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

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA
CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2019 @ 6:00 PM

Call to Order  6:00 PM
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meeting(s) from October 8, 2019.
 

2. Consider a request by the Applicant, SM Mesa Mall LLC, to vacate a portion of a 20foot 
wide public Sanitary Sewer Easement located at 2424 Highway 6 & 50.

 

3. Consider a request by La Plata Communities on behalf of the property owner, the Grand 
Junction Land Company, for 1) a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 
Conservation/Mineral Extraction to Residential Low; and 2) Rezone from PD (Planned 
Development without a plan) to R1 (Residential 1 unit per acre) for a 23.16acre portion 
of a property located at 400 23 Road, more particularly described as a site at the east end 
of Canyon Rim Drive.

 

Other Business
 

Adjournment
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 
October 8, 2019 MINUTES

6:00 p.m.

The meeting of the Planning Commission was called to order at 6:00pm by Commissioner 
Keith Ehlers. 

Those present were Planning Commissioners; Keith Ehlers, George Gatseos, Kathy 
Deppe, Andrew Teske and Sam Susuras.

Also present were Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney), Tamra Allen (Community 
Development Director), Scott Peterson (Senior Planner), Senta Costello (Associate 
Planner), and Lance Gloss (Associate Planner). 

There were approximately 110 citizens in the audience.

1. Meeting of Previous Meeting(s)____________________________________________
The Planning Commission reviewed the meeting minutes from the September 24, 2019 
meeting.

Commissioner Susuras moved to approve the minutes as written. Commissioner Deppe 
seconded the motion. 

The motion carried unanimously 5-0.

2. Karis Affordable Housing Project                File # APL-2019-460
Appeal of the Director’s Conditional Approval Decision of a Site Plan Review 
(“Application”) for Karis Apartments, located at 3205 N. 12th Street, Grand Junction, 
Colorado.

Commissioner Teske recused himself from the vote. 

Staff Presentation
Tamra Allen, Community Development Director, introduced exhibits into the record and 
gave a presentation regarding the appeal.

Questions for Staff
There were questions for staff regarding access to 12th Street, the tenants in the 
proposed project, the Code and the responsibility of the Director when making decisions, 
and the difference between “group housing” and the multi-family development.



Commissioners Ehlers, Gatseos and Deppe made comments regarding appeal. 

There was a discussion regarding the purpose of the appeal and what criteria the 
Commissioners should use to make their decision.

Motion and Vote
Section 21.02.210 (c) (2) of the Code states: “The appellate body shall affirm, reverse or 
remand the decision.  In reversing or remanding a decision, the appellate body shall state 
the rationale for its decision.  An affirmative vote of four (4) members of the appellate 
body shall be required to reverse the Director’s action.
 
Commissioner Gatseos made the following motion: “Mister Chairman, I move the 
appellate body affirm (agree with) the Director’s decision.” Jamie Beard, Assistant City 
Attorney, advised Commissioner Gatseos to instead start a motion with the request of the 
Decision that the Director be overturned (i.e. approve or not approve the request of the 
appellant). Commissioner Gatseos withdrew his motion.

Commissioner Gatseos stated he affirms the Directors decision and made the following 
motion, “The appellate shall reverse the Director’s decision.” Ms. Beard referred to the 
motion written in the Staff report. Commissioner Gatseos revised his motion to the 
following, “I move the Planning Commission affirm the conditional approval of the Karis 
Apartments development, located at 3205 N. 12th Street.” Commissioner Gatseos 
seconded the motion.” Commissioner Ehlers seconded the motion. 

A roll call vote was called: Commissioner Deppe: No, Commissioner Ehlers, Aye, 
Commissioner Gatseos, Aye, Commissioner Susuras, No. The motion failed 2-2.

Commissioner Deppe made the following motion: “Mister Chairman, I move the Planning 
Commission remand the conditional approval of the Karis Apartments development, 
located at 3205 N. 12th Street,” based on Criteria 1: Was inconsistent with the Zoning & 
Development Code of the City of Grand Junction or other applicable law and stated 
leniency being granted to the Director and this project. Commissioner Susuras seconded 
the motion. 

There was discussion on alternative parking plans as stated in the Zoning and 
Development Code and on the Conditional Approval of the parking based on the idea of 
the building eventually developing into another use. Ms. Allen provided insight on how the 
recording memorandum would come to use in the future. 

A roll call vote was called: Commissioner Deppe: Aye, Commissioner Ehlers, No, 
Commissioner Gatseos, No, Commissioner Susuras, Aye. The motion failed 2-2.



Commissioner Ehlers made the following motion, “I move the Planning Commission 
reverse the conditional approval of the Karis Apartments development, located at 3205 N. 
12th Street.” Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. 

A roll call vote was called: Commissioner Deppe: Aye, Commissioner Ehlers, No, 
Commissioner Gatseos, No, Commissioner Susuras, Aye. The motion failed 2-2.

Commissioner Ehlers called for a break at 7:11pm.

The meeting resumed at 7:23pm.

3. DDA 2019 Plan of Development                                                     File # CPA-2019-496
Consider a request by Downtown Development Authority of Grand Junction, Colorado 
(DDA) to repeal and replace the existing 1981 DDA Plan of Development with the 2019 
DDA Plan of Development entitled “Vibrant Together.”

Staff Presentation
Lance Gloss, Associate Planner, introduced all exhibits into the record and gave a 
presentation regarding the request.

Applicant’s Presentation
Brandon Stam, Downtown Development Authority Director, presented a video and a 
presentation regarding the request. 

Questions for Staff
Commissioner Gatseos asked a question regarding the longevity of the plan.

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 7:57pm

The following made comments in favor of the request: Bruce Benge (Benge Shoes), 
Sarah Meredith-Dishong (Atomic Framing), Megan Alfaro (Colorado Baby), and Rob Von 
Gogh (ShadeTree on Main Street).

The public hearing was closed at 8:07pm.

Discussion
Commissioners Susuras, Gatseos, Deppe, Teske, and Ehlers made comments in favor of 
the request. 

Motion and Vote



Commissioner Susuras made the following motion, “Mister Chairman, I move that the 
Planning Commission approve the request by Downtown Development Authority of Grand 
Junction, Colorado (DDA) to adopt the 2019 DDA Plan of Development entitled “Vibrant 
Together” and forward to City Council for their review.” 

Commissioner Deppe seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously 5-0.

4. Zoning Code Amendments                                                               File # ZCA-2019-421
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.

Staff Presentation
Senta Costello, Associate Planner, gave a presentation regarding the request.

Questions for Staff
Commissioner Ehlers and Deppe asked questions regarding the proposed B-2 First Floor 
Minimum Height standard and the proposed R-5 rear-yard setback.

Discussion
There was discussion regarding the proposed R-5 rear-yard setback. 

Commissioner Ehlers made a statement regarding the differentiation of multi-family and 
single-family setbacks in R-5 and above zone districts. 

Public Comment
The public hearing was opened at 8:54pm.

There were no public comments.

The public hearing was closed at 8:55pm. 

Discussion
Commissioner Gatseos and Susuras made comments in favor of the request.  

Motion and Vote
Commissioner Teske made the following motion, “Mister Chairman, on the Zoning and 
Development Code Amendments, ZCA-2019-421, I 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-feet to 15-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.”

Commissioner Susuras seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-1 with Commissioner 
Deppe voting NO.  

5. Other Business__________________________________________________________
Reminder of workshop Thursday, October 17, 2019 and Planning Commission hearing 
Tuesday, October 22, 2019. 

6. Adjournment____________________________________________________________
The meeting was adjourned at 9:01pm.



Grand Junction Planning Commission

Regular Session
 

Item #2.
 

Meeting Date: October 22, 2019
 

Presented By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner
 

Department: Community Development
 

Submitted By: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner
 
 

Information
 

SUBJECT:
 

Consider a request by the Applicant, SM Mesa Mall LLC, to vacate a portion of a 20-
foot wide public Sanitary Sewer Easement located at 2424 Highway 6 & 50.
 

RECOMMENDATION:
 

Staff recommends approval of the requested vacation to City Council.
 

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 this 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:
 
1.  The request conforms with Section 21.02.100 (c) of the Zoning & Development 
Code.
 
2.  The requested vacation does not conflict with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the requested vacation. 
 

SUGGESTED MOTION:
 

Madam Chairman, on the Dillard’s Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation request located 
at 2424 Hwy. 6 & 50, City file number VAC-2019-475, I move that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation of approval to City Council with the findings of 
fact and conditions as listed in the staff report. 
 

Attachments
 

1. Exhibit List - Dillards - Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation
2. Exhibit 2 - Site Location & Aerial Photo Maps
3. Exhibit 3 - Development Application dated August 21, 2019
4. Exhibit 4 - Vacation Resolution



EXHIBIT LIST
DILLARDS – SANITARY SEWER EASEMENT VACATION 
FILE NO. VAC-2019-475

Exhibit Item # Description
1 Staff Report dated October 22, 2019
2 Site Location & Aerial Photo Maps
3 Development Application dated August 21, 2019
4 City Council Vacation Resolution
5 Staff Powerpoint Presentation dated October 22, 2019
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kimley-horn.com 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500, Denver, CO 80237 303 228 2300

General Project Report

To: City of Grand Junction

From: Bryce Christensen, P.E.
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc

Date: August 7, 2019

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



Page 2

kimley-horn.com 4582 South Ulster Street, Suite 1500, Denver, Colorado, 80237 303 228 2300

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:

· Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation
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City of Grand Junction 
Review Comments 

Date: September 25, 2019 Comment Round No. 1 Page No. 1 of 3 
Project Name: Dillards – Sanitary Sewer Easement Vac. File No: VAC-2019-475 
Project Location: 2424 Hwy 6 & 50 

Check appropriate X if comments were mailed, emailed, and/or picked up. 
       Property Owner(s): SM Mesa Mall LLC – Attn:  Stephen Harris 
 Mailing Address: 180 E. Broad Street, Columbus, OH 43215 

X Email: Stephen.harris@washingtonprime.com  Telephone: (614) 887-5984 
 Date Picked Up:  Signature:  

       Representative(s): Kimley Horn – Attn:  Bryce Christensen 
 Mailing Address: 4582 S. Ulster Street, Unit 1500, Denver, CO 80237 

X Email: Bryce.christensen@kimley-horn.com  Telephone: (303) 228-2339 
 Date Picked Up:  Signature:  

        Developer(s):  
 Mailing Address:  
 Email:  Telephone:  
 Date Picked Up:  Signature:  

CITY CONTACTS 
    Project Manager: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
    Email: scottp@gjcity.org  Telephone:  (970) 244-1447 

    Dev. Engineer: Rick Dorris 
    Email:  rickdo@gjcity.org  Telephone: (970) 256-4034 

        
 

City of Grand Junction 
REQUIREMENTS 

(with appropriate Code citations) 
 
CITY PLANNING  
1.  Proposal is for Vacation of a portion, 1,972 sq. ft. total, of a 20’ Sanitary Sewer Easement (as 
recorded in Book 1311, Page 824) as part of the Dillard’s development at Mesa Mall in order to 
construct a masonry wall adjacent to the truck loading docks.  Existing zoning for the property is C-1 
(Light Commercial) and the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designates the property as 
Village Center.  No additional response required.  
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 
2.  Site Plan (Sheets 2 – 4): 
See City Development Engineer review comment and revise as applicable. 
Code Reference:  V-22 of the SSIDS Manual.   
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 



 
3.  Legal Description & Map Exhibit of Vacation Area:   
City Surveyor has reviewed and approved submitted metes/bounds legal description and map exhibit 
for proposed vacation area.  Submit WORD document of legal description and have applicant’s 
Surveyor sign and stamp map exhibit and submit for review in preparation for City Resolution 
preparation.  Once City Resolution has been reviewed and approved by City Council, document will 
be recorded in the office of the Mesa County Clerk & Recorder.  Applicant will be responsible for all 
associated recording fees.      
Code Reference:  IV-2 of the SSIDS Manual.     
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference 
 
4.  Sanitary Sewer Easement Vacation:   
FYI.  Proposed vacation request is scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission on October 
22, 2019 and City Council on November 6, 2019. City Project Manager will notify applicant if for any 
reason this schedule would change. 
Code Reference:  Section 21.02.100 of the Zoning & Development Code.     
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 
 
CITY DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 
Show the sewer line and the portion of the easement to be abandoned on the site plan. 
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 
 
CITY SURVEYOR – Peter Krick – peterk@gjcity.org  (970) 256-4003 
I have reviewed the sketch and description for the easement vacation for the Dillard’s site and there 
are no comments or changes required.  
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 
 
CITY FIRE DEPARTMENT – Steve Kollar – stevenk@gjcity.org  (970) 549-5852 
GJFD has no objections. 
Applicant’s Response:   
Document Reference:   
 
 

OUTSIDE REVIEW AGENCY COMMENTS 
(Non-City Agencies) 

 
 
Review Agency:  Mesa County Building Department 
Contact Name:  Darrell Bay     
Email / Telephone Number:  Darrell.bay@mesacounty.us  (970) 244-1651 
MCBD has no objections. 
Applicant’s Response: 
 
 



Review Agency:  Xcel Energy 
Contact Name:  Brenda Boes  
Email / Telephone Number:  Brenda.k.boes@xcelenergy.com  (970) 244-2698 
Xcel has no objections at this time. 
Applicant’s Response: 
 
 
Review Agency:  Ute Water Conservancy District 
Contact Name:  Jim Daugherty     
Email / Telephone Number:  jdaugherty@utewater.org  (970) 242-7491 
• No objection. 
Applicant’s Response: 
 
 
Review Agency:  Grand Valley Drainage District 
Contact Name:  Tim Ryan     
Email / Telephone Number:  tim.admin@gvdd.org  (970) 242-4343 
GVDD has no comment or objection. 
Applicant’s Response: 
 
 

REVIEW AGENCIES  
(Responding with “No Comment” or have not responded as of the due date) 

 
The following Review Agencies have responded with “No Comment.” 
1.  Persigo Wastewater Treatment Facility 
 
The following Review Agencies have not responded as of the comment due date. 
1.  Grand Valley Irrigation Company 
 
The Petitioner is required to submit electronic responses, labeled as “Response to Comments” for 
the following agencies:  

1. City Planning 
2. City Development Engineer 

 
Date due by:  Prior to the Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Please provide a written response for each comment and, for any changes made to other plans or 
documents indicate specifically where the change was made. 
 
I certify that all of the changes noted above have been made to the appropriate documents 
and plans and there are no other changes other than those noted in the response. 
 
 
 

Applicant’s Signature  Date 
 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION VACATING A PORTION OF A 20’ WIDE SANITARY SEWER 
EASEMENT LOCATED WITHIN 

LOT A, MESA MALL’S SECOND MINOR SUBDIVISION       

LOCATED AT 2424 HIGHWAY 6 & 50 

RECITALS:

A vacation of a portion of a publicly dedicated 20’ wide Sanitary Sewer Easement 
has been requested by the developer, SM Mesa Mall LLC in anticipation of developing 
the property for future commercial development in order to construct a Dillard’s 
Department Store.  

After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning & 
Development Code, and upon recommendation of approval by the Planning 
Commission, the Grand Junction City Council finds that the request to vacate a portion 
of a public 20’ wide Sanitary Sewer Easement is consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan, the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Section 21.02.100 of the Grand Junction 
Zoning & Development Code.   

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT:

The following described portion of a publicly dedicated Sanitary Sewer Easement is 
hereby vacated subject to the listed conditions:

1. Applicant shall pay all recording/documentary fees for the Vacation Resolution, 
any easement documents and/or dedication documents.

Portion of Public Sanitary Sewer Easement to be vacated:

A PORTION OF A 20.00-FOOT-WIDE PERMANENT EASEMENT, DESCRIBED AS 
LINE B IN THE INSTRUMENT RECORDED MAY 7, 1981 IN BOOK 1311, PAGE 824 IN 
THE OFFICE OF THE CLERK AND RECORDER FOR THE COUNTY OF MESA, STATE 
OF COLORADO, LYING WITHIN THE SOUTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 
1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 WEST OF THE UTE MERIDIAN, IN THE CITY OF GRAND 
JUNCTION, COUNTY OF MESA, STATE OF COLORADO, BEING 10 FEET ON EACH 
SIDE OF THE FOLLOWING DESCRIBED CENTERLINE:

BEGINNING AT A POINT FROM WHENCE THE SOUTH 1/4 CORNER OF SAID 
SECTION 4 BEARS SOUTH 74°16’00” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1546.89 FEET;

Exhibit 4



THENCE SOUTH 80°00’00” EAST, A DISTANCE OF 98.59 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
TERMINUS.

THE SIDELINES OF SAID PERMANENT EASEMENT ARE TO BE PROLONGED OR 
SHORTENED SO AS TO ELIMINATE ANY GAPS AND/OR OVERLAPS.

CONTAINS 1972 SQUARE FEET OR 0.045 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 

PASSED and ADOPTED this  day of , 2019 

ATTEST:
______________________________ 
President of City Council

______________________________
City Clerk





Grand Junction Planning Commission

Regular Session
 

Item #3.
 

Meeting Date: October 22, 2019
 

Presented By: Kristen Ashbeck, Principal Planner/CDBG Admin
 

Department: Community Development
 

Submitted By: Kristen Ashbeck
 
 

Information
 

SUBJECT:
 

Consider a request by La Plata Communities on behalf of the property owner, the 
Grand Junction Land Company, for 1) a Comprehensive Plan Amendment from 
Conservation/Mineral Extraction to Residential Low; and 2) Rezone from PD (Planned 
Development without a plan) 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.
 

RECOMMENDATION:
 

Staff recommends approval of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone 
requests.
 

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.

(ii) 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 intended to function as a Residential 
Collector and intended to serve the parent parcel as shown on the City’s Circulation 
Plan.  The street has and was designed with capacity for over 1,000 trips per day, thus 
able to serve 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 GJMC 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 intended to function as a Residential 
Collector intended to serve the parent parcel as shown on the City’s Circulation Plan.  
The street has and was designed with capacity for over 1,000 trips per day, thus able 
to serve 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:
 

Madam Chair, on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment request CPA-2019-468 and 
the Rezone request RZN-2019-450, concerning 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, I move that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the 
actions to:

1) Amend the Comprehensive Plan from a designation of Conservation to a 
designation of Residential Low .5 to 2 dwelling units per acre; and

2) Rezone 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, currently zoned Planned 
Development (PD) without a plan to Residential 1 unit per acre (R-1).
 

Attachments
 

1. Canyon Rim 360 Maps
2. Canyon Rim 360 Site Photos
3. Inventory of Vacant Residential Zoned Properties
4. Application and Neighborhood Meeting Information
5. Canyon Rim 360 CPA RZN Correspondence from Concerned Citizens
6. Canyon Rim 360 CPA RZN Ordinance
7. Additional Letters from Concerned Citizens
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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  

 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.    

 There is an 8” sewer main and a Ute Water Main in Canyon Rim Drive. 

 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. 

 Canyon Rim Drive will remain the only access to this property until future 

connectivity occurs (see Grand Junction Circulation Map). 

 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. 
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Existing Zoning 

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

 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; 

 The efficient development of property adjacent to existing City services 

(infrastructure is stubbed to the property at the east end of Canyon Rim Drive); 

 Extension of Canyon Rim Drive per the current Grand Junction Circulation Plan, 

which seeks road interconnectivity to the north; 

 Replacement of the current PD zoning without a plan, with conventional zoning that 

defines uses and standards; 

 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 Land 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 
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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 

 

E.  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. 

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 
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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 
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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.  
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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 3rd 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.  I 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 I 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. 7th 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?   I am
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@gjcity.org
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.  I reside at 360 Teegan Ct.  I 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   I 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 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. 
 
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








































































































































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 ¼ Northwest ¼ 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 ¼ Northwest ¼ 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 ¼ Northwest ¼  S 89°49'19" W a distance of 1284.71 feet to the Southwest 
corner of the Southeast ¼ Northwest ¼; 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 ¼ Northwest ¼ 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



EXHIBIT A
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