres.

3. There are real and serious reasons behind the Conservation designation which have not changed since the
development of the Comprehensive Plan. There are Geologic Hazards which make the area unsuitable for development
and the City Code states ‘every effort should be made to avoid, minimize and mitigate development in mapped hazard
areas'. The 23 acres in question are within a mapped hazardous area. There is potential for rock outfali issues, steep
slope erosion, poor building seils (i.e. bentonite), and many, many small drainage channels.

4. “The City may amend the Comprehensive Plan if the proposed change is consistent with the vision, goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan and” In my view the 360 Project does not fit the vision of "Becoming the Most
Livable Community West of the Rockies”. The area in question is the last large open space in the City between the
Colorado River & the Colorado National Monument. Hundreds of bikers, watkers, joggers from all over the valley use the
area daily. We, who live here, know this from talking to many, many people/families/bikers over the last 6 months.

5. “Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; and/or”

From the developer, the adoption of the Persigo 201 boundary, the creation of the Comprehensive Plan, the creation of
Hillside regulations, are all events that would impact this property in some fashion, however being an old county PD with a
lapsed plan there is no means to assess this;

Response; | would argue that subsequent events have proven the need to retain The Conservation designation and, with
effort, an assessment could be made. Many, many homes in our subdivision have encountered significant foundation
issues & subsequent costs. Large boulders have aiso been known to roll down the hillsides. Canyoen Rim Filing 4 was
approved for development in 2003, Teegan Court was developed by 2009. Houses with engineered foundations are still
moving in 2019. Ask any house inspector or builder familiar with this subdivision. Take a look at Red Rocks Valley....

6. “The character and/or conditions of the area has changed such that the amendment is consistent with the
Plan; andlor”

From the developer. the character of the area has changed with the annexation and development of adjacent residential
subdivisions, as well as the Hillside regulations that support clustering of smaller lots on more developable slopes.
Response; Again, Canyon Rim was essentially complete by 2009. I don't have a date for Dakota Circle but it is of similar
construction and even larger lots than Canyon Rim (generally 12 acre+}.



What adjacent subdivisions is the developer referring to? - Granite Falls in a field on the other side of South Camp and at
least % mile north? Red Rocks Valley two subdivisions to our south and somewhat of a disaster due to unstable ground?
Buffalo Drive and Canyon Vista directly across South Camp and buiit in the 1980's? How are 23 clustered homes going
fo fit in with Canyon Rim and enhance the area?

7. “An inadequate supply of suitable designated land is available in the community, as defined by the presiding
body, to accommodate the proposed land use: andior

From the developer, Residential growth pressure is high throughout the community, as witnessed by the lack of housing
inventory. The remaining 343 acres and more will be developed as vacant land is scarce in the city, and large parcels of
vacant land is even scarcer. This project will be a doorway to the future development of the vacant land to the north.
Response: | question whether the above statement is accurate. Granite Falls (104 homes) on South Camp and a county
approved subdivision at the corner of South Camp & Monument Road will provide a significant & possible oversupply in
$400+ price range. Currently there are 93 listings in the Redlands at $400+.

In addition, the Gity is currently looking for money to mitigate traffic on Patterson Road. There are 3 access points to the
Redlands - has anyone ever experienced ‘rush hour' traffic on Rediands Parkway? Approving additional large
developments on South Camp, Broadway, and Monument Roads will put major pressure on the 2 lane Redlands Parkway
bridge.

f could go on and on: soil erosion, increased pressure on Canyon Rim culverts which we maintain at our own expense
and the developer means to use without any recompense, the comments we've heard from builders/inspectors familiar
with this area, the comments we heard when core drilling of the area occurred in April, etc.

In Conclusion: In the overall 600+ acre plan, how financially important to the overall proposal are the 23 acres within the
CONSERVATION ZONE. Why should we destroy the safety-wise CONSERVATION ZONE and possibly its future ability
to provide a buffer for the landowners planned 600+ development? Do you really want to shoot for a win-fose situation,
or should we be aiming for a win-win? Please respect our neighborhood and do this project in such a way that we can all
call it a win-win.

Respectfully yours,

A g At

Lois J Kinsey



City Planner Kristen Ashbeck
Grand junction City Council
250 North Fifth Street

Grand junction, CO 81501

Dear Ms. Ashbeck

There is a Project titled “Canyon Rim 360” coming up for a Planning
Department and City Council review shortly. My neighbors and [ have
some very serious concerns about this plan.

First, the City is still operating under the 2009 Comprehensive Plan, and
for this Plan to be proceed, the existing Comprehensive Plan would need
to be amended. In this plan that is STILL current, this area is designated
as a Conservation Area, and for good reasons.

e The area in consideration is Geologically unstable, with
significant deposits of Bentonite soils. The City Code states
that ‘every effort should be made to avoid, mitigate, and
minimize development in the mapped hazard areas’

e The 23 acres in question are within a mapped hazardous
area. There are likely rock falls, steep slope erosion, poor
building soils, and many small drainage channels
throughout this acreage.

» The Conservation designation area allows for 1 Dwelling
Unit per 5 acres, a reasonable number. The Developer
claims that the City should amend the Comprehensive Plan
of 2009 to a much higher density of dwelling units, in an R-1
request with ‘clustered’ homes. This is totally inconsistent
with the adjoining areas along Teegan Court and Dakota
Drive and will adversely affect values in those areas.

o Current homes on Teegan and Dakota are located on
staggered lots, which allows for improved views and natural
drainages. Even with this, there are several homes whose
foundations have shifted due to unstable soils.

e The developer claims that character and conditions of the
area have changed such that the amendment they desire is
consistent with the Comprehensive plan. This is patently
untrue.



 Canyon Rim was completed in 2009. Most purchasers on
Teegan and on Dakota were told by their realtors that the
area behind their homes was a Conservation Area due to
unbuildable soils and the conservation designation. It
needs to stay that way!

o There is an abundance of building sites available to
developers in the Redlands area without amending the
Comprehensive Plan and Conservation designation, i.e..
Granite Falls, with more suitable soil conditions that are
NOT in designated Conservation areas.

o Presently, there is a large inventory of high-end housing
available in the Redlands, as well as open buildable areas.
Adding to that inventory is unwise, especially when adding
would involve changing a designated Conservation area.

o The overall plat that the owner has includes some 600 acres
of property, mostly on top of the bluff in the Easter Hill /23
Road areas. Why would the city want to destroy the safety-
wise set aside of the Conservation area over a 23 unit piece,
which will also provide a buffer for the landowners planned
600 acre development?

In summary, Please respect our neighborhood and the conservation set
aside originally passed as part of the 2009 Comprehensive plan. This
development should NOT be approved at the expense of the existing
neighborhoods, who will be placed at risk for flooding and soils clogging
up the drainages that currently exit.

Very truly yours,

H. Merritt Kinsey

356 Teegan Court

Grand Junction, CO 81507
hmkinsey@gmail.com; 970-210-6364




Petition to Grand Junction City Council to Purchase E+aster Hill for an
Open Space Park

The undersigned citizens do hereby respectively call upon City Councll to enter into negotiations to
purchase, or otherwise preserve the Easter Hill property, or critical portions thereof, for an open space
park. This includes ali the currently undeveloped lands surrounding the Redlands Ute Water storage
tank. The hiking, biking and expansive views of the Grand Mesa, the Monument and the Book Cliffs it
avalls are located on this last large open space between the River and the Monument that is within the
city. It is over 600 acres of high desert emptiness crisscrossed with trails. Grand Junction is projected to
double in population over the next 25 years. The actions we take now to preserve open space will
determine what we pass aiong to future generations. Once It is gone, it is gone forever. To fuily
appreciate the need, it is pertinent to understand the demographics of the current users. The petition
author has witnessed hundreds of hikers, bikers and dog walkers from the unofficial traithead at the end
of Canyon Rim Drive which Is but one of at least 5 entry points. He has spoken with many. Who are
they? They are young children with their parents. They are teens and young adults attending area
schools and CMU, They are workers getting In some exercise before or after work. They are retirees.
They are high schoo! and CMU cycling teams. They are cross country running teams. They are from ali
over the valley. Grand Junction, Fruita, palisade, Clifton, Orchard Mesa, And they all share one common
bond. The love of open space where they can get their heads clear. The current property owner has
graciously allowed the use of his property for years. As is his right, he is now moving to profit on his
investment by developing it. There is another way forward. We urge City Council to coliaborate with The
Colorado West Land Trust and other interested parties to purchase Easter Hill for an open space
wilderness park. It will be a legacy befitting the outdoor iifes fon epitomizes. Thank you,
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Petition to Grand Junction City Council to Purchase E+aster Hill for an
Open Space Park

The undersigned citizens do hereby respectively call upon City Council to enter into negotiations to
purchase, or otherwise preserve the Easter Hill property, or critical portions thereof, for an open space
park. This includes all the currently undeveloped lands surrounding the Redlands Ute Water storage
tank. The hiking, biking and expansive views of the Grand Mesa, the Monument and the Book Cliffs it
avails are located on this last large open space between the River and the Monument that is within the
city. It is over 600 acres of high desert emptiness crisscrossed with trails. Grand Junction is projected to
double in population over the next 25 years. The actions we take now to preserve open space will
determine what we pass along to future generations. Once it is gone, it is gone forever, To fully
appreciate the need, it is pertinent to understand the demographics of the current users, The petition
author has witnessed hundreds of hikers, bikers and dog walkers from the unofficial traithead at the end
of Canyon Rim Drive which is but one of at least 5 entry points. He has spoken with many. Who are
they? They are young children with their parents. They are teens and young aduits attending area
schools and CMU. They are workers getting in some exercise before or after work. They are retirees,
They are high school and CMU cycling teams. They are cross country running teams. They are from all
over the valley, Grand Junction, Fruita, Palisade, Clifton, Orchard Mesa. And they ali share one common
bond. The love of open space where they can get thelr heads clear. The current property owner has
graciously allowed the use of his property for years, As is his right, he is now moving to profit on his
investment by developing it. There is another way forward, We urge City Council to collaborate with The
Colorado West Land Trust and other interested parties to purchase Easter Hill for an open space

wilder ark, It will be a legacy befitting the outdoor lifestyle Grand Junction epitomizes. Thank you.
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Petition to Grand Junction City Council to Purchase Easter Hill for an Open
Space Park

The undersigned citizens do hereby respectively call upon City Council to enter into negotiations to
purchase, or atherwise preserve the Easter Hill property, or eritical portions thereof, for an open space
park, This includes all the currently undeveloped lands surrounding the Redlands Ute Water storage
tank. The hiking, biking and expansive views of the Grand Mesa, the Monument and the Book Cliffs it
avails sre located on this last large apen space between the River 2nd the Monument that is within the
city, It is over 600 acres of high desert emptiness crisscrossed with tralls. Grand Junction is projecied to
double in po pulﬂtlﬂn over the next 25 years, The actions we take now to preserve open space will
determine what we pass along to future generations, Once it is gone, it is gone forever. To fully
appreciate the need, itis pertinent to understand the demographics of the current users, The petition
author has witnessed hundreds of hikers, bikers and dog watkers from the unefficial trailhead at the end
olcanyun Rim Drive which is but ane of at least 5 entry points. He has spoken with many. Who are
they? They are young chilldren with their parents, They are teens and young adults attending area
schools and CMU. They are workers getting in some exercise before or after work, They are retirees,
They are high schoot and CMU wcling teams, "Ihev are cross country running teams, They are from all
aver the valley. Grand Junction, Fruite, Palisade, Cllhcn, Orchard Mesa. And they all share one common
bond. The love of open space where they can get their heads clear,  The current property owner has
graciously allowed the use of his property for years. As is his right, he is now moving Lo profit on his
investment by developing it There is another way forward, We urge City Council to collaborate with The
Colorado West Land Trust and other interested parties to purchase Easter Hill for an open space
wildarness park, It will be a legacy befitting the outdoor lifestyle Grand Junction epitomizes, Thank you.
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FUTURE LAND USE
MAP DESIGATION TO RESIDENTIAL LOW AND REZONING TO R-1 (RESIDENTIAL
1 UNIT PER ACRE) FOR A 23.16-ACRE PORTION OF A PROPERTY LOCATED AT
400 23 ROAD, MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS A SITE AT THE EAST END

OF CANYON RIM DRIVE

Recitals:

The applicant and owner, Grand Junction Land Company, LLC, of a 23.16-acre portion
of the property located at 400 23 Road, more particularly described as a site at the east
end of Canyon Rim Drive, (referred to herein and more fully described below as the
“Property”), proposes a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from Conservation/Mineral
Extraction to Residential Low and rezone from Planned Development (PD) without a
plan to Residential 1 unit per acre (R-1).

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning and
Development Code, the Planning Commission reviewed the request for the proposed
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone, and determined that it satisfies the
amendment and rezoning criteria provided in GJMC 21.02.130 and 140; applicable
criteria of the Code and is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive
Plan, Grand Junction Circulation Plan and other adopted plans and policies and
recommended approval of the amendment to Residential Low and the rezone request to
Residential 1 unit per acre (R-1).

The City Council, after a public hearing and review of the proposed Comprehensive
Plan Amendment (CPA-2019-468) to Residential Low and Rezone (RZN-2019-450) to
Residential 1 unit per acre (R-1), determined that the request satisfies the applicable
criteria of the Code and are consistent with the purpose and intent of the
Comprehensive Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AMENDMENT TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
FUTURE LAND USE MAP DESIGATION TO RESIDENTIAL LOW AND THE REZONE
TO R-1 (RESIDENTIAL 1 UNIT PER ACRE) ARE APPROVED.

This Ordinance applies to the following described property with land use and zoning
designation as noted:

Beginning at the Southeast corner of the Southeast 2 Northwest V4 of Section 19,
Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, Grand Junction, Mesa County,
Colorado whence the Northeast corner of the Southeast V42 Northwest 4 of said Section
19 bears N 01°18°39” East a distance of 1292.81 feet for a basis of bearings with all



bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence along the South line of the
Southeast %2 Northwest 72 S 89°49'19" W a distance of 1284.71 feet to the Southwest
corner of the Southeast 4 Northwest V4; thence along the East line of Canyon Rim
Phase 1 and 4, N 00°11'50" W a distance of 962.21 feet; thence N 33°18'34" W a
distance of 82.64 feet; thence N 90°00'00" E a distance of 400.00feet; thence S
00°08'05" E a distance of 207.47 feet; thence S 55°30'24” E a distance of 261.30 feet;
thence S 89°41°10” E a distance of 732.73 feet to a point on the East line of said
Southeast %4 Northwest ¥4 Section 19; thence S 01°18°59” W a distance of 660.53 feet
to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 23.16 acres as described and depicted on Exhibit A.

Introduced for first reading on this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

PASSED and ADOPTED this day of , 2019 and ordered
published in pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

President of City Council

City Clerk



FEMAINING ACREAGE
NOT PART OF REZONE

EXHIBIT A

EXISTING PROFERTY LINE |

NEW FROFERTY LINE

s




CITY O
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("_Q COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.a.ii.

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Senta Costello, Planner

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Senta Costello, Associate Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduction of an Ordinance Amending Various Sections of the Zoning and
Development Code (Title 21), Greater Downtown Overlay (Title 24), 24 Road Corridor
Design Standards (Title 25), and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (Title
29) to Clarify Administrative Procedures, Remove Inconsistencies and Modify
Standards and Set a Public Hearing for November 20, 2019

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the proposed text amendments.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Staff is proposing amendments to various sections of the Zoning and Development
Code (Title 21), the Greater Downtown Overlay (Title 24), the 24 Road Corridor Design
Standards (Title 25), and the Transportation Engineering Design Standards (Title 29) to
address the following:

Organizational changes for the appeals process for ease of administration and location
of text regarding garage setbacks in the Downtown; Modification of Bulk Standards for
the R-5 zone district rear yard setback, removing minimum lot size for multi-family
development, and removing the required 15 foot first floor height in the B-2 zone
district; Clarification of parking lot setbacks in the B-2 zone district and sign type in the
24 Road corridor Design Standards; and Clarifying procedures and criteria related to
variance criteria, fences requiring special permits, and accessory dwelling units.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:




In an effort to keep the Zoning and Development Code current and relevant, staff is
proposing a number of amendments to modify standards, clarify sections and
processes, and eliminate inconsistencies. The Planning Commission discussed several
of these topics at its July 18, 2019 workshop and supported staff proceeding with the
proposed changes. The proposed amendments are summarized as follows:

Section 21.02.120. Special Permit

Section 21.02.120(b)(2)(i). provides that fences over 6 feet in height require a Special
Permit as issued by the City Council. With recent changes made to the Code by
Ordinances 4778 and 4831, fences over 6 feet can now be considered by the Director
through an Administrative Adjustment process and requires specific findings related to
unique conditions, compatibility and lack of right-of-way/easement/neighboring property
encroachments. In order to make the Code consistent between sections specifically
the administrative adjustment process, this section needs to be removed.

Section 21.02.120(b)(2). A special permit is allowed in all zone districts for the following
uses and shall be required prior to:

(i) Allowing a fence over six feet in height in any district;
Section 21.02.200(c)(3). Variance, Approval Criteria.

This section provides one of the criterion for considering a variance. The language, as
shown below appears to have an error in that it is missing a word and as currently
reads is nonsensical. Staff is recommending to replace the unclear and confusing text
so that the sentence is both grammatically correct and meets the intent of the criteria to
be evaluated, as follows:

Section 21.02.200(c)(3). The literal interpretation of the provisions of the regulations
would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same
zoning district and would work cause unnecessary and undue hardship on the
applicant;

Section 21.02.210 — Administrative Permit, Rehearing and Appeal Procedures

Currently, Section 21.02.070(a)(8) Administrative development permits provides the
requisite time period for which one can file and appeal of a decision on an
Administrative Permit. The Code in Section 21.02.210 provides a specific section on
Appeals, however this section does not include information regarding the requisite time
period. This time period should be moved from 21.02.070 to the Appeal section in
21.02.210 to provide for ease of finding and use. The time period and language would
remain unchanged. Additional renumbering of subsections would need to occur. The



proposed changes are as follows:

Section 21.02.210(b). An aggrieved party may appeal the Director’s decision by
submitting a written appeal within 10 working days of the date of the Director’s
decision.

Section 21.02.070(a)(8). An aggrieved party may appeal the Director’s decision by
submitting a written appeal within 10 working days of the date of the Director’s
decision.

Re-letter (b) through (e).
21.03.040 Residential districts. Residential District Summary Table

Currently the R-8 and R-12 zone districts have a note that states “Minimum lot size,
minimum lot width and minimum lot frontage do not apply to two-family dwellings or
multifamily.” Other zone districts that allow for multi-family including the R-5, R-16, R-
24, R-0, B-1, C-1, M-U and BP zone districts do not contain this note and have instead
a minimum lot size of designated. This is very limiting for various multi-family
developments. For example, if a developer wanted to build a townhome in a R-5 zone
district, the townhome would be required to have a minimum lot size of 20,000 square
feet and as a result likely precluding townhomes to develop on the property or creating
undesirability long narrow lots in order to utilize the shared wall type of construction of a
townhome development. See attached Exhibit 2.

Staff recommends adding language to exempt all multi-family from having a minimum
lot size. The Code changes would be as follows:

Add note to Residential District Summary Table: Note: Minimum Lot Area, Lot Width
and Lot Frontage do not apply to two family dwellings or multifamily.

Remove notes from Residential District Summary Table:

R-5: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 4,000 sf, two-family
attached — 6,000 sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width varies by
building type; two-family — 60 ft., all other types — 40 ft.

R-8: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 3,000 sf and two-
family attached — 6,000 sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width
varies by building type; two-family — 60 ft., all other types — 40 ft

R-12: Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 45 ft., all other types — 30 ft.



Remove text from sections

21.03.040(g)(2)(iii) Minimum lot size, minimum lot width and minimum lot frontage do
not apply to two-family dwellings or multifamily.

21.03.040(h)(2)(iii) Minimum lot size, minimum lot width and minimum lot frontage do
not apply to two-family dwellings or multifamily.

21.03.040 Residential districts. Residential District Summary Table

The Residential District Summary Table provides for the bulk standards for all
residential zone districts. Staff has been approached by members of the development
community requesting a reduction in the R-5 rear yard setback dimension. The request
has included a reduction from 25 feet to something smaller and has been suggested to
be 15 feet. They have cited challenges regarding being able to meet this minimum
setback and provide for the size of home they would like to be constructing on these
lots. The current R-5 rear yard setback is equivalent to the rear yard setback in the R-4
zone district (25 feet), but is greater than the R-8 zone district rear yard setback of 10
feet. The benefit of reducing the rear yard setback is potentially providing for larger
building envelopes on each 4,000 square foot lot (minimum lot size), however there
may be undesirable results of this reduction including less yard space and buffering
between the rear yards of homes in areas zoned R-5.

Should this reduction be considered the table would be amended to replace R-5, rear
yard setback of 25 feet to 15 feet. Other rear yard setback dimensions could also be
considered (e.g. 20 feet). See attached Exhibit 3.

Section 21.03.070. Mixed use districts. Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard
Summary Table

The Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard Summary Table provides a note in the
table, Note: B-2: Parking setback for principal structure — 30 ft., for accessory 6 ft”.
This note is confusing in that there are not structures, as defined in the Code, generally
related to or a part of a parking lot. Staff has interpreted this section to mean that if
parking is being provided as the sole or primary use on a lot in the B-2 Zone District,
the lot must be setback 30 feet from the property line. As well, the note includes “for
accessory 6 ft.” Staff has interpreted this subsequent section to mean that if the parking
lot is accessory to a primary use (usually a building), the parking lot must be setback 6
feet from the property line. See attached Exhibit 4.

Staff recommends clarifying this code language, as follows:

Note: B-2: Parking front setback for principal structure parking as a principal use, 30



feet, for as an accessory use 6 feet.

Section 21.03.070. Mixed use districts. Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard
Summary Table.

The Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard Summary Table provides a note in the
table, “B-2: first Floor min. height — 15 ft.” This issue recently arose in a request for a
redevelopment project in the downtown area that was unable/uninterested in providing
a first floor height of 15 feet. The project sought and ultimately received a variance due
to the unique circumstances related to the project, however it brought to light some of
the challenges of requiring a 15 foot first floor height for all buildings located in the B-2
zone district. As was provided in the testimony in the variance hearing, most of the
buildings on the historic main street do not have a 15 feet first floor height while most
range between 10 feet and 14 feet.

It is staff’s understanding that this code provision was put in place for two reasons. The
primary reason being the desire for buildings to be constructed that could be re-
purposed to commercial uses in the future should they be constructed as residential (or
other) initially. The 15 feet would allow for higher ceilings as well as necessary building
systems such as ventilation, fire sprinkling, or other modifications to the mechanical
components in a more cost efficient manner. The second intent of the code provision
was aesthetics that were more in line with typical high ceiling and historic building
facade elevations. See attached Exhibit 4.

Staff generally recommends that this type of standard is not necessary and may
preclude creativity in architectural style and building design and recommends removing
this note from the Table.

Note: B-2: first floor min. height — 15 ft.
Section 21.02.070(f)(2)(vi). Accessory Dwelling Units Review process.

Section 21.04.040(f) was recently amended by Ordinance 4831 to update standards for
Accessory Dwelling Units. Part of this amendment including removing the requirement
for a proposed ADU to be reviewed through a Minor Site Plan Review process and
replacing it with a simplified process that requires the review and issuance of a
planning clearance. There exists an additional reference to this requirement in Section
21.02.070 that now needs to be removed.

Staff is recommending removal of text as follows:

Section 21.02.070(f)(2)(vi) The Director may use this review process if the proposed
project is limited to: A proposed residential subunit or accessory unit.”



Staff has identified other provisions of the code regarding ADUs that will also be
considered for modification in the future, specifically sections regarding accessory
structures allowed to be a maximum of 75 percent of the square foot of the principal
structure as well as a standard requiring all ADUs to be located behind a principle
structure.

Section 25.05.010 - 24 Road Corridor Design Standards - Sign standards.

The standards for 24 Road Corridor only allow for freestanding signs and flush wall
signs. It further provides that all freestanding signs shall be single- or double-faced
and constructed of a metal panel with stone or veneer base. In essence, this means
that all freestanding signs will be monument style signs. Adding more clear language in
the code would benefit the understanding and intent of these sign standards. Staff
recommends the following clarification to the code.

Section 25.05.010(a) Only the following sign types are permitted: freestanding
monument signs, flush wall signs, exempt signs, and temporary signs as
allowed/regulated by GJMC 21.06.070 Sign regulation, except as further restricted in
this chapter.

Section 29.56.020 - Alley Standards, Garage Setbacks and Section 24.12.130(a)(2) —
Downtown District Standards and Guidelines — Residential Areas

Section 29.56.020 of the TEDS Manual has a standard that requires garages with
overhead doors facing the alley must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the far
edge of the alley or the zoning setback, whichever is greater. This allows adequate
maneuver room for backing and turning. The Greater Downtown Plan adopted in 2018
has language that allows any accessory structure to have a zero-foot rear yard
setback. The intent was to accommodate and allow for accessory structures to
continue to exist and be built in a similar fashion to historical accessory buildings in the
downtown area. Because these requirements are in two different sections of the
municipal code, they appear contradictory and are confusing as to the interplay
between the regulations. As such, staff recommends that the standard in TEDs is
moved into the downtown standards which is a more typical location to find setback
standards. The proposed changes are as follows:

Section 24.12.130(a)(2). The setback for accessory structures is a zero-foot setback
from the alley and three feet from neighboring property line(s). Garages with overhead
doors facing the alley must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the far edge of the
alley or the zoning setback, whichever is greater.

Section 29.56.020 - Building setbacks. - Garages with overhead doors facing the alley



must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the far edge of the alley or the zoning
setback, whichever is greater. This allows adequate maneuver room for backing and
turning.

IV. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

Notice was completed as required by Section 21.02.080(g). Notice of the public
hearing was published on August 20, 2019, in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

V. ANALYSIS

In accordance with Section 21.02.140(c), a proposed text amendment shall address in
writing the reasons for the proposed amendment. There are no specific criteria for
review because a code amendment is a legislative act and within the discretion of the
City Council to decide with a recommendation from the Planning Commission. Reasons
for the proposed amendments are provided in the Background section of this report.

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

Staff finds that the proposed amendments to the Zoning and Development Code are
useful in that they eliminate inconsistencies within the code, provide necessary
clarification for the administration of the code, eliminate unnecessary regulations and
modify standards to provide regulations that assist in logical and orderly development.

FISCAL IMPACT:

N/A
SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce an ordinance amending parts of the Zoning and Development
Code, Greater Downtown Overlay, 24 Road Corridor Design Standards and
Transportation Engineering Design Standards to clarify administrative procedures,
remove inconsistencies and modify bulk standards and set a public hearing for
November 20, 2019.

Attachments

Exhibit List - Zoning Code Amendments

Staff Report

Exhibit 2 - Residential District Summary Table
Exhibit 3 - Residential District Summary Table
Exhibit 4 - Mixed Use & Industrial Summary Table
OrdinanceMisc 2019
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CITY O

Grand Junction Exhibit 1
( COLORADDO

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM

Project Name: Zoning Code Text Amendment, Title 21, Chapters 2, 3, 4 and 10;
Title 24 Chapter 12, Title 25 Chapter 5 and Title 29 Chapter 56

Applicant: City of Grand Junction

Address: City Wide

Zoning: N/A

Staff: Senta Costello

File No. ZCA-2019-421

Date: August 27, 2019
-]
. SUBJECT

Consider a request by the City of Grand Junction to amend various sections of the
Zoning and Development Code (Title 21), Greater Downtown Overlay (Title 24), 24
Road Corridor Design Standards (Title 25), and Transportation Engineering Design
Standards (Title 29) to clarify administrative procedures, remove inconsistencies and
modify bulk standards.

Il. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Staff is proposing amendments to various sections of the Zoning and Development
Code (Title 21), the Greater Downtown Overlay (Title 24), the 24 Road Corridor
Design Standards (Title 25), and the Transportation Engineering Design Standards
(Title 29) to address the following:

1) Organizational changes for the appeals process for ease of administration
and location of text regarding garage setbacks in the Downtown;

2) Modification of Bulk Standards for the R-5 zone district rear yard setback,
removing minimum lot size for multi-family development, and removing the
required 15 foot first floor height in the B-2 zone district;

3) Clarification of parking lot setbacks in the B-2 zone district and sign type in
the 24 Road corridor Design Standards; and

4) Clarifying procedures and criteria related to variance criteria, fences
requiring special permits, and accessory dwelling units.

lll. BACKGROUND

In an effort to keep the Zoning and Development Code current and relevant, staff is
proposing a number of amendments to modify standards, clarify sections and
processes, and eliminate inconsistencies. The Planning Commission discussed several
of these topics at its July 18, 2019 workshop and supported staff proceeding with the
proposed changes. The proposed amendments are summarized as follows:



Section 21.02.120. Special Permit

Section 21.02.120(b)(2)(i). provides that fences over 6 feet in height require a Special
Permit as issued by the City Council. With recent changes made to the Code by
Ordinances 4778 and 4831, fences over 6 feet can now be considered by the Director
through an Administrative Adjustment process and requires specific findings related to
unique conditions, compatibility and lack of right-of-way/easement/neighboring property
encroachments. In order to make the Code consistent between sections specifically the
administrative adjustment process, this section needs to be removed.

Section 21.02.120(b)(2). A special permit is allowed in all zone districts for the
following uses and shall be required prior to:

iy Al : : heiaht istriot

Section 21.02.200(c)(3). Variance, Approval Criteria.

This section provides one of the criterion for considering a variance. The language, as
shown below appears to have an error in that it is missing a word and as currently reads
is nonsensical. Staff is recommending to replace the unclear and confusing text so that
the sentence is both grammatically correct and meets the intent of the criteria to be
evaluated, as follows:

Section 21.02.200(c)(3). The literal interpretation of the provisions of the
regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other
properties in the same zoning district and would werk cause unnecessary and
undue hardship on the applicant;

Section 21.02.210 — Administrative Permit, Rehearing and Appeal Procedures
Currently, Section 21.02.070(a)(8) Administrative development permits provides the
requisite time period for which one can file and appeal of a decision on an
Administrative Permit. The Code in Section 21.02.210 provides a specific section on
Appeals, however this section does not include information regarding the requisite time
period. This time period should be moved from 21.02.070 to the Appeal section in
21.02.210 to provide for ease of finding and use. The time period and language would
remain unchanged. Additional renumbering of subsections would need to occur. The
proposed changes are as follows:

Section 21.02.210(b). An aqggrieved party may appeal the Director’s decision by
submitting a written appeal within 10 working days of the date of the Director’s

decision.




Re-letter (b) through (e).

21.03.040 Residential districts. Residential District Summary Table

Currently the R-8 and R-12 zone districts have a note that states “Minimum Iot size,
minimum lot width and minimum lot frontage do not apply to two-family dwellings or
multifamily.” Other zone districts that allow for multi-family including the R-5, R-16, R-
24, R-0, B-1, C-1, M-U and BP zone districts do not contain this note and have instead
a minimum lot size of designated. This is very limiting for various multi-family
developments. For example, if a developer wanted to build a townhome in a R-5 zone
district, the townhome would be required to have a minimum lot size of 20,000 square
feet and as a result likely precluding townhomes to develop on the property or creating
undesirability long narrow lots in order to utilize the shared wall type of construction of a
townhome development.



Residential District Summary Table

| RR |[RE| R1 | R2 | R4 | R5 | R8 |R12 | R16 | R-24
Lot
Area (min. ft.
unless otherwise
specified) 5 acres| 1 acre | 30,000 | 15,000 | 7,000 | 4,000 | 3,000 n/a n/a n/a
Width (min. ft.) 150 100 100 100 70 40 40 30 30 30
Frontage (min.
ft.) 50 50 50 50 20 20 20 20 20 20
Frontage on cul-
de-sac (min. ft.) 30 30 30 30 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Setback
Principal
structure
Front (min. ft.) 20 20 20 20 20 20 20* 20* 20* 20*
Side (min. ft.) 50 15 15 15 7 5 5 5 5 5
Rear (min. ft.) 50 30 30 30 25 25 10 10 10 10
Accessory
structure
Front (min. ft.) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Side (min. ft.) 50 5 3
Rear (min. ft.) 50 10 10 5 5 5 5
Bulk
Lot coverage
(max.) 5% 15% 20% 30% 50% 60% 70% 75% 75% 80%
Height (max. ft.) 35 35 35 35 40 40 40 60 60 72
Density (min.
units per acre) n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 3 5.5 8 12 16
Density (max. 1 unit/
units per acre) 5 acres 1 1 2 4 55 8 12 16 n/a
Cluster allowed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Notes
*20 feet for the garage portion of a principal structure and 15 feet for the remainder of the principal
structure.
R-5: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 4,000 sf, two-family attached — 6,000
sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 60 ft., all
other types — 40 ft.
R-8: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 3,000 sf and two-family attached —
6,000 sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 60 ft.,
all other types — 40 ft.
R-12: Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 45 ft., all other types — 30 ft.

Staff recommends adding language to exempt all multi-family from having a minimum
lot size. The Code changes would be as follows:



Add note to Residential District Summary Table: Note: Minimum Lot Area, Lot
Width and Lot Frontage do not apply to two family dwellings or multifamily.

Remove notes from Residential District Summary Table:

R-5: Min. lot area vari ilding-type;-de o¥e
fam#y—attaehed—@—@@@—sf—m&l#am#y—%;@@@—sf— civic — 20 000 sf Mm—let

21.03.040 Residential districts. Residential District Summary Table

The Residential District Summary Table provides for the bulk standards for all
residential zone districts. Staff has been approached by members of the development
community requesting a reduction in the R-5 rear yard setback dimension. The request
has included a reduction from 25 feet to something smaller and has been suggested to
be 15 feet. They have cited challenges regarding being able to meet this minimum
setback and provide for the size of home they would like to be constructing on these
lots. The current R-5 rear yard setback is equivalent to the rear yard setback in the R-4
zone district (25 feet), but is greater than the R-8 zone district rear yard setback of 10
feet. The benefit of reducing the rear yard setback is potentially providing for larger
building envelopes on each 4,000 square foot lot (minimum lot size), however there may
be undesirable results of this reduction including less yard space and buffering between
the rear yards of homes in areas zoned R-5.

Should this reduction be considered the table would be amended to replace R-5, rear
yard setback of 25 feet to 15 feet. Other rear yard setback dimensions could also be
considered (eg. 20 feet).



| RR |REE|R1 | R2 | R4 | R5 | R8 | R12 | R16 | R24
Lot
Area (min. fi.
unless otherwise
specified) 5acres| 1acre | 30,000 (15,000 | 7,000 | 4,000 | 3,000 nia n/a n/a
Width {min. ft.) 150 100 100 100 70 40 40 30 30 30
Frontage (min.
ft) 50 50 50 50 20 20 20 20 20 20
Frontage on cul-
de-sac (min. ft.} 30 30 30 30 nia n/a n/a nia n/a n/a
Setback
Principal
structure
Front (min. ft.) 20 20 20 20 20 20 207 207 207 207
Side (min._ ft.) 50 15 15 15 7 5 5 5 5
Rear (min. ft.) 50 30 30 30 25 25 10 10 10 10
Accessory
structure
Front (min. ft.) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Side (min. ft.) 50 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Hear {min. ft.) 50 10 10 ) 5 5 ) 5 5 )

Section 21.03.070. Mixed use districts. Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard
Summary Table

The Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard Summary Table provides a note in the
table, Note: B-2: Parking setback for principal structure — 30 ft., for accessory 6 ft”. This
note is confusing in that there are not structures, as defined in the Code, generally
related to or a part of a parking lot. Staff has interpreted this section to mean that if
parking is being provided as the sole or primary use on a lot in the B-2 Zone District, the
lot must be setback 30 feet from the property line. As well, the note includes “for
accessory 6 ft.” Staff has interpreted this subsequent section to mean that if the parking
lot is accessory to a primary use (usually a building), the parking lot must be setback 6
feet from the property line.

Motes

B-1: Max. building size varies by use; retail — 15,000 sf (unless a CUP is approved), office 30,000
B-2: Parking setback for principal structure — 30 ft., for accessory 6 fi.; first floor min. height — 15 ft.
C-1: Min. rear setback — 0 if an alley is present

CSR: Maximum building height abutting residential — 40 ft.

Staff recommends clarifying this code language, as follows:



Note: B-2: Parking front setback for principal-structure parking as a principal
use, 30 feet, for as an accessory use 6 feet.

Section 21.03.070. Mixed use districts. Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard
Summary Table.

The Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard Summary Table provides a note in the
table, “B-2: first Floor min. height — 15 ft.” This issue recently arose in a request for a
redevelopment project in the downtown area that was unable/uninterested in providing a
first floor height of 15 feet. The project sought and ultimately received a variance due to
the unique circumstances related to the project, however it brought to light some of the
challenges of requiring a 15 foot first floor height for all buildings located in the B-2 zone
district. As was provided in the testimony in the variance hearing, most of the buildings
on the historic main street do not have a 15 feet first floor height while most range
between 10 feet and 14 feet.

It is staff’s understanding that this code provision was put in place for two reasons. The
primary reason being the desire for buildings to be constructed that could be
repurposed to commercial uses in the future should they be constructed as residential
(or other) initially. The 15 feet would allow for higher ceilings as well as necessary
building systems such as ventilation, fire sprinkling, or other modifications to the
mechanical components in a more cost efficient manner. The second intent of the code
provision was aesthetics that were more in line with typical high ceiling and historic
building fagade elevations.

Notes

B-1: Max. building size varies by use; retail — 15,000 sf (unless a CUP is approved), office 30,000
B-2: Parking setback for principal structure — 30 ft., for accessory 6 fi.; first floor min. height — 15 ft.
C-1: Min. rear setback — 0 if an alley is presant

CSR: Maximum building height abutting residential — 40 ft.

Staff generally recommends that this type of standard is not necessary and may
preclude creativity in architectural style and building design and recommends removing
this note from the Table.

Note: B-2: first-Hor-min-height—15-ft

Section 21.02.070(f)(2)(vi). Accessory Dwelling Units Review process.

Section 21.04.040(f) was recently amended by Ordinance 4831 to update standards for
Accessory Dwelling Units. Part of this amendment including removing the requirement
for a proposed ADU to be reviewed through a Minor Site Plan Review process and
replacing it with a simplified process that requires the review and issuance of a planning



clearance. There exists an additional reference to this requirement in Section 21.02.070
that now needs to be removed.

Staff is recommending removal of text as follows:

Staff has identified other provisions of the code regarding ADUs that will also be
considered for modification in the future, specifically sections regarding accessary
structures allowed to be a maximum of 75 percent of the square foot of the principal
structure as well as a standard requiring all ADUs to be located behind a principle
structure.

Section 25.05.010 - 24 Road Corridor Design Standards - Sign standards.

The standards for 24 Road Corridor only allow for freestanding signs and flush wall
signs. It further provides that all freestanding signs shall be single- or double-faced and
constructed of a metal panel with stone or veneer base. In essence, this means that all
freestanding signs will be monument style signs. Adding more clear language in the
code would benefit the understanding and intent of these sign standards. Staff
recommends the following clarification to the code.

Section 25.05.010(a) Only the following sign types are permitted: freestanding
monument signs, flush wall signs, exempt signs, and temporary signs as
allowed/regulated by GJMC 21.06.070 Sign regulation, except as further
restricted in this chapter.

Section 29.56.020 - Alley Standards, Garage Setbacks and Section 24.12.130(a)(2)
— Downtown District Standards and Guidelines — Residential Areas

Section 29.56.020 of the TEDS Manual has a standard that requires garages with
overhead doors facing the alley must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the far
edge of the alley or the zoning setback, whichever is greater. This allows adequate
maneuver room for backing and turning. The Greater Downtown Plan adopted in 2018
has language that allows any accessory structure to have a zero-foot rear yard setback.
The intent was to accommodate and allow for accessory structures to continue to exist
and be built in a similar fashion to historical accessory buildings in the downtown area.
Because these requirements are in two different sections of the municipal code, they
appear contradictory and are confusing as to the interplay between the regulations. As
such, staff recommends that the standard in TEDs is moved into the downtown
standards which is a more typical location to find setback standards. The proposed
changes are as follows:

Section 24.12.130(a)(2). The setback for accessory structures is a zero-foot setback
from the alley and three feet from neighboring property line(s). Garages with



overhead doors facing the alley must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the far
edge of the alley or the zoning setback, whichever is greater.

IV. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
Notice was completed as required by Section 21.02.080(g). Notice of the public hearing
was published on August 20, 2019, in the Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

V. ANALYSIS

In accordance with Section 21.02.140(c), a proposed text amendment shall address in
writing the reasons for the proposed amendment. There are no specific criteria for
review because a code amendment is a legislative act and within the discretion of the
City Council to decide with a recommendation from the Planning Commission. Reasons
for the proposed amendments are provided in the Background section of this report.

VI. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

Staff finds that the proposed amendments to the Zoning and Development Code are
useful in that they eliminate inconsistencies within the code, provide necessary
clarification for the administration of the code, eliminate unnecessary regulations and
modify standards to provide regulations that assist in logical and orderly development.

VIl. RECOMMENDED MOTION

Madam Chairman, on the Zoning and Development Code Amendments, ZCA-2019-421,
| move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval finding
that the amendments as recommended by staff as well as change the R-5 rear yard
setback from 25 feetto __ feet, work to eliminate inconsistencies within the code,
provide necessary clarification for the administration of the code, eliminate unnecessary
regulations and modify standards to provide regulations that assist in logical and orderly
development.

Attachments:
Proposed Ordinance



Residential District Summary Table

Exhibit 2

| RR |[RE| R1 | R2 | R4 | R5 | R8 | R12 | R16 | R-24
Lot
Area (min. ft.
unless otherwise
specified) 5 acres| 1 acre | 30,000 | 15,000 | 7,000 | 4,000 | 3,000 n/a n/a n/a
Width (min. ft.) 150 100 100 100 70 40 40 30 30 30
Frontage (min.
ft.) 50 50 50 50 20 20 20 20 20 20
Frontage on cul-
de-sac (min. ft.) 30 30 30 30 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Setback
Principal
structure
Front (min. ft.) 20 20 20 20 20 20 20% 20* 20* 20%
Side (min. ft.) 50 15 15 15 7 5 5 5 5 5
Rear (min. ft.) 50 30 30 30 25 25 10 10 10 10
Accessory
structure
Front (min. ft.) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Side (min. ft.) 50 5 3
Rear (min. ft.) 50 10 10 5 5 5 5
Bulk
Lot coverage
(max.) 5% 15% 20% 30% 50% 60% 70% 75% 75% 80%
Height (max. ft.) 35 35 35 35 40 40 40 60 60 72
Density (min.
units per acre) n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 3 5.5 8 12 16
Density (max. 1 unit/
units per acre) 5 acres 1 1 2 4 5.5 8 12 16 n/a
Cluster allowed Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Notes
*20 feet for the garage portion of a principal structure and 15 feet for the remainder of the principal
structure.
R-5: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 4,000 sf, two-family attached — 6,000
sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 60 ft., all
other types — 40 ft.
R-8: Min. lot area varies by building type; detached single-family — 3,000 sf and two-family attached —
6,000 sf, multifamily — 20,000 sf, civic — 20,000 sf. Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 60 ft.,
all other types — 40 ft.
R-12: Min. lot width varies by building type; two-family — 45 ft., all other types — 30 ft.




Exhibit 3

| RR |REE|R1 | R2 | R4 | R5 | R8 | R12 | R16 | R24
Lot
Area (min. fi.
unless otherwise
specified) 5acres| 1acre | 30,000 (15,000 | 7,000 | 4,000 | 3,000 nia n/a n/a
Width {min. ft.) 150 100 100 100 70 40 40 30 30 30
Frontage (min.
ft) 50 50 50 50 20 20 20 20 20 20
Frontage on cul-
de-sac (min. ft.} 30 30 30 30 nia n/a n/a nia n/a n/a
Setback
Principal
structure
Front (min. ft.) 20 20 20 20 20 20 207 207 207 207
Side (min._ ft.) 50 15 15 15 7 5 5 5 5
Rear (min. ft.) 50 30 30 30 25 25 10 10 10 10
Accessory
structure
Front (min. ft.) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Side (min. ft.) 50 5 3 3 3 3 3 3
Hear {min. ft.) 50 10 10 ) 5 ) 5 )




Exhibit 4

B-1: Max. building size varies by use; retail — 15,000 sf (unless a CUP is approved), office 30,000
B-2: Parking setback for principal structure — 30 ft., for accessory 6 ft.; first floor min. height — 15 .
C-1: Min. rear setback — 0 if an alley is present

CSR: Maximum building height abutting residential — 40 ft.




CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING PARTS OF THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT
CODE, GREATER DOWNTOWN OVERLAY, 24 ROAD CORRIDOR DESIGN
STANDARDS AND TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING DESIGN STANDARDS TO
CLARIFY ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES, REMOVE INCONSISTENCIES AND
MODIFY BULK STANDARDS.

Recitals:

The City Council desires to maintain effective zoning and development regulations that
implement the vision and goals of the Comprehensive Plan while being flexible and
responsive to the community’s desires and market conditions and has directed that the
Code be reviewed and amended as necessary.

The amendments to the Zoning and Development Code eliminate (1) requirements
that have been proven, over time, impractical, difficult or impossible to apply or
enforce, and for which there are other safeguards in the Code furthering the intent of
the provisions; (2) inconsistencies within the Code; (3) unnecessary regulations; or (4)
duplicative information.

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning and
Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval
of the proposed Code amendments.

After public notice and public hearing, the Grand Junction City Council finds that the
proposed Code amendments are necessary to maintain effective regulations to
implement the Comprehensive Plan.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

Section 21.02.120(b)(2) is amended as follows (deletions struck through):

Section 21.02.120(b)(2). A special permit is allowed in all zone districts for the
following uses and shall be required prior to:

iy Al , : heiaht. striot



Section 21.02.200(c)(3) is amended as follows (additions underlined, deletions
struck through):

Section 21.02.200(c)(3). The literal interpretation of the provisions of the
regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other
properties in the same zoning district and would werk cause unnecessary and
undue hardship on the applicant;

Section 21.02.210(b) shall be amended as follows (additions underlined, deletions
struck through):

An aqggrieved party may appeal the Director’s decision by submitting a written appeal
within 10 working days of the date of the Director’s decision.

Re-letter (b) through (e).

Residential District Summary table, Section 21.03.040(g)(2)(iii) and Section
21.03.040(h)(2)(iii) shall be amended as follows (additions underlined, deletions
struck through):

Note: Minimum Lot Area, Lot Width and Lot Frontage do not apply to two family
dwellings or multifamily.

R-5: Min. lot area varies-by-building-type;-de a¥e
fam#y—attaehed—@—@@@—sf—mammw—z@@@@—sf— civic — 20 000 sf Mm—let

R-8: Min. lot area vares-by-building-type:-detached-single-family—3.000-sf-and
two-family-attached-—6.000-sf-multifamily —20.000-sf; civic — 20, OOO sf. Min-lot




Residential District Summary table shall be amended as follows (additions
underlined, deletions struck through):

Highlighted area showing the required rear yard setback shall be changed from 25’ to
15’ as depicted below.

| RR |[REE|R1 | R2 | R4 | RS | R8 | R12 | R16 | R24
Lot
Area (min. fi.
unless otherwise
specified) 5acres| 1acre | 30,000 | 15,000 | 7,000 | 4,000 | 3,000 nia n/a nl/a
Width {min. ft.) 150 100 100 100 7o 40 40 30 30 30
Frontage (min.
ft) 50 50 50 50 20 20 20 20 20 20
Frontage on cul-
de-sac (min. ft.} 30 30 30 30 nia n/a n/a nia n/a n/a
Setback
Principal
structure
Front (min. ft.) 20 20 20 20 20 20 20" 207 20" 20"
Side (min. ft.} 50 15 15 15 7 5 5 5 5
Hear {min. ft.) 50 30 30 30 25 15 ) 10 10 10 10
Accessory
structure
Front (min. ft.) 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
Side (min. ft.} 50 5 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Rear (min. ft.) 50 10 10 ) 5 ) ) 5 5 5

Section 21.03.070(b)(2)(ii) shall be amended as follows (deletions struck through):

Re-number (iii) through (iv).

Section 21.03.070. Mixed use districts. Mixed Use and Industrial Bulk Standard
Summary Table shall be amended as follows (additions underlined, deletions
struck through):



Note: B-2: Parking front setback for principal-structure parking as a principal use,
30 feet, for as an accessory use 6 feet; first-flormin—height—15-f

Section 21.02.070(f)(2)(vi) shall be amended as follows (deletions struck through):

Section 25.05.010 - 24 Road Corridor Design Standards - Sign standards shall be
amended as follows (additions underlined):

Section 25.05.010(a) Only the following sign types are permitted: freestanding
monument signs, flush wall signs, exempt signs, and temporary signs as
allowed/regulated by GJMC 21.06.070 Sign regulation, except as further
restricted in this chapter.

Section 29.56.020 - Alley Standards, Garage Setbacks and Section 24.12.130(a)(2)
— Downtown District Standards and Guidelines — Residential Areas shall be
amended as follows (additions underlined, deletions struck through):

Section 24.12.130(a)(2). The setback for accessory structures is a zero-foot
setback from the alley and three feet from neighboring property line(s). Garages
with overhead doors facing the alley must be set back a minimum of 25 feet from the
far edge of the alley or the zoning setback, whichever is greater.

Introduced on first reading this day of , 2019 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

Adopted on second reading this day of , 2019 and ordered published in
pamphlet form.

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #2.b.i.

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Jodi Romero, Finance Director, Greg Caton, City Manager

Department:  City Manager's Office

Submitted By: Jodi Romero, Finance Director

Information
SUBJECT:

Introduction of an Ordinance Making Supplemental Appropriation for Grand Valley
Catholic Outreach Property Acquisition and Set a Public Hearing for November 20,
2019

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of the ordinance making supplemental appropriations for
Grand Valley Catholic Outreach property acquisition and set a public hearing for
November 20, 2019.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This request is to appropriate funds and authorize spending for Grand Valley Catholic
Outreach to acquire the real property at 104 White Avenue. The funds are available in
the General Fund Reserve Balance and authorized to be used for this purpose as
described in the General Fund Minimum Reserve Policy adopted by City Council.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

City Council authorizes spending at a fund level. The authorization occurs through the
adoption of the Appropriations Ordinance. Supplemental appropriations are also
adopted by ordinance and are required when the adopted budget is increased to
approve new projects or expenditures.

At the City Council workshop on November 4, 2019 City Council heard a request from
Grand Valley Catholic Outreach (GVCO) for the City to contribute $500,000 towards
the purchase of 104 White Avenue for the project named Mother Teresa Place. GVCO



describes using the property for affordable housing for men and women who are
homeless and have disabilities. The Attached is the request letter from GVCO to the
City Manager.

At the workshop, GVCO indicated an asking price for the property of $4.7 million with
the following sources of funding:

e Grand Valley Catholic Outreach $1,200,000

e Colorado Housing Finance Authority $1,000,000
e City of Grand Junction $500,000

e Department of Local Affairs $2,000,000

City Council directed staff to bring forward a supplemental appropriation to the 2019
budget regarding this request.

FISCAL IMPACT:

The funds are available in the General Fund Reserve Balance and authorized to be
used for this purpose as described in the General Fund Minimum Reserve Policy
adopted by City Council. Currently the funds above the 20% Minimum Reserve are
projected to be $2.9 million at 12/31/2019 and $8.4 million at 12/31/2020 based on the
2020 Recommended Budget. Grand Valley Catholic Outreach is requesting $500,000.

The supplemental appropriation ordinance is presented in order to ensure sufficient
appropriation by fund to defray the necessary expenses of the City. The ordinance is
consistent with, and as proposed for adoption, reflective of lawful and proper
governmental accounting practices.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to introduce a proposed ordinance making Supplemental Appropriations to the
2019 Budget of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado for the year beginning January 1,
2019 and ending December 31, 2019 and set a public hearing for November 20, 2019.

Attachments

1.  Grand Valley Catholic Outreach Ltr to City Manager
2. Third Supplemental Appropriation-Grand Valley Catholic Outreach
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& "% Grand Valley Catholic Outreach

é; ";':u’ 245 S. First Street
. / 2 Grand Junction, Colorado 81501 .
: ) 970-241-3658 beptember 27, 20 19
Op 2 .
G'fe%o(%aton
Administrator

City of Grand Junction
250 N. 5" Street
Grand Junction, CO 81501

Dear Greg:

Thank you for the time you and Tamara gave me and several of Grand Valley Catholic
Outreach’s board members this aficrnoon. We are pleased that the project we are considering
falls within the scope of the comprehensive planning that is currently in progress. Thank you for
your interest in, acknowledgement of, and support of our efforts.

The project we are considering is the purchase of 104 White Avenue, currently named the
Downtown Suites, for affordable housing for men and women who are homeless and have
disabilities (mental and behavioral). 104 White has 45 small apartments that include kitchen
utilities (stove, refrigerator, microwave, sink) as well as private bathrooms, These units are
currently being leased as individual apartments.

For the well-being of the future occupants, we will provide whatever services individuals may
need to enhance their self-sufficiency in collaboration with other service agencies in our
community.

The suites are on the market for $4,800,000 which we hope to see reduced in a final offer. The
Department of Local Affairs is willing to consider a matching grant for a part of the cost to help
acquire the property. If we have city financial support for this project it would be a great assist
toward achieving our goal.

We are asking the City of Grand Junction to consider a grant to this project of $500,000. If so
we will have met DOLA’s requirement for the match. Knowing the limitations the City may be
facing we would be able to work with this amount if you decided you could give half the amount
in 2019 and the rest in 2020, Finally, we hope the City of Grand Junction’s Counecil will
generously consider this request and open their hands and hearts so that we may open doors for
those most vulnerable in our community,

Blessings on each of you for your work for the betterment of all in our community.
Sincerely,

Sr. Karen Bland,O5B,PhD
Executive Director




ORDINANCE NO. ____

AN ORDINANCE MAKING SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO THE 2019 BUDGET
OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO FOR THE YEAR BEGINNING
JANUARY 1, 2019 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2019.

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

That the following sums of money be appropriated from unappropriated fund balance and
additional revenues to the funds indicated for the year ending December 31, 2019 to be
expended from such funds as follows:

Fund Name Fund # Appropriation
General Fund 100 $ 500,000




INTRODUCED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this day of
, 2019.

TO BE PASSED AND ADOPTED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this
day of ,2019.

President of the Council
Attest:

City Clerk
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Grand Junction
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #3.a.

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Ken Watkins, Fire Chief, John Shaver, City Attorney

Department: Fire
Submitted By: Ken Watkins

Information
SUBJECT:

An Amendment to an Agreement Between the City of Grand Junction, the Grand
Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict

RECOMMENDATION:

Authorize the City Manager to sign an amendment to the 2008 agreement between the
City of Grand Junction and the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the
Redlands Subdistrict.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The City has provided fire and emergency medical services to the Grand Junction
Rural Fire Protection District since 1944 and the Redlands Subdistrict since 2002. The
District and the Subdistrict have notified the City of their desire to desolve the
Subdistrict at a future election in order to standardize the mill levy across the District
and the Subdistrict. This amendment is to continue the agreement of service between
the City and the District and Subdistrict areas in lieu of changes to the District resulting
from the election.

A map of the Grand Valley Fire Districts is attached showing the Grand Junction Rural
Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict in relation to the City boundaries.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City has provided fire and emergency medical services to the Grand Junction
Rural Fire Protection District since 1944. In 2002 the Redlands Subdistrict was



established separate from, but wholly within the District for the purpose of assessing a
separate, additional general operating mill levy to support the City's costs of operating
and maintaining Fire Station 5 in the Redlands. Of the over 32,000 incidents that the
Fire Department responded to in 2017 & 2018, 4,815 were in the Grand Junction Rural
Fire Protection District or Redlands Subdistrict.

The City has provided emergency response services to the District/Subdistrict through
a contract for service. Prior to 2008 the contract was based on the number of incidents
that the Grand Junction Fire Department responded to within the District or Subdistrict.
The agreement was difficult to manage and the District/Subdistrict Board was
concerned with meeting it's obligation to the City under the agreement. As a result, in
2008 the parties established a new agreement whereby the City would provide
emergency response services to the District/Subdistrict and in return the
District/Subdistrict will pay to the City all revenue received minus a minimal amount for
operating expenses. In 2019, this amount is estimated to be over $1.9 million.

The District/Subdistrict have notified the City that they desire to standardize the mill
levy between the District and Subdistrict and are in the process to dissolve

the Subdistrict at a mail ballot election to be held on May 5, 2020. The new mill levy
has not been established at this time. This amendment provides language for
continuation of emergency response service and maintains the service agreement if
the voters approve dissolution of the Subdistrict.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Since 2008 when the current agreement was put in place, the District/Subdistrict has
paid the City over $23,000,000, averaging $1,953,251 per year for providing service.

The intent of the amendment to the agreement between the City and the
District/Subdistrict is that the revenue paid to the City would remain the same. The
amendment stipulates that as a result of dissolution of the Subdistrict the property tax
revenue received by the District must be equal to the total property tax revenue
generated by both the District and the Subdistrict. This can occur through the assessed
valuation of property or through an additional ballot question at the same election for a
general operating mill levy increase in the District. In this case the passage of the
Subdistrict dissolution is contingent upon passage of the District's concurrent mill levy
increase. The District/Subdistrict Board will make a decision on whether to propose a
new mill levy in the District when they receive the latest assessed valuation of
properties in the District/Subdistrict.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 69-19, a resolution authorizing the City Manager to



approve an amendment to the agreement between the City of Grand Junction and the
Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict.

Attachments

1. RES-Amendment to GJRFPD Contract 11-2019
First Amendment to 2008 Agreement between the City of Grand Junction and the
District & Subdistrict

3. GrandValley_FireDistricts11x17



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO APPROVE AN AMENDMENT TO
THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION AND THE GRAND JUNCTION
RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT AND THE REDLANDS SUBDISTRICT

The City of Grand Junction has provided fire and emergency medical services to the Grand Junction
Rural Fire Protection District (GJIRFPD) since 1944. In 2002 the Redlands sub-district was established
separate from but wholly within the District for the purpose of assessing a separate, additional general
operating mill levy to support the City's costs of constructing, operating and maintaining Fire Station 5.
During those years the City and the GIRFPD have had various written agreements defining and
describing service delivery and business relationships.

The 2008 agreement established that the City would provide emergency response services to the
District/Subdistrict and in return the District/Subdistrict will pay to the City all revenue received minus an
amount necessary for operating expenses.

The District/Sub-district have notified the City that they desire to standardize the mill levy between the
District and Sub-district and intending to dissolve the Subdistrict at a mail ballot election to be held on
May 5, 2020. The amendment to the 2008 agreement provides for continuation of emergency response
service and maintains the service agreement if the voters approve dissolution of the Subdistrict.

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado that the
First Amendment to the 2008 Agreement Regarding Fire Protection Services Between the City of Grand
Junction and the Grand Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict is hereby
approved and shall be given full and immediate effect.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 6™ day of November 2019.

Rick Taggart
Mayor and President of the City Council

ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk



First Amendment to
2008 Agreement Regarding Fire Protection Services Between the City of Grand Junction and the Grand
Junction Rural Fire Protection District and the Redlands Subdistrict

This First Amendment ("First Amendment") to the 2008 Agreement Regarding Fire Protection Services ("2008
Agreement") is entered into between the City of Grand Junction ("City") and the Grand Junction Rural Fire
Protection District ("District") and the Redlands Subdistrict ("Subdistrict") as of the 12" day of November, 2019.
Collectively the City, the District, and the Subdistrict may be referred to as the "Parties".

Recitals

The Parties entered into the 2008 Agreement on July 1, 2008. In general, the 2008 Agreement provides that the
City, through its fire department, will provide emergency response services to the District and Subdistrict on a
reasonably equivalent basis to the emergency response services that the City provides to the incorporated areas of
the City, and will provide staffing at Fire Station 5 (the Redlands Fire Station) at a level that is reasonably
equivalent to that provided at other City fire stations. In return for such services and staffing, the 2008 Agreement
generally provides that the District and the Subdistrict will pay to the City all revenues received by them, except
for reasonable amounts retained by the District and Subdistrict for the cost of their operations, not to exceed
$25,000.00 each calendar year unless otherwise agreed to by the City. In accordance with a separate written
agreement, the Parties have agreed that the District and Subdistrict may retain up to $80,000 in 2020 for
operational expenditures.

The Subdistrict is wholly located within the boundaries and jurisdiction of the District, and was established by the
District in 2002 for the purpose of assessing a separate, additional general operating mill levy to support the City's
costs of operating and maintaining Fire Station 5, to be constructed by the City. The construction of Fire Station
5 was completed in 2004, and in the 15 years since, the boundaries of the City and Fire District, the response
patterns for dispatching emergency services, and the Fire District and Subdistrict's tax base have evolved.
Accordingly, the District and Subdistrict have notified the City of their desire to standardize the mill levy across
the District and Subdistrict, seek eligible elector approval to dissolve the Subdistrict at a mail ballot election to be
held on May 5, 2020, and pay the financial obligations to the City under the 2008 Agreement solely from District
revenue. By this First Amendment, the Parties memorialize their agreement regarding the dissolution of the
Subdistrict, and the interpretation of the 2008 Agreement in the event the Subdistrict's eligible electors approve
the ballot issue.

Agreement

NOW, THERFORE, the Parties agree as follows:

1. Subdistrict Dissolution: The Subdistrict shall submit the question of its dissolution to the eligible
electors of the Subdistrict at the May 5, 2020 election, or at any other election (collectively, "Election"), only if:

(a) the Assessed Valuation of all real property within the District's jurisdiction, as set forth in the
County Assessor's Assessed Valuation report received by the District in December of the calendar year
immediately preceding the year that the dissolution question is to be submitted to the Subdistrict's eligible
electors, multiplied by the District's general operating mill levy, would result in property tax revenue that
is at least equal to the total property tax revenue generated by both the District's and Subdistrict's general
operating mill levies in the immediately preceding calendar year;

OR

(b) the District submits to the District's eligible electors, at the same Election as the Subdistrict
submits the question of its dissolution to the Subdistrict's eligible electors, a ballot issue for a general
operating mill levy increase in such amount as is necessary for the District to generate the amount of
property tax revenue set forth in paragraph 1(a) above, with a concurrent de-brucing of such mill levy

3123008.4



increase, and the passage of the Subdistrict's dissolution ballot question is made expressly contingent upon
the passage of the District's mill levy increase and de-brucing ballot issue.

2. Continuation of Emergency Response Services: In the event that (i) the conditions set forth in

paragraph 1 above are met, (ii) the Subdistrict submits the question of its dissolution to the eligible electors of the
Subdistrict at the Election, and (iii) the Subdistrict's dissolution question passes and the dissolution is ordered by
the District Court, then on and after the date of the Subdistrict's dissolution:

(a) The City shall continue to provide emergency response services to all areas within the
District's jurisdiction, including the former Subdistrict area. The City shall also continue to perform all of
its other duties and obligations under the 2008 Agreement; to this end, any duty or obligation owed by
the City to the Subdistrict under the 2008 Agreement shall be read and interpreted as being owed by the
City to the District.

(b) The District shall continue to pay to the City all revenues received by the District,
including from within the former Subdistrict area, less and except such amounts as are permitted by the
2008 Agreement to be retained by the District. The District shall also continue to perform all of its other
duties and obligations, and the duties and obligations of the Subdistrict, under the 2008 Agreement; to
this end, any duty or obligation owed by the Subdistrict to the City or otherwise under the 2008 Agreement
shall be read and interpreted as being owed by the District, except as provided pursuant to paragraph 2(c)
below.

(©) Paragraph 6 of the 2008 Agreement is hereby amended in its entirety to provide that the
District shall impose its general operating mill levy at the maximum amount authorized by its eligible
electors and permitted by applicable law each year during the term of the Agreement, and shall take such
actions and steps to assure that the District revenues are assessed, collected, and paid to the City as
provided under the 2008 Agreement. The District will not reduce its general operating mill levy unless
required by Colorado law and until the City has been notified in writing of any proposed reduction and
given a reasonable opportunity (not less than 30 days) to protest or otherwise respond to any proposed
decrease.

3. Subdistrict Removed As A Party: On and after the date of the Subdistrict's dissolution, the

Subdistrict shall be deemed removed as a party and signatory to the Agreement.

4. Other Provisions: All other provisions of the 2008 Agreement shall remain in full force and

effect as written and are unaffected by this First Amendment.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have signed this agreement effective the year and day first above

written.
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION
By: Attest:
Greg Caton, City Manager Wanda Winkelmann , City Clerk

GRAND JUNCTION RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

and the
GRAND JUNCTION RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
REDLANDS SUBDISTRICT
By: Attest:
Lynn Ensley, Chairman Secretary of the Board

3123008.4
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CITY O

Grand Junction
("_Q COLORADDO

Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.a.

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Randi Kim, Utilities Director

Department: Utilities
Submitted By: Randi Kim, Utilities Director

Information
SUBJECT:

A Resolution Supporting the Application for a Bureau of Reclamation Grant for
Pressure Control Tank Project

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends adoption of the resolution supporting the grant application for a
Bureau of Reclamation Grant for Pressure Control Tank Project.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

City staff is seeking Bureau of Reclamation grant funding in the amount of $300,000.
The City Utilities Department proposes to construct a new Pressure Control Tank with a
total volume of 510,000 gallons to replace the existing undersized flow control tower
which will allow the City to operate the Purdy Mesa Flow Line at maximum flow
capacity (9.8 million gallons per day) thereby increasing the reliability of water supplies,
improving drought resiliency, and conserving water.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The City of Grand Junction operates two water supply lines that convey water from its
diversion and storage reservoirs on the Grand Mesa to its water treatment plant. The
City’s primary supply line, the Purdy Mesa Flow Line, is a gravity transmission main of
approximately 17.5 miles which currently conveys raw water from the Juniata Reservoir
to the Grand Junction Water Treatment Plant. The Purdy Mesa Flow Line is
hydraulically constrained by an undersized flow control tower (1,760 gallons). The
proposed project includes installation of a new Pressure Control Tank with a total
volume of 510,000 gallons to replace the existing flow control tower which will allow the



City to operate the Purdy Mesa Flow Line at maximum flow capacity (9.8 mgd) thereby
increasing the reliability of water supplies, improving drought resiliency, and conserving
water.

The City is requesting grant funding for the Pressure Control Tank Project under the
Bureau of Reclamation's Drought Resiliency Program with the objective of increasing
the reliability of water supplies through infrastructure improvements. The Pressure
Control Tank is a new conveyance system component that would increase flexibility to
deliver water from the Juniata Reservoir, facilitating access to water supplies in times of
drought.

Engineering design and permitting of the Pressure Control Tank was completed in
2018 and the project is ready for construction bidding in FY20.

FISCAL IMPACT:

Total project costs are $1,440,234 and is planned for 2020. The City is applying for a
federal grant of $300,000. The City is required to provide matching funding in the
amount of $1,125,000 which is included in the 2020 recommended capital budget for
the Water enterprise fund. In addition, the City is required to provide in-kind
engineering and project management services in the amount of $15,234.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 70-19, a resolution supporting the grant application for
a Bureau of Reclamation Grant for the Pressure Control Tank Project.

Attachments

1. Resolution



Resolution No.  -19

A RESOLUTION SUPPORTING THE GRANT APPLICATION FOR A BUREAU OF
RECLAMATION GRANT FOR THE PRESSURE CONTROL TANK PROJECT

Be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado that:

The City of Grand Junction by, with and through this Resolution of the City Council supports the
WaterSMART Drought Response Program, Drought Resiliency Project Grant application that the City of
Grand Junction has made to the United States Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). The application will assist
the City in construct the Pressure Control Tank Project to increase the drought resiliency of the City’s
Purdy Mesa water supply line.

Through WaterSMART, the Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) leverages Federal and non-Federal
funding to work cooperatively with states, tribes, and local entities as they plan for and implement actions
to increase water supply reliability through investments in existing infrastructure and attention to local
water conflicts. The WaterSMART Drought Response Program supports a proactive approach to drought
by providing financial assistance to water managers to implement projects that will build long-term
resilience to drought (Drought Resiliency Projects).

In accordance with the grant purposes, the City Utilities Department proposes to construct a new Pressure
Control Tank with a total volume of 510,000 gallons to replace the existing flow control tower which will
allow the City to operate the Purdy Mesa Flow Line at maximum flow capacity (9.8 mgd) thereby
increasing the reliability of water supplies, improving drought resiliency, and conserving water.

The City staff is seeking Bureau of Reclamation grant funding in the amount of $300,000 over a period of
2 years. The City Council of the City of Grand Junction authorizes the expenditure of funds necessary to
meet the terms and obligations, including established deadlines, of any Grant awarded.

If the grant is awarded, the City Council hereby authorizes the City Manager to sign the grant agreement
with Bureau of Reclamation for the Water Marketing Strategy grant program.

The City staff has recommended that the City Council support the grant application and if awarded that
the grant be utilized for the important purposes of continuing to carefully manage the water resources.



PASSED and ADOPTED this 6th day of November 2019

Rick Taggart
President of the Council
ATTEST:

Wanda Winkelmann
City Clerk
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Grand Junction City Council

Regular Session

Item #4.b.

Meeting Date: November 6, 2019

Presented By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Department: Community Development

Submitted By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner

Information
SUBJECT:

Resolution Vacating a Portion of a 20-Foot Wide Public Sanitary Sewer Easement
Located at 2424 Hwy 6 & 50

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning Commission heard this item at their October 22, 2019 meeting and
recommended approval (6 - 0).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Applicant, SM Mesa Mall LLC, is requesting the vacation of a portion (1,972 sq. ft.)
of a public Sanitary Sewer Easement on the property located at 2424 Hwy. 6 & 50.
The Applicant recently completed the process of a Site Plan Review application (SPN-
2019-234) to construct a Dillard’s Department Store at Mesa Mall, however after the
review process, it was determined that a portion of an existing 20-foot wide Sanitary
Sewer Easement would encroach into the proposed location of a masonry screen wall
to be constructed at the truck loading dock area at the north end of the building. There
is currently an 8-inch sanitary sewer pipe located within the easement, however, the
requested easement vacation area is located at the end of the line/easement and the
applicant intends to cap and eliminate that portion of the sanitary sewer line within the
easement, which will have no effect on the existing users of this sanitary sewer line
within the Mesa Mall campus.

BACKGROUND OR DETAILED INFORMATION:

The subject property located at Mesa Mall currently contains a 20-foot wide Sanitary
Sewer Easement that bisects the mall properties. This existing 20-foot wide Sanitary



Sewer Easement was dedicated by separate instrument to the City of Grand Junction
in 1981 (Book 1311, Page 824) in order to establish a sanitary sewer line that serves
Mesa Mall properties. The property formally contained the Sears Department Store,
but that building has since been demolished and the applicant is currently under
construction for a new Dillard’s Department Store. The Applicant’s representative has
explained that due to the current location of a portion of this sanitary sewer easement,
this easement would interfere with the desired placement of a masonry screen wall at
the truck loading dock location. Therefore, the Applicant is requesting to vacate a
small portion (1,972 sq. ft.) of this existing 20’ wide sanitary sewer easement located on
the property and cap and eliminate that portion of the sanitary sewer line within the
easement, which will have no effect on the existing users of this sanitary sewer line
within the Mesa Mall campus since the area requested to be vacated is located at the
west end of the sewer line and easement.

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

Neighborhood Meeting:

A Neighborhood Meeting is not required for an easement vacation and no utility
companies voiced opposition to the proposed portion of the sanitary sewer easement
vacation.

Notice was completed consistent with the provisions in Section 21.02.080 (g) of the
Zoning & Development Code. The subject property was posted with an application
sign on September 13, 2019. Mailed notice of the public hearings before Planning
Commission and City Council in the form of notification cards was sent to surrounding
property owners within 500 feet of the subject property on October 9, 2019. The notice
of the Planning Commission public hearing was published October 15, 2019 in the
Grand Junction Daily Sentinel.

ANALYSIS

The criteria for review is set forth in Section 21.02.100 (c) of the Zoning & Development
Code. The purpose of this section is to permit the vacation of surplus rights-of-way
and/or easements.

(1) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted plans
and policies of the City;

The request to vacate a portion of an existing 20-foot wide Sanitary Sewer Easement
does not conflict with the Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan or other
adopted plans and policies of the City. Vacation of a portion of this easement will have
no impact on public facilities or services provided to the general public since the area
requested for vacation is located at the west end of the line and easement. Therefore,



staff has found this criterion has been met.
(2) No parcel shall be landlocked as a result of the vacation;

This is a request to only vacate a portion of an existing sanitary sewer easement. As
such no parcels will be landlocked as a result of the proposed vacation. Therefore,
staff has found this criterion has been met.

(3) Access to any parcel shall be not be restricted to the point where access is
unreasonable, economically prohibitive, or reduces or devalues any property affected
by the proposed vacation;

No adverse comments concerning the proposed vacation was received from the utility
review agencies or the adjacent property owners indicating that the requested vacation
will restrict access or reduce or devalue any property. This request does not impact
access to any parcel and as such, staff finds this criterion has been met.

(4) There shall be no adverse impacts on the health, safety, and/or welfare of the
general community, and the quality of public facilities and services provided to any
parcel of land shall not be reduced (e.g., police/fire protection and utility services;

There will be no adverse impacts to the general community and the quality of public
facilities and services provided will not be reduced due to the proposed vacation as the
portion of the sanitary sewer easement and line requested to be eliminated would not
affect any other adjacent property or use. Staff does not anticipate any adverse
impacts, therefore finding this criterion has been met.

(5) The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be inhibited to
any property as required in Chapter 21.06 GJMC; and

The provision of adequate public facilities and services shall not be inhibited to any
property as a result of the proposed vacation request as the portion of the sanitary
sewer easement and line requested to be eliminated would not affect any other
adjacent property or use. Also, no adverse comments concerning the proposed
vacation were received from the utility review agencies or adjacent property owners
during the staff review process. Therefore, Staff finds that this criterion has been met.

(6) The proposal shall provide benefits to the City such as reduced maintenance
requirements, improved traffic circulation, etc.

Maintenance requirements for the City will not substantially change as a result of the
proposed vacation as only a small portion of the existing sanitary sewer line will be
eliminated. The addition of the masonry screen wall over this requested vacation area



can then be accommodated with the requested vacation which will benefit the
Applicant’s overall site development and community to help visually screen the truck
loading dock area. Therefore, Staff finds that this criterion has been met.

Further, the vacation request is consistent with the following goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan:

Goal 1/ Policy C: The City will make land use and infrastructure decisions consistent
with the goal of supporting and encouraging the development of centers.

Goal 11 / Policy A: The City will plan for the locations and construct new public
facilities to serve the public health, safety and welfare, and to meet the needs of
existing and future growth.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT

After reviewing the Dillard’s Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation request, VAC-2019-
475, located at 2424 Hwy 6 & 50, the following findings of fact have been made:

The request conforms with Section 21.02.100 (c) of the Zoning & Development Code.

The requested vacation does not conflict with the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the requested vacation.

FISCAL IMPACT:

This land use action does not have any direct fiscal impact. Maintenance requirements
for the City will not substantially change as a result of the proposed vacation as only a
small portion of the existing sanitary sewer line will be eliminated.

SUGGESTED MOTION:

| move to adopt Resolution No. 71-19, a resolution vacating a portion of a 20-foot wide
Sanitary Sewer Easement located within Lot A, Mesa Mall's Second Minor Subdivision,
located at 2424 Hwy 6 & 50.

Attachments

1.  Site Location & Aerial Photo Maps
2.  Development Application dated August 21, 2019
3.  Vacation Resolution
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Development Application

We, the undersigned, being the owner's of the property adjacent to or situated in the City of Grand Junction, Mesa County, State of Colorado,
as described herein do petition this:

Petition For: |Vacation - Easement

Please fill in blanks below only for Zone of Annexation, Rezones, and Comprehensive Plan Amendments:

Existing Land Use Designation [Village Center

Proposed Land Use Designation

Village Center

Existing Zoning [C-1 (Light Commercial)

Proposed Zoning [C-1 (Light Commercial)

Property Information

Site Location: {2424 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 #B (Old Sears)

Site Tax No(s): |2945-043-06-003

Site Acreage:(12.50

Site Zoning: |C-1 (Light Commercial)

Project Description: |Vacation of a small portion of the existing 20’ Sanitary Sewer Easement (Book 1311, Page 824)

Property Owner Information

Applicant Information

Name: |Stephen Harris (Washington

Name: |[Same As Owner

Street Address:|180 East Broad Streﬁ

Street Address:

Representative Information

Name: |Bryce Christensen

City/State/Zip:

Columbus, OH 43215

Business Phone #:

614.887.5984

E-Mail: |stephen.harris@washingtonpy

Fax #:

Contact Person: |Stephen

Contact Phone #:

614.887.5984

NOTE: Legal property owner is owner of record on date of submittal.

City/State/Zip:

Business Phone #:

E-Mail:

E-Mail:

Fax #:

Fax #:

Contact Person:

Contact Phone #:

City/State/Zip:

Business Phone #: |303.228.2339

Street Address: 4582 South Ulster Std

Denver, CO 80237

bryce.christensen@kimley—hﬁ|

N/A

Contact Person: |Bryce

Contact Phone #: [303.228.233

We hereby acknowledge that we have familiarized ourselves with the rules and regulations with respect to the preparation of this submittal, that the
foregoing information is true and complete to the best of our knowledge, and that we assume the responsibility to monitor the status of the application
and the review comments. We recognize that we or our representative(s) must be present at all required hearings. In the event that the petitioner is not
represented, the item may be dropped from the agenda and an additional fee may be charged to cover rescheduling expenses before it can again be

placed on the agenda.

Signature of Person Completing the Application

Signature of Legal P

roperty Owner

See attached signature page

Date

Date




DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION

LEGAL PROPERTY OWNER SIGNATURE PAGE

SM MESA MALL, LLC
a Delaware limited liability company

By:  Washington Prime Group, L.P.,
an Indiana limited partnership, its sole member

By:  Washington Prime Group Inc.,
an Indiana corporation, its general partner

- ) >
il P
By:

Stephen H. Harris, VP, Development

Dated: 3 19. M




OWNERSHIP STATEMENT - CORPORATION OR LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

(a) SM Mesa Mall, LLC ("Entity") is the owner of the following property:

(b) |See legal description attached hereto as "Exhibit A".

A copy of the deed(s) evidencing the owner's interest in the property is attached. Any documents conveying any
interest in the property to someone else by the owner are also attached.

I am the (c) Vice President - Development  ¢qr the Entity. | have the legal authority to bind the Entity regarding
obligations and this property. | have attached the most recent recorded Statement of Authority of the Entity.

My legal authority to bind the Entity both financially and concerning this property is unlimited.
(s> My legal authority to bind the Entity financially and/or concerning this property is limited as follows:

VP, Development for purposes of executing development, plan application, construction and/or permitting doc

(¢ The Entity is the sole owner of the property.
(> The Entity owns the property with other(s). The other owners of the property are:

On behalf of Entity, | have reviewed the application for the (d) vacation of a portion of 20' sanitary sewer easement

I have the following knowledge or evidence of a possible boundary conflict affecting the property:

(e) None

| understand the continuing duty of the Entity to inform the City planner of any changes regarding my authority to bind
the Entity and/or regarding ownership, easement, right-of-way, encroachment, lienholder and any other interest in the
land.

| swear under penalty of perjury that the information in this Ownership Statement is true, complete and correct.

Signature of Entity representative: See attached signature page

Printed name of person signing: Stephen H. Harris

State of OHIO )

County of FRANKLIN ) ss.

Subscribed and sworn to before me on this  19th day of August , 2019
by SJr@bhcn H. HarriS \N P -Denelopmessf o

©$NEEEEY'L. STEWENG 2022 /)

Notary Public, Stsfe 67 Ofio — |
) wimtamva— Shytyy, A 50 ea)

Notary Public Sijnature




OWNERSHIP STATEMENT
SIGNATURE PAGE

SM MESA MALL, LLC
a Delaware limited liability company

By:  Washington Prime Group, L.P.,
an Indiana limited partnership, its sole member

By:  Washington Prime Group Inc.,

Stephen H. Harris, VP, Develop#fe

By:

Dated: 9 19.1%.
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SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED Janice Yard CLKSREC Mesa County, 0
RecFee $55.00 SurChe $1.00

NO CONSIDERATION DocFee NO FEE

THIS DEED, made and entered into this ]o_ﬂ\day of May, 2006, by and between SDG
MACERICH PROPERTIES, L.P., a Delaware limited partnership (“Grantor’"), and SM MESA
MALL, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, whose legal address is c/o 401 Wilshire
Blvd., Ste. 700, Santa Monica, California 90401 (“Grantee”):

WITNESSETH: That Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of TEN DOLLARS
the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold and
conveyed, and by the presents does grant, bargain, sell, convey and confirm unto Grantes, its
successors and assigns forever, all of the real property, together with improvements, if any,
situate, lying and being in the County of Mesa, State of Colorado, and more particularly
described on Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (the

“Property”),

TOGETHER with all and singular the hereditaments and appurtenances thereunto
belonging, or in any wise appertaining, and the reversion and reversions, remainder and
remainders, rents, issues and profits thereof; and all the estate, right, title, interest, claim and
demand whatsoever of Grantor, either in law or equity, of, in and to the Property, with the
hereditaments and appurtenances;

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the Property above bargained and described, with the
appurtenances unto Grantee, its heirs, successors and assigns forever. Grantor, its successors and
assigns, does covenant and agree that it shall and will warrant or forever defend the Property in
the quiet and peaceable possession of Grantee, its successors and assigns, against all and every
person or persons lawfully claiming or to claim the whole or any part thereof by, through, or

under Grantor.

SUBJECT TO:

@) all streets and public rights of way;

(ii)  all laws, rules and/or regulations (federal, state and/or local) now in effect;

(iii)  restrictions, encumbrances, reservations, limitations, conditions, easements,
agreements and/or other matters affecting the Property, if of public record; and

(iv)  all real estate taxes and assessments not due and payable as of the date hereof.

(SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW]

Edgemean
Lawdifsmsrica Commercial Services
918 Witshire Bivd., Sulte 2100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

LOSA2\2613322
21963-20
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused this instrument to be executed by and
through its duly authorized officer the day and year first above written,

SDG MACERICH PROPERTIES, L.P.,
a Delaware limited partmership

EQ GP CORP.

4 Thomas E. O’'Hern
—Executive Vice President e
Title: and Chief Financial Officer

Name:

SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED
SM MESA
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT
State of California
County of Los Angeles
On | HMay 2006 before me, Kristen McCormick NOtary Public

. (here insert name and title of the officer)
personally appcared Thomas E. 0'Hern

, personaily
known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s)
is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WTITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature ‘WW- tAAAlBW




EXHIBIT A

Legal Description

Four tracts of land situate in the Southwest % of Section Four and in the Northwest Y of Section Nine,
Township One South, Range One West of the Ute Meridian, Grand Junction, Mesa County, Colorado; said
tracts having previously been described In Book 1519, Pages 196-199 of the Mesa County Clerk and
Recorder and being described herewith by the following metes and bounds:

TRACT ONE:

Being Lot A, Mesa Mall's Second Minor Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 14, Pages 351 and 352 Mesa
County Records and being part of Lot 2, Mesa Mall Minor Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 14, Page 64,
Mesa County records described as follows:

Commencing at aMesa County Brass Cap at the Southwest Comer of sald Section Four and considering
the line to a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Nosthwest Comer of the Southwest % Southwest % of said
Section Four to bear North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East (formerly a record bearing of North 00 deg. 06 min.
21 sec. East) 1,319.78 feet with all bearings herein contained relative thereto:

Thence North 89 deg. 56 min. 13 sec. East on the South line of said Section Four 458.66 feet (formerly a
record distance of 459.17 feet) to a 5/8° rebar, aluminum cap and the True Point of Beginning;

Thence North 89 deg. 56 min. 13 sec. East on the South line of said Section Four 47.08 feet to a 5/8" rebar
and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve to the right, having a radius of 585.00 feet and a chord of
which bears North 19 deg. 13 min. 43 sec. West 181.97 feet;

Thence on the line of said Lot A, Mesa Malls Second Minor Subdivision, on the arc of said curve, through a
central angle of 17 deg. 53 min. 42 sec., 182.71 feet to a rebar 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap and the
beglnning of a curve to the right, having a radius of 295.00 feet and a chord of, which bears North 00 deg.

11 min. 33 sec. West, 103.35 feet;
Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 20 deg. 10 min. 37 sec., 103.89 feet to a point;

Thence North 09 deg. 53 min. 49 sec. East 146.61 feet to a point and the beginning of a curve to the right,
having a radius of 195.00 feet and a chord of which bears North 23 deg. 11 min. 45 sec. East 90.20 feet;

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of 26 deg. 44 min. 42 sec., 91.02 fest
o a point and the beginning of a curve to the right, having a radius of 238.00 feet and a chord of which
bears North 47 deg. 03 min. 20 sec. East 78.38 feet;

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of 18 deg. 57 min. 19 sec., 78.73 feet
to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 56 deg. 31 min. 58 sec. East 162.16 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 33 deg. 28 min. 02 sec. West 34.89 feet to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning
of a curve to the right, having a radius of 508.00 feet and a chord of which bears North 16 deg. 44 min. 11

sec. West 292.48 feet;

3:23:35 PM5//2006
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Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 33 deg. 27 min. 42 sec., 296.68 feet to a 5/8° f
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 00 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. West 25.00 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap on the South right-
of-way line of Patterson Road;

Thencs on said South line, North 89 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. East 75.00 fest to a 5/8” rebar and aluminum cap;
Thence leaving said South right-of-way line South 00 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. East 25.00 feet to a 5/8° rebar
and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve to the left, having a radius of 433.00 feet and the chord of
which bears South 16 deg. 44 min. 11 sec. East, 249.30 feet;

Thence on the arc of sald curve, through a central angle of 33 deg. 27 min. 42 sec., 252.88 fest to a 5/8"
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence South 33 deg. 28 min. 02 sec. East 34.88 feet to a 5/8" rebar,
Thence North 47 deg. 12 min. 30 sec. East 386.96 feet to a 5/8° rebar; |

Thenca North 00 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. West 30.00 feet to a 5/8” rebar and aluminum cap on the South right-
of-way line of Patterson Road,

Thence on said South right-of-way lins, North 89 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. East 510.80 feet to a 5/8" rebar and
aluminum cap;

Thence leaving said South right-of-way line South 00 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. East 63.20 feet fo a 5/8" rebar;

Thence North 86 deg. 17 min. 28 sec. East, 293.94 fee to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning

of a curve to the right, having a radius of 406.63 feet and the chord of which bears South 88 deg. 43 min. 23

sec. East, 70.68 fest; |

Thence on the arc of said curve through a central angle of 09 deg. 58 min. 18 sec., 70.77 feet to a 5/8” rebar
and aluminum cap; ]

Thence South 10 deg. 60 min. 00 sec. West 175.21 feet to a point,

Thence North 80 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West 170.65 fest to a point;

Thence South 10 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West 451.00 feet to a nail and washer,
Thence South 80 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East 34.30 fest to an existing wall;
Thence on said wall South 10 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 0.75 feet;

Thence continulng on said wall, South 80 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East 91.95 feet;
Thence South 10 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 0.50 feet,

Thence South 80 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East, 162.66 feet;

3:23:35 PM5/9/2006



BK 4156 PG 982

Thlenoe North 10 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East 1.25 feet to the beginning of the last course along the building
wall,

Thence South 80 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East, in line with said building wall 43.09 feet to a chiseled *X" in a ;
concrete curb; i

Thence South 10 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 94.48 fest lo a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning
of a cuive to the left having a radius 88.00 feet and the chord of which bears South 17 deg. 30 min. 00 sec.
East 81.27 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve through a central angle of 55 deg. 00 min. 00 sec., 84.47 feet to a 5/8" rebar
and aluminum cap;

Thence South 45 deg. G0 min. 00 sec. East, 126.26 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;
Thence North 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East, 320.36 feet to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap;
Thence North 08 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. West, 329.39 feet to a chiseled "X" In a concrete curb;

Thence North 81 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. East, 73.87 feet lo a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap on the Westery
right-of-way line of said Patterson Road;

Thence on said right-of-way line South 08 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. East 298.47 feet to a 5/8” rebar and
aluminum cap at the beginning of a curve to the left having a radius of 450.00 feet and the chord of which i

bears South 12 deg. 54 min. 52 sec. East, 77.01 feet; |

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 09 deg. 49 min. 04 sec., 77.11 feet to a 5/8"
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence leaving said right-of-way line, South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 298.23 feet to a point;
Thence South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East, 19.00 feet to a point;
Thence South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 130.0 feet to an existing building comer;

Thence on the wall of said buikding South 45 deg. 00 min, 00 sec. East, 42.00 feet to a comer of said
building;

Thence along a dividing wall South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, 394.27 feet to a chiseled *X" in a concrete
curb;

Thence North 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West, along another dividing wall 417.55 feet (formerly a record
distance of 417.72 feet) to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. West 565.67 feet (formerly a record distance of 565.72 feet)to a
*PK" nail and washer;

Thence South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East 45,14 feet to a chiseled “X” in a concrete curb and the beginning
of a curve to the left having a radius of 405.00 feet and the chord of which bears South 56 deg. 11 min. 15

sec. East, 157.16 fest;
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Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 22 deg. 22 min. 30 sec., 158.16 feet to a 5/8°
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence South 67 deg. 22 min. 30 sec. East 309.24 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;
Thence Scuth 22 deg. 37 min. 30 sec. West, 49.96 feet to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap:

Thence leaving said Lot A, Mesa Malls Second Minor Subdivision, South 22 deg. 37 min. 30 sec., West
179.88 feet to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap on the Northery right-of-way line of U.S. Highway 6 and 50;

Thence on said right-of-way line North 67 deg. 21 min. 55 sec. West, 131.98 feet (formerly a record bearing
and a distance of North 67 deg. 22 min. 30 sec. West, 131.80 feet) fo a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap at the
beginning of a non-tangent curve to the right, having a radius of 5,630.00 feet and the chord of which bears
North 61 deg. 47 min. 58 sec. West, 1,081.37 feet;

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of 11 deg. 01 min. 19 sec., 1,083.04
feet to a 5/8” rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 56 deg. 21 min. 00 sec. West, 20.82 feet (formerly a record distance of 20.77 feef) to a 5/8
rebar and aluminum cap at the beginning of a non-tangent curve fo the right, having a radius of 232.00 feet
and the chord of which bears North 00 deg. 41 min. 30 sec. West, 261.61 feet;

Thence leaving said Highway right-of-way line on the arc of said non-tangent curve and the County right-of-
way line, through a central angle of 68 deg. 38 min. 29 sec., 277.94 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap
and the beginning of a curve to the left, having a radius of 308.00 feet and the chord of which bears North

21 deg. 13 min. 48 sec. East, 132.27 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 24 deg. 47 min. 50 sec., 133.30 festto a
5/8°rebar, aluminum cap and the True Point of Beginning.

TRACT TWO:

Being part of Mesa Mall Subdivision as recorded . in Piat Book 12, Page 233, Mesa County Records and
part of Lot Two (2), Mesa Mall Minor Subdivision as recorded in Piat Book 14, Page 64, Mesa County
Records, described as follows:

Commencing at a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Southeast Comer of the Northeast 4 Northwest % of sald
Section Nine, and considering the line to a Mesa County Brass Cap at the North % Comer of said Section
Nine to bear North 00 deg. 11 min, 55 sec. East, 1,317.87 feet with all bearings herein contained relative

thereto;

Thence North 89 deg. 48 min. 05 sec. West, 50.00 feet to a point and the True Point of Beginning;
Thence on the West right-of-way line of 24 ¥ Road, South 00 deg. 08 min. 56 sec. West, 126.56 feetto a
point;

Thence South 67 deg. 02 min. 41 sec. West, 28.34 feet to a point on the Northeriy right-of-way line of U.S.
Highways 6 and 50 and the beginning of a non-tangent curve to the lefi, having a radius of 5,830.00 feet
and the chord of which bears North 63 deg. 32 min. 25 sec. West, 789.53 feet (formerly a record chord
bearing and distance of North 63 deg. 29 min. 29 sec. West, 789.67 feet);

3.23:35 PM5/9/2006




BK 4156 PG 984

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of 07 deg. 46 min. 00 sec., 790.28 fest
to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 67 deg. 17 min. 33 sec. West, 333.78 feet (formerly a record bearing and distance of North 67
deg. 22 min. 30 sec. West, 333.50 feet) to a *PK" nail and washer;

Thence leaving said Highway right-of-way line, North 22 deg. 37 min. 30 sec. East, 154.84 feet to a 5/8°
rebar and beginning of a curve to the right having a radius of 25.00 fest and the chord of which bears North
67 deg. 37 min. 30 sec. East, 35.36 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 30 deg. 00 min. 00 sec., 39.27 fest to a 5/8"
rebar and the Northerly line of said Lot Two (2), Mesa Mall Minor Subdivision;

Thence on said fine of Lot Two (2), Mesa Mall Minor Subdivision, Scuth 67 deg. 22 min. 30 sec. East, 58.24
feet to a /8" rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve to the left having a radius of 605.00 feet
and the chord of which bears South 68 deg. 40 min. 03 sec. East, 27.30 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 02 deg. 35 min. 07 sec., 27.30 feet to a 5/8"
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence leaving said Lot Two (2), North 45 deg. 00 min, 00 sec. East, 285.44 feet (formerly a record
distance of 285.48 feet) to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap:

Thence South 45 deg. 00 min. 00 sec. East, 298.50 feet (formerly a record distance of 298,57 feet) to a 5/8"
rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning of a non-tangent curve to the left having a radius of 25.00 feet
and the chord of which bears South 03 deg. 05 min. 53 sec. West, 16.11 fest;

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve on the line of Lot One (1) of said Mesa Mall Minor Subdivision,
through a central angle of 37 deg. 35 min. 46 sec., 16.40 feet to a point;

Thence South 15 deg. 42 min. 00 sec. East, 62.50 feet to a 5/8° rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning
of a curve to the right having a radius of 305.00 feet and the chord of which bears South 10 deg. 17 min. 42

sec. East, 57.46 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 10 deg. 48 min. 37 sec., 57.55 feet to a point;
Thence South 63 deg. 31 min. 52 sec. East, 230.51 feet (o a point;

Thence North 26 deg. 28 min. 08 sec. East, 104.69 feet to a point;

Thence South 89 deg. 48 min. 05 sec. East, 178.28 feet lo a chiseled "X in concrete and the West right-of-
way line of said 24 ¥ Road;

Thence leaving said Lot Cne (1), South 00 deg. 11 min. 55 sec. Wast, 315.48 feel to a point and the True
Polnt of Beginning.

TRACT THREE:

Baing Lot One (1) of Fisher Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 12, Page 161, Mesa County Records, also
described as follows:
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Commencing at a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Southwest Comer of said Section Four (4) and
considering the line to a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Northwest Comer of the Southwest % Southwest %
said Section Four (4) to bear North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East (formery a record bearing of North 00 deg.
06 min. 21 sec. East), 1,319.78 feet with all bearings herein contained relative thereto;

Thence North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East, 1,079.78 feet (formerly a record bearing and distance of North
00 deg. 06 min. 21 sec. East, 1,080.02 feet); thence on the North right-of-way line of F Road, North 89 deg.
59 min. 40 sec. East, 1,049.84 feet (formerly a record of 1,050.00 feet) to a 5/8° rebar, aluminum cap and
the True Point of Beginning;

Thence leaving said North right-of-way fine on the West line of said Lot One (1), North 00 deg. 06 min. 21
sec. East, 240.00 feet to a point,

Thence on the North line of said Lot One (1), North 89 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. East, 181.50 feet to a 5/8" rebar
and aluminum cap;

Thence on the East line of said Lot One (1), South 00 deg. 05 min, 21 sec. West, 240.00 feet to a 5/8” rebar
and aluminum cap and the North line of said right-of-way:

Thence on the South [ine of said Lot One (1), and said North right-of-way line, South 89 deg. 59 min. 40
sec. West, 181.50 feet lo a 5/8° rebar, aluminum cap and the True Point of Beginning.

TRACT FOUR:

Being Lot B of Mesa Mall's Second Minor Subdivision as recorded in Plat Book 14, Pages 351 and 352,
Mesa County Records also described as follows:

Commencing at a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Southwest Comer of sald Section Four (4) and
considering the line to a Mesa County Brass Cap at the Northwest comer of the Southwest %4 Southwest %
of said Section Four (4) to bear North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East (formerly a record bearing of North 00
deg. 06 min. 21 sec. East), 1,319.78 feet with all bearings herein contained relative thereto;

Thence on the South line of said Section Four (4), North 89 deg. 56 min. 13 sec. East, 458.66 feet (formerly
a record distance of 459.17 feet) to a 5/8" rebar, aluminum cap and the True Point of Beginning;

Thence on the County right-of-way line along a curve to the left having a radius of 308.00 feet, the chord of
which bears North 35 deg. 38 min. 20 sec. West, 431.53 feet;

Thence on said arc of said curve, through a central angle of 88 deg. 56 min. 28 sec., 478.11 feet to a 5/8"
rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve to the right, having a radius of 232.00 feet and the
chord of which bears North 61 deg. 13 min. 34 sec. West, 150.17 feet (formenly a record bearing and
distance of North 61 deg. 10 min. 08 sec. West, 150.61 feet);

Thence on said arc through a central angle of 37 deg. 45 min. 57 sec. (formerly a record central angle of 37
deg. 52 min. 46 sec.), 152.92 feet {formerly a record distance of 153.38 feet), to a 5/8"rebar and aluminum

cap;

Thence North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East, 79.56 feet {formerly a record bearing and distance of North 60
deg. 06 min. 21 sec. East, 79.19 fee) to a point;
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Thence South 89 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. West, 25.00 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence North 00 deg. 04 min. 49 sec. East (formerly a record bearing of Nosth 00 deg. 06 min. 21 sec.
East), 477.00 feet to a 5/8" rebar at the intersection of the East right-of-way line of 24 Road with the South
right-of-way line of Patterson Road;

Thence on said South right-of-way line North 89 deg. 59 min. 40 sec. East, 544.00 feet (formerly a record
distance of 544,20 feet) to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence leaving said South right-of-way line, South 00 deg. 00 min. 20 sec. East, 25.00 feet lo a 5/8” rebar
and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve lo the left, having a radius of 508.00 feet and the chord of
which bears South 16 deg. 44 min. 11 sec., 292.48 fest;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 33 deg. 27 min. 42 sec., 296.68 feet to 2 5/8”
rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence South 33 deg. 28 min. 02 sec. East, 34.89 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence South 56 deg. 31 min. 58 sec. West, 162.16 feet to a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap and the
beginning of a curve {o the left, having a radius of 238.00 feet and a chord of which bears South 47 deg. 03
min. 20 sec. West, 78.38 feet;

Thence on the arc of said non-tangent curve, through a central angle of 18 deg. 57 min. 19 sec., 78.73 feet
to a point and the beginning of a curve to the left, having a radius of 195.00 feet and a chord of which bears
South 23 deg. 11 min. 45 sec. West, 80.20 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 26 deg. 44 min. 42 sec., 91.02 feet to a point;

Thence South 09 deg. 53 min. 49 sec. West, 146.61 feet to a point and the beginning of a curve to the left,
having a radius of 285.00 feet and a chord of which bears South 00 deg. 11 min. 33 sec. East, 103.35 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 20 deg. 10 min. 37 sec., 103.89 feet to a 5/8°
rebar and aluminum cap and the beginning of a curve to the left, having a radius of 585.00 feet and a chord
of which bears South 19 deg. 13 min. 43 sec. East, 181.97 feet;

Thence on the arc of said curve, through a central angle of 17 deg. 53 min. 42 sec., 182.71 feet to the South
line of said Section Four (4) and a 5/8" rebar and aluminum cap;

Thence on the South line of sald Section Four (4), South 89 deg. 56 min. 13 sec. West, 47.08 feet to a 5/8"
rebar, aluminum cap and the True Point of Beginning.

TRACT FIVE:

Together with those rights and easements constituting rights in real property created, defined and limited by
that certain Operating Agreement by and between General Growth Properties, a Massachusetis voluntary
association and J.C. Penney Propertles, Inc., a Delaware corporation and Dayton-Hudson Corporation d/b/a
Target Stores, a Minnesota Corporation, dated January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book
1247, Page 110, First Amendment by and between General Growth Properties, a Massachusatts voluntary
association and J.C. Penney Properties, Inc., a Delaware corporation and Dayton-Hudson Corporation d/b/a
Target Stores, a Minnesota Corporation, dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318,
Page 580, First Amendment to Supplemental Agreement by and between General Growth Properties, a
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Massachusetts voluntary association and J.C. Penney Properties, Inc., a Delaware corporation, dated
January 12, 1982 and recorded March 8, 1982 in Book 1360, Page 483, Second Amendment by and
between General Growth Properties, a Massachusetts voluntary association and J.C. Penney Properties,
Inc., a Delaware corporation and Dayton-Hudson Corporation d/b/a Target Stores, a Minnesota corporation,
dated June 1, 1982 and recorded Octaber 6, 1982 in Book 1394, Page 237, Third Amendment by and
between General Growth Properties, a Massachusetts voluntary association and J.C. Penney Properties,
Inc., a Delaware comporation, recorded December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment by
and between General Growth Properties, a Massachusetts voluntary association and J.C. Penney
Properties, Inc., a Delaware corporation and Dayton-Hudson Corporation d/b/a Target Stores, a Minnesota
corporation and Mervyn's, a Califomla corporation, dated February 1, 1984 and recorded September 5,
1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, and Fifth Amendment by and between The Equilable Life Assurance Society
of The United States, a New York corporation, successor to the right, titie and Interest of General Growth
Properties and J.C. Penney Properties, Inc., a Delaware corporation and Dayton Hudson Corporation d/b/a
Target Stores, a Minnesota corporation and Mervyn's, a Califomia corporation, dated December 30, 1993
and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page €03, all In the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa

County, Colorado.

TRACT SIX:

Together with those rights and easements constituting rights in real property created, defined and limited by
that certain Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement by and between The Equitable Life Assurance
Soclety and The United States, a New York corporation and Toys “R* Us, Inc., a Delaware corporation,
dated July 21, 1992 and recorded July 21, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685, in the Clerk and Recorder Office

of Mesa County, Colorado.
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RECORDED AT _ O’CLOCK __ M.,
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE
SPECIAL WARRANTY DEED
THIS DEED, Made this ]g’_l’ﬁ day of J alwauny . 2019, between SM MESA

MALL, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, haviné an office c/o Washington Prime
Group, 180 E. Broad Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, grantor, and FCPT HOLDINGS, LLC, a
Delaware limited liability company, whose address is ¢/o Four Corners Property Trust, 591
Redwood Highway, Suite 1150, Mill Valley, California 94941, grantee:

WITNESS, that the grantor, for and in consideration of the sum of (§10.00) TEN and 00/100
DOLLARS, the receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, has granted,
bargained, sold and conveyed, and by these presents does grant, bargain, sell, convey and
confirm, unto the grantee, his heirs and assigns forever, all the real property, together with
improvements, if any, situate, lying and being in the said County of Mesa and State of Colorado
and legally described on the attached Exhibit A (the “Property”):

Also known by street and number as:

McDonald’s 2438 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505
Taco Bell 2428 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505

Buffalo Wild Wings 2412 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505

Wendy’s 2430 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505
Olive Garden 2416 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505
Red Lobster 575 24 %2 Road, Grand Junction, CO 81505

IHOP 2420 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505

Outback 2432 Hwy 6 and 50, Grand Junction, CO 81505



cording:  $63.00, Doc Fee $869.29 Tina Peters, Mcsa County, CO. CLERK AND RECORDER

TOGETHER WITH all and singular the hereditaments and appurtenances thereto belonging,
or in anywise appertaining, and the reversion and reversions, remainder and remainders, rents,
issues and profits thereof, and all the estate, right, title, interest, claim and demand whatsoever of
the grantor, either in law or equity, of, in and to the above bargained Property, with the

hereditaments and appurtenances.

SUBJECT TO all taxes, assessments, liens, easements, encumbrances and restrictions of
record and all matters which an accurate survey or physical inspection of the Property would
disclose (the “Permitted Exceptions”).

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said Property above bargained and described, with the
appurtenances, unto the grantee, his heirs and assigns forever. The grantor, for himself, his heirs,
and personal representatives or successors, do covenant and agree that he shall and will
WARRANT AND FOREVER DEFEND the above-bargained Property in the quiet and
peaceable possession of the grantee, his heirs and assigns, against all and every person or persons
claiming the whole or any part thereof, by, through or under the grantor and subject to the
Permitted Exceptions. The singular number shall include the plural, the plural and the singular,
and the use of any gender shall be applicable to all genders.

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK;

SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the grantor has executed this deed on the date set forth above.

SM MESA MALL, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company

By:  WASHINGTON PRIME GROUP, L.P.,
an Indiana limited partnership,
its sole member

By:

WASHINGTON PRIME GROUP INC,,
an Indiana corporation, its general partner

Name: Robert P. Demchak

Title:

STATE OF_Tndiand.)
M

COUNTY OF AY|10N)

) ss.

Executive Vice President,
General Counsel & Corporate Secretary

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this ﬁday of TDmem her

20

, by Robert P. Demchak, as Executive Vice President, General Counsel and Corporate
Secretary of Washington Prime Group Inc., general partner of Washington Prime Group, L.P., sole

member of SM Mesa Mall, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company.

Witness my hand and official seal.

My commission expires: W
b
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:'..m-'-n, )

Wity
My,
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v, VIVIAN A. LOBB

. -
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7

Z Notary Public, State ot Indiana
Commission # 653681
My Commission Expires

May 18, 2022

Mesa Mall Deed

Ui 4 Atk

Notary Public
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel A:

e - i 25612771
Lot 1, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 1, as recorded at Reception No. of the Mesa

County Recorder’s Office.

Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Bock 1914, Page 685.

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

Led Lobster
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel A:
2211
Lots 3 & 4, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 1, as recorded at Reception No."mﬂz of the

Mesa County Recorder’s Office. .

Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685,

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel I:

. 71
Lot 5, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 1, as recorded at Reception No.zw 121# the Mesa
County Recorder’s Office.

Parcel I1:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September S, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel I11:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685,

Parcel IV:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

Werdy's
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Exhibit "A"

Legal Description

Parcel A:
25012118
Lot 1, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 2, as recorded at Reception No. of the Mesa
County Recorder’s Office
Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No, 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685.

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

Outback
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Exhibit "A™
Legal Description

Parcel A:

Lot 2, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 2, as recorded at Reception Nom‘lzvogf the Mesa
County Recorder’s Office.

Parcel B;

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated Aprit 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685.

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

Toco 8@2{
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel A:

12718
Lot 3, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 2, as recorded at Reception No. of the Mesa

County Recorder’s Office

Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September S, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685.

Parce! D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

EOD
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel A:

W _ 1218
Lot 4, Mesa Mall Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 2, as recorded at Reception No.zm" ng the Mesa
County Recorder’s Office.

Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Bock 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No, 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685.

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

Olive Cordev~
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Exhibit "A"
Legal Description

Parcel A:

Lot 1, Mesa Malt Restaurant Row Subdivision Filing 3, as recorded at Reception No.zm’“IZ 'g)?the Mesa
County Recorder’s Office.

Parcel B:

Together with easements created, defined and limited by that certain Operating Agreement dated
January 31, 1980 and recorded March 5, 1980 in Book 1247, Page 110, as amended by First Amendment
of Operating Agreement dated April 29, 1981 and recorded June 15, 1981 in Book 1318, Page 580,
Second Amendment to Operating Agreement dated June 1, 1982 and recorded October 6, 1982 in Book
1394, Page 237, Third Amendment to Operating Agreement dated September 1, 1982 and recorded
December 23, 1982 in Book 1406, Page 723, Fourth Amendment of Operating Agreement dated February
1,1984 and recorded September 5, 1984 in Book 1508, Page 592, Fifth Amendment of Operating
Agreement dated December 30, 1993 and recorded January 10, 1997 in Book 2293, Page 603, Sixth
Amendment of Operating Agreement dated March 23, 2004 and recorded June 3, 2004 in Book 3667 at
Page 218; and Seventh Amendment of Operating Agreement dated August 30, 2011 and recorded
September 2, 2011 at Reception No. 2583627, all in the Clerk and Recorder Office of Mesa County,

Colorado.

Parcel C:

Non-exclusive appurtenant easement for the passage of motor vehicles and pedestrians, as set forth in
the Reciprocal Easement and Operation Agreement recorded July 30, 1992 in Book 1914, Page 685.

Parcel D:

Non-exclusive easements created, limited and defined by that certain Pad Site Declaration of Covenants,
Conditions, Restrictions and Easements recorded , 2018 in Book , Page

B
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General Project Report

To: City of Grand Junction

Bryce Christensen, P.E.
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc

Date: August 7, 2019

From:

Subject:  Sanitary Sewer Easement - Dillard’s at Mesa Mall

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Washington Prime Group is in the process of implementing a redevelopment of the old Sears anchor building at
the Mesa Mall with a new Dillard’s. The existing 82,907+/- SF Sears building (per ALTA Survey) has been
demolished and in its place a proposed 99,750+/- SF Dillard’s anchor building will be constructed. The scope of
work includes site work improvements around the proposed Dillard’s including new landscape islands, access
drive-aisles, and utility services to the new building.

This scope of work and application request includes the vacation of a small portion of an existing sanitary sewer
easement located near the northeast corner of the proposed Dillard’s building. The area to be vacated is
approximately 1,972 SF.

PUBLIC BENEFIT

The existing sanitary sewer easement is in place for the public entity to maintain the sanitary sewer line that
goes through the Mesa Mall. Vacation of this easement should not impact the public in any way, but would allow
for a clean development of the proposed improvements around the Dillard’s redevelopment project, which in turn
would benefit the public by providing an upgrade to the Mesa Mall. An occupied anchor will bring life back to the
westside of the mall, increasing foot-traffic that should benefit all the businesses in the vicinity. Subsequently,
eliminating a vacant building also helps reduce potential criminal mischief.

The proposed Dillard’s will provide another great retail option for the citizens of the community. Not only will it
provide a place for the public to shop, but it will occupy vacant anchor space at the Mesa Mall and be strong tax
revenue generator for the City directly benefitting the citizens of Grand Junction.

NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
No Neighborhood Meeting has been held for this project.

PROJECT COMPLIENCE, COMPATABLILITY, AND IMPACT
The proposed sanitary sewer easement vacation will not impact or change the existing land use, number of
employees, or hours of operation on the mall. It should not impact the ability to service or maintain the sanitary

kimley-horn.com | 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500, Denver, CO 80237 303 228 2300
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sewer line. There should be no impact to the site geology and there are no known geological hazards
in the area.

REVIEW CRITERIA

Included with this report is a Development Application, Application Fee (to be paid via credit card online/over-
the-phone), Ownership Statement for the following review request:
e Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation

kimley-horn.com | 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500, Denver, Colorado, 80237 303 228 2300
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

BEING LOT A, MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR SUBDIVISION AS RECORDED IN PLAT BOOK 14, PAGES
531 AND 352 MESA COUNTY RECORDS,

BEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4 AND A PORTION OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 9, TOWNSHIP 1

SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO.

NOTES CORRESPONDING TO SCHEDULE B-2 ITEMS

9. THE RIGHT OF A PROPRIETOR OF A VEIN OR LODE TO EXTRACT AND REMOVE HIS ORE THEREFROM
SHOULD THE SAME BE FOUND TO PENETRATE OR INTERSECT THE PREMISES, AND A RIGHT OF WAY
FOR DITCHES AND CANALS AS CONSTRUCTED BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE UNITED STATES, AS SET

FORTH IN AND RESERVED BY UNITED STATES PATENT CERTIFICATE NO. 108. (BLANKET IN NATURE).
10. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
T1. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
12. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
13. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

14. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE POWER
OF ATTORNEY AND SEWERAGE SERVICE AGREEMENTS RECORDED AUGUST 29, 1979 IN BOOK 1216 AT

PAGES 450 AND PAGE 452. (DOCUMENT IS ILLEGIBLE).

15. EASEMENTS, NOTES, COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS AND RIGHTS—OF-WAY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF
MESA MALL SUBDIVISION, RECORDED FEBRUARY 7, 1980 IN PLAT BOOK 12 AT PAGE 233. (BLANKET
IN NATURE).

16. AN EASEMENT FOR UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
OF COLORADO, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED JANUARY 11, 1980 IN BOOK 1239 AT

PAGE 215. (NOT A PLOTTABLE [TEM).

17. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE PERMIT
TO OCCUPY PREMISES RECORDED NOVEMBER 18, 1980 IN BOOK 1285 AT PAGE 316. (BLANKET IN
NATURE).

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
PERMANENT EASEMENT RECORDED MAY 7, 1981 IN BOOK 1511 AT PAGE 824.

NOTE: RESOLUTION NO. 116-01 IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED DECEMBER 6, 2001 IN BOOK
2977 AT PAGE 92. (PLOTTED HEREON).

19. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN
THE OPERATING AGREEMENT RECORDED MARCH 5, 1980 IN BOOK 1247 AT PAGE 110.

NOTE: FIRST AMENDMENT IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED JUNE 15, 1981 IN BOOK 1518 AT
PAGE 580; THE FIRST AMENDMENT TO SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT RECORDED MARCH 8, 1982 IN
BOOK 1360 AT PAGE 483; THE SECOND AMENDMENT RECORDED OCTOBER 6, 1982 IN BOOK 1394 AT
PAGE 257; THE THIRD AMENDMENT RECORDED DECEMBER 23, 1982 IN BOOK 1406 AT PAGE 723;
THE FOURTH AMENDMENT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 5, 1984 IN BOOK 1508 AT PAGE 3927; THE FIFTH
AMENDMENT RECORDED JANUARY 10, 1997 IN BOOK 22935 AT PAGE 603; THE SIXTH AMENDMENT
RECORDED JUNE 3, 2004 IN BOOK 3667 AT PAGE 218; AND THE SEVENTH AMENDMENT RECORDED

SEPTEMBER 2, 2011 AT RECEPTION NO. 2583627. (BLANKET IN NATURE).

20. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN' THE
WARRANTY DEED RECORDED JULY 6, 1981 IN BOOK 1321 AT PAGE 928. (BLANKET IN NATURE).

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
GRANT OF EASEMENT RECORDED JULY 6, 1981 IN BOOK 1321 AT PAGE 934. (PLOTTED HEREON).

22. AN EASEMENT FOR UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
OF COLORADO, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED JULY 10, 1981 IN BOOK 1322 AT PAGE

871. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

25. AN EASEMENT FOR FLOODWAY, DRAINAGE, UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED MAY 23, 1984 IN BOOK

1494 AT PAGE 881. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

24. AN EASEMENT FOR FLOODWAY, DRAINAGE, UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO THE
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED MAY 23, 1984 IN BOOK

1494 AT PAGE 882. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

AN EASEMENT FOR SANITARY SEWER AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO THE CITY OF GRAND
JUNCTION, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED JANUARY 15, 1985 IN BOOK 1524 AT PAGE

844. (PLOTTED HEREON).
26. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
27. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

28. AN EASEMENT FOR UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
OF COLORADO AND MOUNTAIN STATES TELEPHONE AND TELEGRAPH COMPANY, AS SET FORTH IN AN
INSTRUMENT RECORDED JULY 15, 1985 IN BOOK 1546 AT PAGE 773. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT
PROPERTY).

29. LEASE BY AND BETWEEN THE EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, AS
LESSOR, AND COMMONWEALTH THEATRES REALTY, INC., A DELAWARE CORPORATION, AS LESSEE, SET
FORTH IN MEMORANDUM OF A BUILDING AGREEMENT AND LEASE RECORDED JANUARY 12, 1989 IN
BOOK 1726 AT PAGE 231 AND IN AGREEMENT OF ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION OF LEASE RECORDED
JANUARY 12, 1989 IN BOOK 1726 AT PAGE 242.

NOTE: FOURTH AMENDMENT TO MEMORANDUM OF LEASE IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED
NOVEMBER 13, 2013 AT RECEPTION NO. 2674572. (BLANKET IN NATURE).

50. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN
THE RECIPROCAL EASEMENT AND OPERATION AGREEMENT RECORDED JULY 30, 1992 IN BOOK 19714

AT PAGE 685. (BLANKET IN NATURE).

NOTES CORRESPONDING TO SCHEDULE B-2 ITEMS

571, EASEMENTS, NOTES, COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS AND RIGHTS—-OF-WAY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF
MESA MALL MINOR SUBDIVISION, RECORDED JULY 27, 1992 IN PLAT BOOK 14 AT PAGE 64. (DOES
NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

32, THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

FASEMENTS, NOTES, COVENANTS, RESTRICTIONS AND RIGHTS—OF—WAY AS SHOWN ON THE PLAT OF
MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR SUBDIVISION, RECORDED MAY 15, 1995 IN PLAT BOOK 14 AT PAGE
351. (PLOTTED HEREON).

54. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN
THE EASEMENT AND RESTRICTION AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN SDG MACERICH PROPERTIES, L.P., A
DELAWARE LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, AND THE BANK OF GRAND JUNCTION, A COLORADO CORPORATION,

RECORDED SEPTEMBER 2, 1998 IN BOOK 2484 AT PAGE 753. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT
PROPERTY).

35, THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
36, THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
S7. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
ACKNOWLEDGMENT, RATIFICATION AND ABANDONMENT OF EASEMENTS RECORDED DECEMBER 2, 2005 AT
RECEPTION NO 2163073.

NOTE: AGREEMENT IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED MARCH 29, 2007 AT RECEPTION NO.
2571822.

NOTE: RATIFICATION OF NOVATION AGREEMENT IN CONNECTION THEREWITH RECORDED MARCH 29, 2007
AT RECEPTION NO. 2371823, (PLOTTED HEREON).

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
GRANT OF SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT RECORDED JANUARY 7, 2004 AT RECEPTION NO. 2171093.

(PLOTTED HEREON).
40. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

41, TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
ASSIGNMENT OF LESSOR'S INTEREST IN LEASES RECORDED MAY 15, 2006 AT RECEPTION NO.
2317057. (BLANKET IN NATURE).

42. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
ASSIGNMENT OF OPERATING AGREEMENTS RECORDED MAY 15, 2006 AT RECEPTION NO. 2317058.

(BLANKET IN NATURE).
43. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN THE
GRANT OF STORM SEWER EASEMENTS RECORDED MARCH 29, 2007 AT RECEPTION NO. 2571824.

(PLOTTED HEREON).
45. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

46. AN EASEMENT FOR STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF COLORADO, AS SET FORTH IN RULE AND ORDER

RECORDED APRIL 22, 2011 AT RECEPTION NO. 2569947. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

47. LEASE BY AND BETWEEN SM MESA MALL, LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, AS
LESSOR, AND JO—-ANN STORES INC., AN OHIO CORPORATION, AS LESSEE, SET FORTH IN MEMORANDUM

OF LEASE RECORDED OCTOBER 19, 2011 AT RECEPTION NO. 2588467. (BLANKET IN NATURE).
48. THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

49. AN EASEMENT FOR UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY
OF COLORADO, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED OCTOBER 24, 2013 AT RECEPTION NO.

2672786. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

AN EASEMENT FOR UTILITIES AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES GRANTED TO PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF
COLORADO, AS SET FORTH IN AN INSTRUMENT RECORDED OCTOBER 24, 2013 AT RECEPTION NO.
2672787. (PLOTTED HEREON).

51. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN
THE EASEMENT MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT RECORDED NOVEMBER 19, 2013 AT RECEPTION NO.

2675163. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

02. LEASE BY AND BETWEEN SM MESA MALL LLC, AS LESSOR, AND SUBWAY REAL ESTATE, LLC, AS
LESSEE, AS EVIDENCED BY MEMORANDUM OF LEASE RECORDED MAY 18, 2017 AT RECEPTION NO.

2800458. (DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).
03, THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.
54, THIS ITEM HAS BEEN INTENTIONALLY DELETED.

55. COVENANTS, CONDITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, PROVISIONS, EASEMENTS AND ASSESSMENTS AS SET
FORTH IN PAD SITE DECLARATION OF COVENANTS, CONDITIONS, RESTRICTIONS AND EASEMENTS
RECORDED JANUARY 22, 2019 AT RECEPTION NO. 2867546, BUT OMITTING ANY COVENANT OR
RESTRICTION BASED ON RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, SEX, HANDICAP, FAMILIAL STATUS, OR NATIONAL
ORIGIN, AND ANY AND ALL AMENDMENTS, ASSIGNMENTS, OR ANNEXATIONS THERETO. (BLANKET IN

NATURE).

06. TERMS, CONDITIONS, PROVISIONS, OBLIGATIONS, EASEMENTS AND AGREEMENTS AS SET FORTH IN
THE SIGNAGE EASEMENT AGREEMENT RECORDED JANUARY 22, 2019 AT RECEPTION NO. 2867608.

(DOES NOT AFFECT SUBJECT PROPERTY).

VICINITY MAP

GENERAL NOTES

1) THIS SURVEY DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A TITLE SEARCH BY ALTURA LAND CONSULTANTS, LLC. TO
DETERMINE RECORD TITLE, EASEMENTS OR RIGHTS—OF WAY. TITLE COMMITMENT NO. NCS—-945019-COL,
WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF MARCH 29, 2019, PREPARED BY FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE
COMPANY WAS RELIED UPON FOR ALL INFORMATION REGARDING TITLE OF RECORD, EASEMENTS OF
RECORD AND RIGHTS—-OF—WAY.

2) THE WORD "CERTIFY" AS SHOWN AND USED HEREON MEANS AN EXPRESSION OF PROFESSIONAL
OPINION REGARDING THE FACTS OF THIS SURVEY AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A GUARANTEE OR
WARRANTY, EITHER EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED.

3) THIS SURVEY WAS PREPARED FOR THE EXCLUSIVE USE OF THE ENTITIES NAMED IN THE
SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE HEREON. SAID CERTIFICATE DOES NOT EXTEND TO ANY UNNAMED PERSON OR
ENTITY WITHOUT AN EXPRESS WRITTEN RECERTIFICATE BY THE SURVEYOR OF RECORD NAMING SAID
PERSON OR ENTITY.

4) THIS SURVEY DOES NOT SHOW THE LOCATION OF, OR ENCROACHMENTS BY, SUBSURFACE FOOTINGS
AND/OR  FOUNDATIONS OF ANY BUILDINGS SHOWN HEREON. IF FLOOD ZONE DATA, ZONING AND
SETBACK  DATA, OR BUILDING RESTRICTION LINES ARE SHOWN HEREON, IT IS FOR INFORMATIONAL
PURPOSES  ONLY, HAVING BEEN OBTAINED FROM RELIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE SOURCES  NOT
CONNECTED WITH ALTURA LAND CONSULTANTS, LLC. NO GUARANTEE OR WARRANTY, EITHER EXPRESSED
OR IMPLIED, IS MADE AS TO THE ACCURACY OR THOROUGHNESS OF SUCH INFORMATION.

5) BURIED UTILITIES AND/OR PIPELINES SHOWN HEREON ARE PER VISIBLE AND APPARENT SURFACE
EVIDENCE, RECORD DRAWINGS OF THE CONSTRUCTED UTILITY LINES OBTAINED FROM RELIABLE AND
RESPONSIBLE  SOURCES NOT  CONNECTED WITH ALTURA LAND CONSULTANTS, LLC. OR MARKINGS
PROVIDED BY AN INDEPENDENT LOCATING CONTRACTOR. ~ NO GUARANTEE OR WARRANTY, EITHER
EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE AS TO THE ACCURACY OR THOROUGHNESS OF SUCH INFORMATION.
IF MORE ACCURATE LOCATIONS OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES OR PIPE LINES ARE REQUIRED, THE
UTILITY OR PIPELINE WILL HAVE TO BE VERIFIED BY FIELD POTHOLING. ALTURA LAND CONSULTANTS,
LLC. AND THE SURVEYOR OF RECORD SHALL NOT BE HELD LIABLE FOR THE LOCATION OF OR THE
FAILURE TO NOTE THE LOCATION OF NON-VISIBLE UTILITIES OR PIPELINES.

6) FIELD WORK FOR THIS SURVEY WAS PERFORMED ON MARCH 5-10, 2019.

7) THE LINEAL UNITS OF MEASURE SHOWN ON THIS SURVEY ARE BASED UPON THE U.S. SURVEY
FOOT.

8) ALL STREETS AND/OR ALLEYS SHOWN HEREON ARE DULY DEDICATED AND MAINTAINED PUBLIC
ROADWAYS.

9) THERE IS NO OBSERVABLE EVIDENCE OF EARTH MOVING WORK, BUILDING CONSTRUCTION OR
BUILDING ADDITIONS WITHIN THE RECENT MONTHS.

10) THERE ARE NO CHANGES IN STREET RIGHT OF WAY LINES EITHER COMPLETED OR PROPOSED,
AND AVAILABLE FROM THE CONTROLLING JURISDICTION. THERE IS NO OBSERVATION EVIDENCE OF
RECENT STREET OR SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION OR REPAIRS.

FLOOD ZONE DESIGNATION

BY SCALED MAP LOCATION AND GRAPHIC PLOTTING ONLY, THIS PROPERTY LIES IN ZONE X OF THE
FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP, COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 0807/C0801G AND DATED OCTOBER 16,
2012 — SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT IN A SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA.

BENCH MARK

MESA COUNTY BENCH MARK "P024B”

LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE
UTE MERIDIAN.

ELEVATION = 4547.63 FEET (NAVD 1988)

PARKING INFORMATION

1,725 PARKING STALLS
24 HANDICAP

1,749 TOTAL PARKING STALLS

LAND AREA

LOT A = 1,713,409 SQ. FT. OR 39.354 ACRES MORE OR LESS

ZONING INFORMATION

ZONING ORDINANCES IN EFFECT AS OF THE DATE OF THIS SURVEY.

SETBACKS:
FRONT:
BACK:
SIDE:

ZONING:

BASIS OF BEARINGS

THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THIS PLAT IS BASED UPON THE NORTH LINE OF THE SOUTH 1/2 OF
THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN,
PER THE PLAT OF MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR SUBDIVISION RECORDED MAY 15, 1995 AT
RECEPTION NO. 1717252 IN THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK AND RECORDER OF THE COUNTY OF MESA,
STATE OF COLORADO, WHICH BEARS NORTH 89'59'40" EAST BETWEEN THE MONUMENTS SHOWN
HEREON.

SURVEYOR'S STATEMENT

T0: SM MESA MALL, LLC, A DELAWARE LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY
FIRST AMERICAN TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY.

THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT THIS MAP OR PLAT AND THE SURVEY ON WHICH [T IS BASED WERE MADE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE 2016 MINIMUM STANDARD DETAIL REQUIREMENTS, FOR" ALTA/NSPS LAND
TITLE SURVEYS, JOINTLY ESTABLISHED AND ADOPTED BY ALTA AND NSPS,@aNBN INCLUDES ITEMS 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, 6(0), 7(a), 7(6)(1), 7(c), 8, 9, 10(c), 10(b), 11, 13, 14 B AND 19 OF TABLE A
THEREOF. THE FIELD WORK WAS COMPLETED ON MARCH 5-10, 2016

=

JESUS A LUGO, PLS 38081
COLORADO LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
FOR AND ON THE BEHALF OF ALTURA LAND CONSULTANTS, LLC.

NOTICE:

ACCORDING TO COLORADO LAW YOU MUST COMMENCE ANY LEGAL ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT
IN THIS SURVEY WITHIN THREE YEARS AFTER YOU FIRST DISCOVER SUCH DEFECT. IN NO EVENT, MAY
ANY ACTION BASED UPON ANY DEFECT IN THIS SURVEY BE COMMENCED MORE THAN TEN YEARS
FROM THE DATE OF CERTIFICATION SHOWN HEREON.

DEPOSITING CERTIFICATE

DEPOSITED THIS DAY OF , 20 , IN

BOOK PAGE OF THE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S LAND SURVEY

PLATS /RIGHT—OF—=WAY SURVEYS, RECEPTION NO.
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NE9B9'40E

South 1/16 corner of Section 4,
between Section 4 and Section 5,
Found 3.25" aluminum cap, MCSM 1282,
stamped "MESA COUNTY SURVEY
MARKER LS 20677 in monument box,
Held & Accepted as said corner

MONUMENT NOTES

INDICATES FOUND MONUMENT AS NOTED

1319.78'(R)

| e
O

&

INDICATES SET MONUMENT STAMPED PLS 38081

1319.83" (M)

INDICATES FOUND SECTION MONUMENT AS NOTED

_ / 7 ’ »
Found fred Plastic Cap Stamped “INTER N89°59°50"WM) |Found concrete nail & tag stamped NOO'00°10'W(M)

North line of the South N\N Southwest N\% of Section 4

ﬁmamm of Bearin gs)

MISCELLANEOUS NOTES

R)

INDICATES ~ RECORD

SUBDIVISION, RECORDED MAY 15, 1995 AT RECEPTION NO. 1717252.

(M)

INDICATES MEASURED BEARINGS AND DISTANCES

INFORMATION ~ PER  THE PLAT OF MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR

2636.35'(M) 2636.23(R)

South C—C 1/16 corner of Section 4,

Found 3.25" aluminum cap, MCSM 12831,
stamped "MESA COUNTY SURVEY MARKER
1283—1 PLS 36569 2006”, in monument box,
0.04° down per the Colorado Land Survey
Monument Record, accepted 09,/30,/20117,
Held & Accepted as said corner

MTN PELS 26626” 0.1 Below Ground, 504" ” » : Ol Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap
| for Reference, 52214°59"W, 0.41° NB9IEG'40TW(R) |'26626" flush with ground, Held NOO'00°20"W(R) PATTERSON ROAD stomped LS 18469”, 0.15’ Found 1 1,/2” aluminum cap,
’ ’ 75.00 for the East line of Lot A 30.31'(M) ) P » Y L ,
| S0000°10'W(M) S00°00°207E(R) 30.001(R) (100" PUBLIC R.O.W.) below ground, Held & Accepted illegible, 0.15" below ground,
S89'59°50"W(M) S89°59°40"W(R) 543.92'(M) 544.07(R) _ _ / 25.23'(M) 25.00°(R) . _ NB959'50°E(M) N8I59'40"E(R) 510.77'(M) 510.80(R) Held & Accepted
NOO'00°10"W(M) NOO'00°20"W(R) -~y — — — — — — — — — ~T 1T S00°00°10"W(M) S00°00°20"E(R) T —
| BHWB0O @ A N i R N [T e 2041000 T~
ﬁocmi 11/2 :QEEE:E cap stamped / / LS 184697, flush with ground, for Found concrete nail & tag EASEMENT // /// N — 293.94°(R) _ :
_ L5 18469°, 0.1° below ground, for | \ | |Reference, s7045° 207 0.17° stamped "26626”, flush with > o 1504 be 544 SR SN N86°17°28"E(R) _ [Found 771,/2" ouminum cap,
Reference, N8958°57"W, 0.27 I | ground, Held & Accepted V 2R Toes PO @@ >~ R=406.63" &' \|illegible, 0.15" below ground, for
B — o . e o7 g ,
| 20" SANITARY SEWER | \\ R=433.00 , | F—— T ——_ ~ L=70.47(M) L=70.77"(R) 8§ |Reference, s24718'47°W, 0.50"
_ 29063 EASEMENT — \ L=252.9'(M) L=252.88R) j ——_ —— AL > A=09'55'46"(M) A=09'58'18"(R) S N
BK. 1524, PG. 844 | =~ \ 4=332815"(M) A=3327"42"(R) Q \ / —— N CHB=58841"11"E S
¥ CHB=516'43'04"E ~ / — — — , g
—~ S R=508.00’ / \ 249 37’ \ D\\/ \/\\A Q\L | \\ Found #5 \QUQF \U%zmﬁ ng / ///////// /// —— 70.58 m W/W //
2 S 1=296.76'(M) L=296.68'(R) =y ~ below ground, Held for the ~ R —_ T N
M %Mv B",W'W.Mm.ﬂng\w B”MN.MVNM:N\N& \ \ / ,m,rwrw.MV‘Nhamg\w /\\\ﬂw/ \/\b KQ\/\(\ \L\Q\/\ \ \ South line b\ Lot A . - / —_ —~ N h, 20" SANITARY SEWER /
N “ LOT B CHB=N1643'04"W | | $3328'02"E(R) BK. 1519, PG. 196 I e N A\ CASEMENT /
o 292.56° \ 34.75M) & . 9 0"y . \ BK. 3565, PG. 305
D= S o SECOND [ o Teoom) 4 OWNER: WELLS FARGO L R\ el O |
< M _V mm7 Z/Vﬁﬁ Z Found 1 1,/2” aluminum cap ) I Q T — IR @@ /
SRS N i\ C@OZ/W/O stamped LS 18469”, 0.1" below 4 \ BANK N A | S |found #5 rebar, T
g | © Z/ZOﬁ S ground, Held & Accepted Found #5 rebar, 0.5 J ) 0.15" below groung, NN
= s (REC NO jiwm@ M below ground, Held & j I ~ Held & Accepted N /v
. = : N33°27°12"W(M) N33°28°02"W(R) Accepted / \ N N
3
v: 3 oo siosim [ 2R e e 3 - \
Qv O N Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap, illegible, 0.1" below / / SEE NOTE * Mv N81'57°52"E(M) Found #4 rebar, cap
3 ~ ground, Held for the West Line of Lot A ¢ .@ Q . is destroyea, 0.1
DUU o N @.N)o / / @ N81'59°'40"E(R) below ground, Held &
< . . 73.87° Accepted
2 E [ @ou e | ﬁ@% /OZ d
~ S} / W2, W) /m
_S Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap stamped 'LS N%Amm:\ @.)ort, F ~ W\NJ\\QQR/\ \\a‘ ?ﬁﬁ mc mg//\ O
_m 0.1" below ground, for Reference, N54°54'02"W, 0.16°| A8 7 \\ / T i/ J oL y Y me? M w0 1215%88) 0
T i e \ _ oG — g , ﬁmO : Q9
° " atumi sl - - ] ﬁﬂCﬁt,\/\hQ ne THE ( cON zZ 8 ®
® Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap stamped “PLS - —— / O L 5 \ /\/\ Lﬁ N — g_\k Cbr& \; S ® Ww
1S 18469”, 0.7' below ground, Held & Accepted| | | - - —— | 715 K & A yTO! J 0099 Sg NS
N onsa00 - - ._ o, DA T 38 S8
~ R=238.00 N — | UNER? AP GF NS s ot
o 1/ / N1=78.61"(M) - T OWNET N TARGE S % 22
, / L=78.73(R) : T — - AT 0] == I
| _ R=195.00 /| , N_Jm..mm.mm:«s 53" INGRESS /EGRESS — N ® & ~OF =40, KA 3=
L=91.02 = EASEMENT — - C
| Ne26ad 40" / 4=1857"19"(R) I BK. 1321, PG. 934 0" SANITARY SEWER R
ﬁ CHB=N2311'45"E / CHB=N470506"E (3 = — EASEMENT S .
90.20 78.25° | L - o CATEMENT S |Found nail & tag
_ N : / I ——_ - - 1371, PG S |stomped 'LS 25047"
— T — . o flush with ground, o N
o~ ch Found red plastic cap \ / \/ o T = o Held for the North line n%an%o M\MD\AmﬁMMMWQ\M\MQ\mWQMﬁ
A , . - T —— T f Lot A » . 0.
~ — xﬁm stamped "PE—PLS 26626, \\ \\ | O [~ e QZ@ T - - of £o {AR  |below ground, Held &
: ’ - e L T — W = Accepted
= ~ mu ¥ m; @NEQ% ground, Held & j j \/\ ‘ _rhu ) N /R — - %M Ncw/W\ epte
= ~_ $ ccepte —c \/ 7\\\ L= - 7\\@\@; T — —— SEE DETAIL BELOW Found 27 aluminum cap,| N
= _ N [ ] 7\;@ s ) mw_ D@ e \/ —— —~ illegible, flush with| Q.2 s
e [ \ :g/g O%\/ o 7\%@ e —~ T O ground, Held for the] RE \NHAMD.D.Q ,
= | N / VM /q% or T - T S West line of Lot Al L=77.08'(M) L=77.11"(R)
- _ // Found red plastic cap / \\ QQ Cg QR Qm\/ @ Q T — T~ _ WW\M@ N %N%.OMWN@%M@\N:MBHQQ.A.OGM.N\Q
stamped "INTER MTN PE CcoL “ T~ 3o N >
ATm ~ /\ R=295.00 / LS 26626" flush with [ e PER PLAT OF MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR SUBDIVISION — %M Ny 07\@&@ 76.98
& N L=103.89’ ” ’ X p- , e
- GRAPHIC SCALE = . ~oU NT 10389 ground, for Reference I * "AREA LABELED AS 20° WATER LINE EASEMENT IS NOT DEDICATED AS AN 5O R=86.00 h P00 N
7 100 0 50 100 = k/\T\\UN/ = CHB=N00"11"30"W / > [ EASEMENT AS PER AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UTE WATER CONSERVANCY _ : L=84.48'(M) L=84.47(R) a.\f A Found yellow plastic
— A T R.O. W. N 03 35 I DISTRICT AND GENERAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT INC. AGENT FOR OWNER Found 1 172" aluminum cap, 4=550006" o REZEN cap, ilegible, 0.3
= ™ ™ e S 2 o pG. 55 \\ TFound 27 aominam cap I WHERE GENERAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT INC. AGREES TO MAINTAIN ALL TS D retd & Aceepted CHB=5172957°F L@ e below grouna, Held
= FEET 3 K. 1407 stomped "WEI LS 20041 I DOMESTIC WATER LINES AND FIRE SUPPLY LINES LOCATED ON GENERAL 81.27 T v coepte
<C )_ / 0.1" above ground, For | GROWTH MANAGEMENT INC. MESA MALL PROPERTY AGREEMENT ALSO EXISTS . %J /»%w o.@
B N Reference, N16°42'04"F, J o BETWEEN THE UTE WATER CONSERVANCY DISTRICT AND SUTHERLANDS, WHERE 7@ Z\Ka, &%@» Q
= = R=585.03'(M) R=585.00'(R) 0.14° P —— 20" WATER LINE EASEMENT SUTHERLANDS AGREES TO MAINTAIN ALL DOMESTIC WATER LINES AND FIRE Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap, & .o. . 3 &47@/, Ay%
| < L=182.51"(M) L=182.71" - T — T — PLOTIED IN_APPROX. LOCATION SUPPLY LINES LOCATED ON LOT B OF MESA MALL'S SECOND MINOR SUBDMVISION.” llegible, 0.2" below ground, for| 353 > T a4
. Y L=182.51"(M) L=182.71"(R) - - - — I SEE NOTE * . Reference, N647710°03"F, 0.39° & b3 NS | @/F &7 aZy
~- O A=1752"29"(M) 4=17"53'42"(R) 34.47°(M) P - P " |Found nail & tag, T — — __ o — > . DN \ | vmo aO
% 3 CHB=N1913"03"W 34.39(R) — ~ ilegible, flush with ﬁ —— T — %Q..\..\\HV\A? | X 7«0.0 Found nail & tag, illegible, flush
v 181.77° ~ ~ ground, Held for the —— ™ g, & with ground, Held & Accepted
— ~ - : - — —
Q 459.16° (M)  459.17'(R) %ﬂ - South line of Lot A ~ // South line of the Southwest 1/4 of Section 4 - ——
= NE9EE'16"E(M) N8IS6'13E(R) T \ NN Found 1 1,/2" aluminum cap 54500°18"E(M) 2635.01'(M) 2635.11(R)
= Found 27 aluminum cap in| /N — — — — — N 20" SANITARY SEWER stamped "LS 18469" 0.2' S#50000°E(R) /N
] Southwest corner of Section 4, _concrete collor stamped 46.71°(M) 2 // AN N P7 ~— s EASEMENT @@ below ground, for Reference, 19.03°(M) 19.00(R) a,“Ay, @U
A\m Found 3 1/4” aluminum cap, MCSM POLARIS SURVEYING PLS| 47.08(R) \.,WV Aﬂvrmu N // N~ ~ __BK 1371, PG 824 Found 1 1/2” aluminum cap N25%62°36"W, 0.23° &7 O South 1,/4 corner of Section 4
= 4-3, stamped "MESA COUNTY 36094” flush with ground, CNCEA N “ T T — stamped "PLS 18469" 0.1° mO.OO. P Found 3" aluminum ca i@@\ 5.0
SURVEY MARKER NO. 4—3 PLS 36569 Held for east line of Mesa \N‘Vﬂ- LN — — N ~ /N/ ~ —— below ground, Held & Accepted Co ) ;@o. » P ’
s 2008 0.2 above concrete, per the County R.O.W. Z S 2 N — — T~ ~— c{ "¢ stamped "PLS 6752 5=2", in monument
&p) ) P o 477 N AN - T - box, 0.5 down, per the Colorado Land
U Colorado Land Survey Monument rom.“\;v\m\ - AN N ~ —~ T — ~ S45700"18"W(M) < ’ .i ’ %\a g oo
= Record, accepted 05/28/2008 & Found spike & washer stamped SN ~ . N - -~ 7 @, S45°00°00"E(R) urvey Monument Record, accepted
| Held & Accepted as said corner "POLARIS SURVEYING PLS 37904" 3 S D ~ —— 7 \ » 42.00" 01/31/2017, Held & Accepted as said
M flush with ground, for Reference, ~ ~ N N q / / / .@, &U 2. ZN 4@ g corner
~ N50715'56"E, 0.11° S N [ g & g A
., O , oA = Q5@
= R=405.00 RN N o L ) D o
— L=81.41"(M) L=81.52"(R) S N (9) /] 4 >, 2 g
'3 ? 2 . ? 2 / w $ 0
— 4=11'3102"(M) 24=11'32'02"(R) _ DN \. _ STORM SEWER EASEMENT [ 2 >
= CHB=N4529"35"W N0 > A~ REC. NO. 2371824 oyl OA 7 q N
81.27° SN ~ N
O ) N / L \
2, Z5IN VRN /o WIS
L7 ~ N v
o Found nall & tog Tlegible, fush e O ~ _ o/ T~ O 50" INDEPENDENT RANCHMANS [ ?fﬁ mcm@
ol with ground, Held & Accepted QN\%\“V ~ N ~ Nm DITCH, BK. 3541, PG. 66 / me ? Z 121 @ummu ~ E/\m\z
> o NN \ S 00 e o popPERTIES
— ~ ~_ C =\ w -
< - Ay 10N 9 = NNE Y
~ N ~ Tl % pENNE B
- ! z QD(\ » J ﬂ? - - C)— Q
- \mu &mm/ D N N ~ Q\I \\R - ;_\K C;/\\ 2 .792%, j\ZﬂKﬁf J C O mLL
- Q ﬂmﬂ, Found nail & tag, head of nail C/Qn.wmv NS - N ~ g/ng Qﬁw ﬁj — <G D Q Q\ - J
o @ A missing, stamped "POLARIS 2o C/WV // ~ N g ~ e m \ /\/\‘ o LAU.\«\.\.V % P
o S, 4y SURVEYING PLS 37904" 754 N ~ N -~ T1o, L IPES LLC 52 T
W @ Q 4 flush with ground, for Reference, Y PSCO FASEMENT /\ hDQ/R ﬁcm\ ®
= \%\\\ %@ &A S38°47°35°W, 0.23 L e e 2672757 R JG V=
= />Wu e ® A2 L=59.53'(M) »mmwm\wm@ S0 N 9 %@ Q,\/\ZD LOT 4
- = i Aeiad CLU
0 LINE LEGEND s % %\@&Nﬁ\/ 4=06"12'07"(M) 4=06'16'02"(R) AN e aoo o o M ?ff o GRAPHIC SCALE
= aR o N CHB=N4806"21"W D N\ N D S4500'18°E(M) S45700°00°E(R) me A N N1000 00°E 50 0 ’5 50
= SUBJECT PARCEL BOUNDARY LINES s PN m\\w 59.50’ 255 N 45.39'(M) 45.14'(R) C@OZ/QO 0.75
X 55,02 00°00" — T —
m _ = — = SECTION LINES < ¢ \N\ \A% Found nail & tag stamped "PLS \WVOQ.O\N?. Q ?otzq chiseled "+", Held & Accepted S NO. )N)@umm& ?%QGQ@Q ZNQD.Q%QQQ £
~ ADJOINING PARCEL BOUNDARY LINES < %@ a 58390" flush with ground for| % s 2N R=405.00" (REC- FEET
_ — — < . , ” , . . f , o, B ”» , »
= /B\\\\ S Reference, N445755L, 0.24 o2 L=158.57 (M) L=158.161R) _ Negoo oo W w S10°00°00"W
>y - — - = FASEMENT LINES ~ 7 A=2225"59"(M) A=2222"31"(R) :
S CHB=S5613"18"E
G ~ p Found 2" aluminum cap stamped 157.56° Found #4 rebar 0.1" below ground,
<< S "POLARIS SURVEYING PLS 37904 < for Reference, S22°33'43"W, 0.37°
— 0.15" below ground, Held & Accepted %Q,QVNWU
[@)) V.% ) >4
2505y
- R=454.96'(M) R=455.00"(R) 027
| ; *
L=178.09(M) L=177.69"(R)
[@N
— 4=2225"38"(M) 4=2222"31"(R) 3
| CHB=N56'13'07"W V&> S 2, Found 1 1/2” .
f > o 0 oun /2" aluminum cap
~ 176.95 \_\ov.hmw O>x mMAN\@ stamped "PLS 18469", flush .
.. _ _ 25,.%, A) ; North C—C 1,/16 corner of Section 9, Found
- Found nail & tag, in epoxy, Qx\\@\ / with ground, Held & Accepted 2.5" brass cap, MCSM 1121, stamped "MESA
— \uww%ww@m Mu chﬁ\m%mm <wo M\QM / I s COUNTY SURVEY MARKER 11217, 0.25" below
© for Refarence. S8em000"E O 97| 20" SANITARY SEWER J05 3N $22°36°53"WM) $22°37°30"W(R) asphalt surface, per the Colorado Land Survey
< : e EASEMENT Jog 51 49.96 Monument Record, accepted 01/31,/2017,
= BK. 1311, PG. 824 ) rw\\%\ _ Held & Accepted as said corner
) found nail & tag, in epoxy, stamped FPOLARIS
e @@ SURVEYING PLS 379047, flush with ground, for
% Reference, N36°30'19"W, 0.20°
_ |

1317.14°(R)

1317.22°(M)

East line of the South 1/2, Southwest 1/4 of Section 4

NOO09'17"E

1317.86'(R)

1317.92'(M)

East line of the North 1,/2, Northeast 1,/4 of Section 9
NOO11°28”E(M) NOO'T1'32"E(R)
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