
 

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

 
 

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

 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 12, 2014, 6:00 PM 

 
Call to Order 
Welcome.  Items listed on this agenda will be given consideration by the City of 
Grand Junction Planning Commission.  Please turn off all cell phones during the 
meeting. 
 
Copies of the agenda and staff reports are located at the back of the auditorium. 
 
Announcements, Presentations and/or Prescheduled Visitors 
 
Consent Agenda 
Items on the consent agenda are items perceived to be non-controversial in nature 
and meet all requirements of the Codes and regulations and/or the applicant has 
acknowledged complete agreement with the recommended conditions. 
 
The consent agenda will be acted upon in one motion, unless the applicant, a 
member of the public, a Planning Commissioner or staff requests that the item be 
removed from the consent agenda.  Items removed from the consent agenda will 
be reviewed as a part of the regular agenda.  Consent agenda items must be 
removed from the consent agenda for a full hearing to be eligible for appeal or 
rehearing. 
 
 
1. Minutes of Previous Meetings Attach 1 

Approve the minutes from the October 14, 2014 regular meeting. 
 
2. Cattail Creek Subdivision - Subdivision Attach 2 

Request a two year extension to the approval of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan to 
develop 106 lots on 26.35 acres in an R-5 (Residential Multi-Family 5 du/ac) zone 
district. 
FILE #: PP-2007-043 
APPLICANT: Shane Wilson - Bank of the San Juans 
LOCATION: 666, 670, 682 29 1/2 Road 
STAFF: Senta Costello 

 
 

http://www.gjcity.org/


3. Short-Term Vacation Rentals - Zoning Code Amendment Attach 3 
Forward a recommendation to City Council to amend the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code, to add Section 21.04.030 Short-Term Rentals. 
FILE #: ZCA-2014-291 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: City Wide 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
Public Hearing Items 
On the following item(s) the Grand Junction Planning Commission will make the 
final decision or a recommendation to City Council. If you have an interest in one 
of these items or wish to appeal an action taken by the Planning Commission, 
please call the Planning Division (244-1430) after this hearing to inquire about City 
Council scheduling. 
4. Amendment to Outdoor Lighting Ordinance - Zoning Code Amendment 
  Attach 4 

Forward a recommendation to City Council to amend the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code, Section 21.06.080(c)(7) Outdoor lighting. 
FILE #: ZCA-2014-355 
APPLICANT: City of Grand Junction 
LOCATION: City Wide 
STAFF: Lori Bowers 
 

5. City Market - Conditional Use Permit Attach 5 
Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)/Sign Package and Request for Variance 
to Section 21.03.070 (b)(2)(ii) (store hours of operation) and (iv) (outside display of 
merchandise) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code. 
FILE #: CUP-2014-134 
APPLICANT: Joel Starbuck - City Market 
LOCATION: 2628 1/2 N 12th Street 
STAFF: Scott Peterson 
 

6. Patterson Place Rezone - Rezone Attach 6 
Forward a recommendation to City Council to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres 
from a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 
(Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts. 
FILE #: RZN-2014-262 
APPLICANT: Ted Ciavonne - Ciavonne Roberts & Associates 
LOCATION: 2570 Patterson Road 
STAFF: Senta Costello 
 

General Discussion/Other Business 
 
Nonscheduled Citizens and/or Visitors 
 
Adjournment 
 



 

 
Attach 1 
Minutes of Previous Meetings 
 
None available at this time. 
 
 
 



 

 

Attach 2 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  November 12, 2014 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Senta Costello, Senior Planner 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Cattail Creek Subdivision - PP-2007-043 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  A request for a two-year extension of the approved Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 666, 670, 682 29 ½ Road 
Applicant:  Bank of the San Juans - Shane Wilson 
Existing Land Use: Single Family Residential / Agriculture 
Proposed Land Use: Single Family Residential 

Surrounding 
Land Use: 
 

North Single Family Residential / Agriculture 
South Single Family Residential / Agriculture 
East Single Family Residential / Agriculture 
West Single Family Residential / Agriculture 

Existing Zoning: R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 
 

North PD (Planned Development) 
South County RSF-R / PD (Planned Development) 
East R-R (Residential 5 ac/du) / PD (Planned Development) 
West R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) / PD (Planned Development) 

Comprehensive Plan Designation: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:   
 
A request for approval of a two-year extension to the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for 
Cattail Creek Subdivision, a 103 single-family lot subdivision on 25.879 acres in an R-5 
(Residential 5 du/ac) zone district. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the two-year extension request. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
A Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the Cattail Creek Subdivision was approved on 
February 26, 2008.  The Plan consists of 103 single-family lots on 25.879 acres in an R-5 
(Residential 5 du/ac) zone.  No phasing schedule was proposed as it was the desire of 
the Developer to construct the entire development in one phase. 
 
In accordance with Section 21.02.070(u)(4) of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code (GJMC): 
 

If the applicant does not complete all steps in preparation for 
recording a final plat within two years of approval of the preliminary 
subdivision plan, the preliminary subdivision plan shall require 
another review and processing as per this section and shall then 
meet all the required current code regulations at that time. One 
extension of 12 months may be granted by the Director so long as 
the plan is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and current 
zoning requirements. Additional extensions may be granted by the 
Planning Commission so long as the plan is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and current zoning requirements. 

 
On February 2010, the Developer requested a one-year administrative extension.  When 
first approved, the Developer originally planned to plat the entire Development in a single 
phase.  A combination of extended time periods to receive comments from various 
review agencies, working out details to gain necessary easements from neighboring 
property owners and economic conditions in the housing market hampered the 
Developer’s ability to finalize the project within the 2 year timeframe required by the 
Zoning and Development Code.   The request for a one year administrative extension 
was approved on February 26, 2010 extending the validity of the Preliminary 
Development Plan to February 26, 2011. 
 
A request for extension was submitted before the Preliminary Plan expiration of February 
26, 2011 and a two year extension was granted by Planning Commission at its April 12, 
2011 meeting. 
 
Final approval of the Final Plan was issued October 25, 2011.  The Final Plan approval 
called for the development of the subdivision in 8 phases over 8 years with the first filing to 
be recorded within 2 years of the approval date.  A request for a one year administrative 
extension was approved on October 9, 2013 extending the validity of the Preliminary 
Development Plan to October 25, 2014. 
 
The property owner has submitted a request for a two year extension (attached) which 
would extend the approval to October 25, 2016. 
 
The property is zoned R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac)  The proposed density is 4.1 du/ac, 
which is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan future land use designation of 



 

 

Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).  Brookwood Subdivision to the east is 4.65 du/ac, 
Brookside Subdivision to the southeast is 3.94 du/ac and Scott’s Run Subdivision to the 
west is 5.82 du/ac.  Goal 3 of the Comprehensive Plan encourages ordered and 
balanced growth throughout the community, while Goal 7 encourages transition and 
buffering between new and existing development, both of which are provided for in the 
Cattail Creek Preliminary Plan. 
 
The Cattail Creek Subdivision proposes pedestrian connection via both on street 
sidewalks and landscaped off-street trails.  The connections tie the subdivision together 
internally and make for ease of access to 29 ½ Road and Brookside Subdivision for 
pedestrians and bicycles.  Goal 9 of the Comprehensive Plan encourages a 
well-balanced transportation system, including pedestrian/bicycle access, which is 
provided for in the Cattail Creek Preliminary Plan. 
 
There are three (3) existing residences within the Cattail Creek Subdivision; all will remain 
as part of the approved Preliminary Plan.  Goal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan 
encourages the preservation of existing buildings and Goal 11 encourages the 
construction of public facilities to meet the needs of future growth, which is provided for in 
the Cattail Creek Preliminary Plan. 
 
The road network proposed within the Cattail Creek Subdivision would provide three 
connection points along 29 ½ Road (Bret Drive, Sedge Drive and Cattail Creek Drive).  
Babbling Brook Drive and Bret Drive connect to existing stub streets in Brookside and 
Brookwood Subdivisions (respectively). The large property to the east will be accessible 
from Audubon Street which is proposed to run alongside and parallel to that property. 
Goal 9 of the Comprehensive Plan encourages a well-balanced transportation system, 
with specific emphasis in Policy E on new residential streets that balance access and 
neighborhood circulation, which is provided for in the Cattail Creek Preliminary Plan. 
 
Upon review of the previously approved Preliminary Development Plan, the 
Comprehensive Plan and Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC), the 
following findings for good cause have been found: 
 

1. The proposed use and density are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 
2. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan for this property is appropriate and 

meets the standards and requirements of Section 21.02.070(q) and (r) of the 
GJMC. 

3. The proposed Preliminary Development Plan contains many elements that 
advance the goals of the Comprehensive Plan, specifically Goals 3, 6, 7, 9 and 11. 

 
Based on the reasons stated above there is good cause to approve the requested 
two-year extension. 
 
If the Planning Commission grants the requested extension, the Developer will have until 
October 25, 2016 to complete all steps in preparation for recording the final plat. 
 



 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the request for a two-year extension to the approved Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan for Cattail Creek Subdivision, PP-2007-043, the following findings of fact 
and conclusions have been determined: 
 

1. The requested is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 

2. The request meets the requirements of Section 21.02.070(u)(4) of the Grand 
Junction Municipal Code. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the request for a two-year extension 
for the Cattail Creek Preliminary Subdivision Plan, file number PP-2007-043, with the 
findings of facts and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:  Mr. Chairman, I move we 
approve a two-year extension of the Preliminary Subdivision Plan approval for Cattail 
Creek Subdivision, file number PP-2007-043, with the findings of fact and conclusions 
listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 

1) Request for Preliminary Plan extension 
2) Preliminary Plan 
3) Site Vicinity Map / Aerial Photo Map 
4) Comprehensive Plan Map / Zoning Map 
5) Blended Density Map 
6) Original Staff Report



 

 

Hi Senta, 
 
Please accept this email as the Bank’s extension request for the Cattail Creek 
Subdivision Final. I would like the maximum extension possible, 2-3 years, since the 
estimated cost to develop this property into buildable lots significantly exceeds the 
estimated sales price of the individual lots. I feel this situation will likely hold true for the 
next 5 years, thus the request for the maximum extension of the final possible. 
 
Please let me know the date of the Planning Commission meeting and either I will attend, 
or Dan Penny, on behalf of the bank. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Shane Wilson 
Vice President - Special Assets 
NMLS 449988 
 

 
2452 US Highway 6 & 50 
Grand Junction, CO 81505 
Direct: 970-683-4530 
www.fnbrockies.com 



 

 



 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 
Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Figure 4 
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Blended Density Map 
Figure 5 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  February 26, 2008 
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF PRESENTATION: Greg Moberg 
 
AGENDA TOPIC: Cattail Creek Subdivision, PP-2007-043 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Preliminary Subdivision Plan Approval. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 666, 670, 682 29 ½ Road 

Applicants:  Owner:  Blue Heron Development, LLC 
Rep:  Ciavonne, Roberts, & Associates 

Existing Land Use: Residential/Agricultural/Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential/Agricultural 
South Residential/Agricultural 
East Residential/Agricultural/Vacant 
West Residential/Agricultural 

Existing Zoning: R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) 
Proposed Zoning: No Change 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North R-R (Residential – 1 du/ 5 ac) and  
R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) 

South PD and RSF-R (County) 
East PD and R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) 
West PD and R-5 (Residential – 5 du/ac) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium, 4-8 du/ac 

Zoning within density range?      X Yes           No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Request approval of a Preliminary Subdivision Plan for the 
Cattail Creek Subdivision consisting of 106 lots on 26.4 acres with a density of 4.01 
dwelling units per acre in a R-5 (Residential - 5 du/ac) zone district located at 666, 670 
and 682 29 ½ Road. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
Background 
 
The subject property was part of two annexations.  The first annexation, the Darla Jean 
#2 Annexation, occurred on October 23, 1994.  The second annexation, the North 
Glenn/Matchett Enclave Annexation, occurred on December 5, 1999.  The site contains 
3 parcels addressed as 666, 670 and 682 29 ½ Road totaling 26.4 acres.  The parcel 
addressed as 666 29 ½ Road is described as Parcel 2 of Cattail Subdivision. 
 
Current use of the parcels is residential, agricultural and vacant.  Each parcel contains 
one residence and several accessory structures.  Two of the residences will remain and 
will be located within proposed lots (Lots 5 and 37), while the third residence and all of the 
accessory structures will be removed as part of the final approval.  The site also contains 
ditch, irrigation and access easements.  These easements are granted to the Grand 
Valley Drainage District, Palisade Irrigation District and an off-site cell tower.  The 
Developer has proposed to relocate and/or modify the location of these easements and 
has received approval by the owner of each easement. 
 
Density 
 
The site is currently zoned R-5 which allows 2 to 5 dwelling units per acre.  The 
Developer is proposing to subdivide the site into 106 lots.  If approved, the overall 
density of the subdivision will be 4.01 dwelling units per acre well within the density 
allowed by the R-5 zone district. 
 
Access 
 
There are 7 proposed access points for the proposed development.  Three of the access 
points are located on 29 ½ Road; Cattail Creek Drive, Sedge Drive and Bret Drive.  Two 
of the access points will align with existing roads to the east; Bret Drive and Babbling 
Brook Street and the last 2 access points will stub to vacant property to the north and 
south; Cicada Street and Audubon Street.  With the exception of 2 lots (Lots 1 and 2) all 
lots within the proposed development will be accessed from local streets.  Lots 1 and 2 
will access 29 ½ Road from an autocourt which is contained within Tract B.  Tract B will 
be conveyed to and maintained by the Home Owners Association. 
 
Open Space/Park 
 
The Developer is proposing 2.8 acres of open space that will be located in several tracts 
throughout the development.  The tracts will include concrete and soft-surfaced paths.  
and will contain the Price Ditch and the drainage, irrigation and access easements.  All of 
the tracts will be conveyed to and maintained by the Home Owners Association. 
 
 
 

  

  

 



 

 

Lot Layout 
 
The development has been designed for single-family detached dwellings on lots ranging 
from 6,500 square feet to over 10,000 square feet.  The minimum lot size in the R-5 zone 
is 6,500 square feet, therefore the minimum lot area requirement has been met.  The 
minimum lot width for the R-5 zone is 60 feet.  With the exception of Lots 10-13, 70, 85 
and 86, all of the proposed lots meet the lot width requirement.  Section 3.2 C.2. allows 
the Planning Commission to vary lot widths for irregularly shaped lots. 
 
Road Design 
 
The roads within the proposed development are designed to meet the Urban Residential 
Street Standards as defined in the TEDS (Transportation Engineering Design Standards) 
Manual.  There are 3 exceptions, Bret Drive, Sedge Drive and Spomer Circle.  Standard 
residential street design is 28 feet of asphalt and mountable curb, gutter and sidewalk on 
both sides of the street within a 44 foot right-of-way.  Due to the location of the 
hard-surfaced trails along the Price Ditch, the Developer has proposed an alternative 
design for Bret and Sedge Drives.  The proposed alternative is 28 feet of asphalt and 
mountable curb, gutter and sidewalk on one side of the street and a vertical curb and 
gutter with no sidewalk on the opposite side.  The proposed design is contained within a 
38.5 foot right-of-way.  The proposed alternative was reviewed and approved by Staff 
under Chapter 15 of the TEDS Manual. 
 
Landscaping: 
 
Landscaping plans for the Tracts and the 14-foot wide landscaped area along 29 ½ Road 
will be submitted with the final plat/plans in accordance with Section 6.5 of the Zoning and 
Development Code. 
 
Phasing Plan: 
 
The Developer is not proposing that the development be phased. 
 
Criteria: 
 
Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
For a preliminary plat to be approved, the applicant shall prove compliance with all of the 
following criteria: 
 

a. The Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Urban Trails Plan and other 
adopted plans. 

 
Upon review of the proposed development it is found that the project implements 
the following Goals and Policies of the Growth Plan: 

 

  
  

  
  



 

 

Goal 1:  To achieve a balance of open space, agricultural, residential and 
non-residential land use opportunities that reflects the residents’ respect for the 
natural environment, the integrity of the community’s neighborhoods, the 
economic needs of the residents and business owners, the rights of private 
property owners and the needs of the urbanizing community as a whole; 

 
Policy 1.1:  The City and County will use the future land use categories 
listed and described in Exhibit V.2 to designate appropriate land uses within 
the Joint Planning Area identified in Exhibit V.1.  City and County actions 
on land use proposals within the Joint Planning Area will be consistent with 
the plan. 
 
Policy 1.3:  The City and County will use Exhibit V.3.: Future Land Use 
map in conjunction with the other policies of this plan to guide zoning and 
land use decisions.  City and County decision about the type and intensity 
of land uses will be consistent with the Future Land Use Map and Plan 
policies. 
 
Policy 1.7:  The City and County will use zoning to establish the 
appropriate scale, type, location and intensity for development.  
Development standards should ensure that the proposed residential and 
non-residential development is compatible with the planned development of 
adjacent property. 

 
Goal 5:  To ensure the urban growth and development make efficient use of 
investments in streets, utilities and other public facilities. 

 
Policy 5.2:  The City and County will encourage development that uses 
existing facilities and is compatible with existing development. 

 
Furthermore, the land use classification of Residential Medium (4-8 dwelling units 
per acre) of the subject property is supported by the existing zoning of R-5 (2 to 5 
dwelling units per acre).  The proposed density of 4.01 dwelling units per acre is 
consistent with both the Residential Medium classification and the current R-5 
zone district.  Therefore the proposed development is consistent with the goals 
and policies of the Growth Plan and the Future Land Use Map. 

 
All required street connections and road improvements have been included in the 
preliminary plan design and meet the requirements of the Grand Valley Circulation 
Plan.  In addition, the Developer is proposing an 8-foot wide concrete path along 
the Price Ditch as indicated on the Urban Trails Plan. Therefore, the proposed 
development complies with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and 2001 Urban 
Trails Master Plan. 
 

 
 



 

 

b. The Subdivision standards of Section 6.   
 

The Subdivision Standards contained in Section 6.7 have been met with the 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan.  The proposed subdivision establishes acceptable 
lot layout including the 7 lots that are irregular and do not meet the minimum lot 
width requirements.  All infrastructure, including but not limited to water and 
sewer, is being provided to each lot.  Drainage has been addressed at this 
preliminary stage and will be accommodated through on and off-site facilities.   

 
c. The zoning standards contained in Chapter 3. 
 

All proposed lots conform to the minimum lot size of 6,500 square feet as well as 
meeting the minimum street frontage requirement of 20 feet.  With the exception 
of 7 lots (previously identified), the minimum lot width of 60 feet has been met.  
Furthermore, the proposed density of 4.01 dwelling units per acre falls within the 
density range of the R-5 zone district.  Finally, future buildings will be required to 
meet the R-5 zone bulk requirements for front, side and rear yard setbacks as well 
as lot coverage and maximum height requirements. Therefore the zoning 
standards contained in Chapter 3 have been met and are incorporated into the 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan design. 
 

d. Other standards and requirements of the Zoning and Development Code 
and all other City policies and regulations.   

 
The proposed development meets all other applicable standards and 
requirements of the Zoning and Development Code and all other City policies and 
regulations. 

 
e. Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent with the 

subdivision. 
 

The proposed development is located within the Ute Water and Central Grand 
Valley Sanitation Districts.  Both Districts have reviewed the proposed 
development and have determined that adequate public facilities and services will 
be available. 

 
f. The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the 

natural or social environment. 
 

There are no known adverse or negative impacts upon the natural or social 
environment. 

 
 
 
 



 

 

g. Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent 
properties. 

 
The proposed development at 4.01 dwellings per acre is compatible with the 
proposed residential densities identified in the Growth Plan and the Future Land 
Use Map of 4 to 8 dwellings per acre.  In addition the proposed density is 
compatible to the existing densities of the surrounding developments. 

 
h. Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 

The proposed development has been designed to meet the SWMM (Stormwater 
Management Manual) and therefore the adjacent agricultural properties will not be 
harmed. 

 
i. Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of 

agricultural land or other unique areas. 
 

The proposed development is not piecemeal development, nor premature 
according to the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 

 
j. There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 
 

Adequate land for public services such as road right-of-way, utility and trail 
easements have been provided. 

 
k. This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for maintenance or 

improvement of land and/or facilities. 
 

The City will not incur an undue burden for maintenance or improvement of land as 
a result of the proposed development.  The Developer will pay all required 
development, transportation, utility and other established impact fees, some at the 
time of final plat and others at the time of building permit. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS/CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Cattail Creek Subdivision application, PP-2007-043, for Preliminary 
Subdivision Plan approval, I make the following findings of fact, conclusions and 
condition: 
 

1. The proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan is consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Growth Plan and Future Land Use Map, the Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan and 2001 Urban Trails Master Plan. 

2. The proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan satisfies the review criteria in 
Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code (see criteria above). 

3. The proposed Preliminary Subdivision Plan meets applicability requirements of 
Section 2.8.B.1 of the Zoning and Development Code. 



 

 

4. The existing buildings identified for removal shall be removed prior to final plat 
approval. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the proposed Cattail Creek 
Subdivision Preliminary Subdivision Plan, PP-2007-043 with the findings, conclusions 
and condition noted above. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that the Planning Commission approve the preliminary subdivision 
plan for the Cattail Creek Subdivision Preliminary Subdivision Plan, PP-2007-043, with 
the findings, conclusions and condition listed in the staff report. 
 

 
 
Attachments: 
 
1.  Site Location Map (Figure 1) / Aerial Photo Map (Figure 2) 
2.  Future Land Use Map (Figure 3) / Existing City and County Zoning Map (Figure 4) 
3.  Applicant’s “General Project Report” 
4.  Preliminary Subdivision Plan 



 

 

Site Location Map 
Figure 1 

 
Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 
Figure 3 

 

 

Existing City and County Zoning Map 
Figure 4 
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Attach 3 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  November 12, 2014 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: Senta Costello 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  ZCA-2014-291, Amendment to the Zoning and Development Code 
(Title 21, Grand Junction Municipal Code) to add Section 21.04.030 regarding 
Short-Term Rentals 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Forward a recommendation of approval to City Council to 
amend the Grand Junction Municipal Code, to add Section 21.04.030 Short-Term 
Rentals. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend the proposed amendments. 
 
Background: 
 
Traditionally, travelers have stayed in a hotel and/or motel.  This has changed over the 
years to broaden the choices available when deciding where to stay while traveling.  
Additional options have included bed & breakfasts, resorts, time-shares and more 
recently short-term rentals.  While most lodging options occur in commercial areas or 
large acreages, short-term rentals typically occur in more traditional residential 
neighborhoods.  Our community is also starting to see an interest in providing this 
additional lodging choice to travelers; however, currently the Zoning and Development 
Code does not have any reference to Short-Term Rentals.  This Code amendment is 
proposed in order to provide our community the opportunity to offer the short-term rental 
lodging option to travelers, while protecting the integrity of our neighborhoods. 
 
Other communities across the country who allow short-term rentals were researched to 
determine what issues they had encountered and what standards and policies they had in 
place to mitigate any problems.  Attached is a chart depicting the communities surveyed 
and associated standards for each. 
 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
The proposed Code amendment is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Goal 6 – Land use decisions will encourage preservation and appropriate reuse. 
Policy: In making land use and development decisions, the City and County will balance 
the needs of the community. 
 
Current financial situations and lifestyles choices create unique needs for property 
owners and their properties.  The proposed addition to the Zoning and Development 
Code will allow additional flexibility to property owners when making decisions on options 
for the use/reuse of their property currently not available. 



 

 

 
Goal 12 - Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
Policy:  Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will improve as 
a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism. 
 
Many travelers make choices on travel destinations based on amenities available, 
including lodging choices and the addition of Short-Term Rentals as a lodging option in 
our community adds a desirable choice for visitors.   
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing ZCA-2014-291, Amendment to add Section 21.04.030 to the Zoning and 
Development Code, the following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

3. The requested amendment is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

4. The proposed amendment will help implement the vision, goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
proposed amendment to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on file ZCA-2014-291, Amendments to the Zoning and Development 
Code (Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code) regarding Short-Term Rentals 
within the City, I move that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of 
approval of the proposed amendments with the findings, facts and conclusions listed in 
the staff report. 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Short-Term Rental Community Survey Chart 
Proposed Ordinance 
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Zone Dist Restriction X X     X   X X X X   X X X   X X X 

On-Site Mgmt                                     

Nearby Mgmt X X     X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Notice of Mgmt/Contact         X X X X                 X X 

Deposit                                     

# of times/yr limitation X                             X     

% of units in MF                 X                   

Spacing req't    X                   X             

Ratio long term to short term     X                               

General Occupancy Limitations X X   X X   X X X     X     X   X X 

Overnight Occupancy Limitations       X X X                         

Daytime Occupancy Limitations         X X                         

Group Gathering Limitations             X X                     

Max # of Bedrooms         X   X X         X           

Noise Limitations   X     X X X X   X   X         X X 

Quiet Hours         X   X X             X   X   

Trash Req'ts X         X     X X X   X X X X X   

Parking Req'ts X X   X X   X X X X X X X X X   X X 

Business Plan           X                         

Rental Agreement / Guest Registration X         X X X                 X   

"Good Neighbor" brochure for renter           X                         

Important Contact/safety info posted X X       X     X   R       X   X   

Rules/Regs Posted/Provided       X   X X X   X R X   X X   X X 

Compliance w/ Tax Regs   X X   X X X X X X   X X     X X X 

Short-term Rental Permit   X     X X X   X X X X   X X   X X 

Permit time frame (i.e. 2 yrs)             X   X X                 

Annual Review/Renewal           X       X   X     X   X X 
Permit only to owner; new owner-new 

permit     X   X X X X X     X         X X 

Only one permit / owner             X D                 X   

Ltd # of Permits issued at any given time             X X                     

Ability to inspect at any time             X                       

Special "Resort" zone dist.               X                     

Age of structure req't               X                     

Public Notice              X X   X               X 

Public Hearing             D D   D   X D       X D 

No more than 1 renter in any given 7 days   X                   X         X   

Residential Appearance   X           X   X   X         X X 

Signage Standards   X           X   X   X         X X 

Insurance           X                 X   X   

Business License   X X       X     D X X X X   X X   

SF Only     X       X X         X           

Increased Traffic Not allowed   X                                 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 

 
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT CODE,  

GRAND JUNCTION MUNICIPAL CODE ADDING SECTION 21.04.030, SHORT-TERM 
RENTALS 

 
 
Recitals: 
 
On April 5, 2010 the Grand Junction City Council adopted the updated 2010 Zoning and 
Development Code, codified as Title 21 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code of 
Ordinances. 
 
Traditionally, travelers have stayed in a hotel and/or motel.  This has changed over the 
years to broaden the choices available when deciding where to stay while traveling.  
Additional options have included bed & breakfasts, resorts, time-shares and more 
recently short-term rentals.  While most lodging options occur in commercial areas or 
large acreages, short-term rentals typically occur in more traditional residential 
neighborhoods.  Our community is also starting to see an interest in providing this 
additional lodging choice to travelers; however, currently the Zoning and Development 
Code does not have any reference to Short-Term Rentals.  This Code amendment is 
proposed in order to provide our community the opportunity to offer the short-term rental 
lodging option to travelers, while protecting the integrity of our neighborhoods. 
 
The amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan 
and implement the vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
After public notice and a public hearing as required by the Charter and Ordinances of the 
City, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of the proposed 
amendments, finding that: 
 

1. The proposed amendments are consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 
2. The proposed amendments will help implement the vision, goals and policies of 
the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
After public notice and a public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, the City 
Council hereby finds and determines that the proposed amendments will implement the 
vision, goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and promote the health, safety and 
welfare of the community, and should be adopted. 
 



 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
21.04.030 
 
(v)  Short-Term Rentals 

 
(1)Purpose 
 
The City of Grand Junction recognizes that there are benefits to permitting short-term 
rental of residential units within the City for periods of fewer than thirty (30) 
consecutive days.  Short-term rentals may bring additional visitors to the City, provide 
a source of income for homeowners, and provide revenues for the City through 
additional tax collections.  Short term rentals diversify the vacation and travelling 
professional accommodations market.  However, the potential for adverse impacts 
from short-term rentals necessitates some special regulation to protect the health, 
safety, and welfare of property owners, neighbors, and visitors.  
 
(2)Applicability 
 
So long as the requirements of this Section 21.04.030(v) are met, short-term rental of 
residential property is allowed in the City in certain zone districts as shown in the Use 
Table, Section 21.04.010.  Private covenants may restrict or prohibit short-term 
rentals; it is the responsibility of the property owner to ensure compliance with 
restrictive covenants; the City will not consider private covenants when issuing 
short-term rental permits. 
 
(3)Definitions 
 
Short-term rental means a dwelling unit rented to a given occupant or group of 
occupants for monetary consideration for a period of time less than thirty (30) 
consecutive days, not including a bed and breakfast, boarding or rooming house, 
hotel/motel or transient shelter.  Short-term rental does not include offering the use of 
residential property where no fee is charged or collected.  
 
(4)Permit Required.  
 
No person or entity shall rent or advertise for rent any residential property as a 
short-term rental, as that term is defined above, without first having a valid short-term 
rental permit issued by the City.   A short-term rental permit is valid for up to one 
year, expiring on December 31st of the year in which the permit was issued.   A 
separate short-term rental permit is required for each short-term rental unit.  A 
short-term rental permit may be issued only to the owner of the property used as a 
short-term rental.  A short-term rental permit may contain conditions. 
 
(5)General Requirements 



 

 

(i)  Property owner shall designate one or more person(s) who will be permanently 
available for immediately responding to complaints about or violations of law or of 
permit terms by the renters or short-term occupants.  If the designated responsible 
party is not local, the property owner shall certify that there are local 
representatives available to the designated responsible party to respond to any 
complaints or violations.  “Local” as used herein means having a permanent 
address within a twenty (20) mile radius from the short-term rental property and a 
24-hour contact phone number.  The designated responsible party may be the 
owner of the property.  
 
(ii) The owner or responsible party shall: 

 
(A) collect and remit all applicable local, state, and federal taxes; 
 
(B) ensure the rental unit meets all applicable local, state, and federal 
regulations, including but not limited to smoke and carbon monoxide detector 
requirements; 
 
(C) obtain all required permits and licenses in accordance with the City of 
Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
(D) maintain a fire extinguisher in good working order on the premises at all 
times; 
 
(E) be authorized by the property owner to permit inspection of the premises by 
the City and/or its agent or employee to ensure compliance with the provisions 
of this Code and with the terms of the short-term rental permit, and shall permit 
such inspection upon reasonable notice. 
 
(F) The property owner shall provide the designated responsible party with a 
copy of the short-term rental permit. 

 
(iii)  The number of occupants at any given time in an individual short-term rental 
unit shall not exceed two (2) persons per bedroom plus two (2) additional renters 
overall. The Director shall specify the maximum number of occupants allowed in 
the unit in the permit. 
 
(iv)  On any property containing an accessory dwelling unit, either the primary 
dwelling or the accessory dwelling unit on the property may be eligible for a 
short-term rental permit, but not both. 
 
(v)  One (1) parking space shall be provided per bedroom.  All vehicles shall be 
parked in designated parking areas, such as driveways and garages, or on-street 
parking, where permitted.  No parking shall occur on lawns or sidewalks. 



 

 

(vi) If the short-term rental unit is accessed by a shared driveway, written 
permission for short-term renters to access the drive must be obtained from each 
property owner using the shared driveway. 
 
(vii)  Signage advertising, denoting or designating property as a short-term rental 
up to two square feet and containing only the name of the short-term rental or 
property owner and/or logo is allowed.  A separate sign permit is not required. 
 
(viii)  Short-term rentals shall be subject to the same safety and health inspections 
to which other licensed places of accommodation are subject. 
 
(ix)  The owner of the property used as a short-term rental shall continuously 
maintain valid liability insurance specifically covering the operation of the premises 
as a short-term rental unit. 
 
(x)   The following information must be continuously, conspicuously and 
prominently displayed in visible and legible print in each short-term rental unit: 

 
(A)  City of Grand Junction applicable license(s); 
 
(B)  A copy of the short-term rental permit; 
 
(C)  Contact information for owner and/or responsible party; 
 
(D) A phone number for 24 hour contact for property-related issues and 
inquiries; 
 
(E)  A map and/or narrative describing the location of fire extinguishers and 
emergency egress; 
 
(F)  The trash pickup location and schedule; 
 
(G)  A copy of the City’s noise regulations. 

 
(6)Application Requirements 

 
(i) An application for a short-term rental permit shall include the following: 

 
(A) a site sketch; 

 
(B) The name, current address and telephone number of a designated 

responsible party employed or engaged by the applicant to manage, rent or 
supervise the short-term rental.  It shall be the duty of the applicant to 
update such information throughout the term of the license so that City Staff 



 

 

always has correct and current contact information for the designated 
responsible party; 
 

(C) The number of bedrooms, approximate total square footage in the 
short-term rental, and the maximum number of overnight occupants; 

 
(D) Acknowledgment that the owner, agent, and designated responsible party 

have read all regulations pertaining to the operation of a short-term rental 
and that the rental unit(s) will display all required notices; 

 
(E) A copy of all notices that will be displayed on the premises; 

 
(F) An illustration of what the sign will look like and where it will be located on 

the property, if signage is proposed, 

(ii) All fees, fines and taxes owed to the City of Grand Junction at the time of the 
application must be fully paid before a license will be issued. 

 
(iii) All renewal applications shall include the following: 

 
(A) Copies of any safety or health inspections performed within the last year; 
 
(B) Copy of a “Call for Service Report” available from the City of Grand Junction 

Police Department. 

(7) Revocation, suspension, non-renewal and appeal. 
 

(i) A short-term rental permit may be suspended, revoked or not renewed  by the 
Director for any of the following reasons: 

 
(A) The owner or designated responsible party has failed to comply with a 

requirement of this Section 21.04.030(v). 
 

(B) The owner or designated responsible party has failed to comply with a 
condition of the short-term rental permit. 

 
(C) The owner has failed to collect or remit lodging taxes as required by this 

Code. 
 

(D) Materially false or misleading information has been provided to the City by 
the applicant, owner or designated responsible party on an application. 

 
(E) Unauthorized use of the premises has occurred. 

  



 

 

(F) The City has received excessive complaints by neighbors or affected 
persons that have not been adequately and timely addressed by the owner 
or designated responsible party. 

 
(G) The owner or designated responsible party has been convicted within the 

previous 12-month period of a violation of the Zoning and Development 
Code relating to the property. 

 
(H) A nuisance is present on the property or been found to be present on the 

property since the permit was granted, such as unnecessary noise, 
accumulation of trash, weeds or junk, or a nuisance has been abated on the 
property within the previous 24-month period. 

 
(ii) Any aggrieved person may appeal the issuance, denial, suspension, 

revocation or non-renewal of a short-term rental permit to the Zoning Board of 
Appeals within 10 days of the issuance of the decision. 

………. 
The table in Section 21.04.010 (Use Table) is amended to add a row for the 
principle use of “Short-Term Rentals”, allowed in all zone districts where 
residential uses are allowed and referencing the use-specific standards of Section 
21.04.020(v), as shown in the table excerpt below (additions underlined): 
 

 
 
INTRODUCED on first reading this   day of , 2014 and ordered published in pamphlet 
form. 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2014 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 
 

Key: A = Allowed; C = Conditional; Blank Cell = Not Permitted 
USE CATEGORY PRINCIPAL USE R-R R-E R-1 R-2 R-4 R-5 R-8 R-12 R-16 R-24 R-O B-1 B-2 C-1 C-2 CSR M-U BP I-O I-1 I-2 MX- Std. 
COMMERCIAL 

Lodging – hotels, 
motels and similar 
establishments 

Hotels and Motels             A A A  A A A   

 
See GJMC 
21.03.090 

 

Bed and Breakfast 
(1 – 3 Guest 
Rooms) 

A A A A A A A A A A A A A    A A    21.04.030(h)  
 

Bed and Breakfast 
(4 – 5 Guest 
Rooms) 

C C C C C C C A A A A A A    A A    21.04.030(h) 

Short-Term 
Rental A A A A A A A A A A A A A A   A A    21.04.030(v) 

http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03.090
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04.030(h)
http://www.codepublishing.com/co/grandjunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04.030(h)


 

 

Attach 4 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE: November 12, 2014 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Lori V. Bowers 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Zoning Code Amendment (ZCA-2014-355) 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Forward a recommendation to City Council to amend the 
Grand Junction Municipal Code, Section 21.06.080(c)(7) Outdoor lighting. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Forward a recommendation of approval of the proposed 
amendments to City Council. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In September 2013, City Market requested a variance from the City of Grand Junction’s 
outdoor lighting standards for a fueling station.  That variance request was denied by the 
Planning Commission.  The Planning Commission recommended that Staff compare 
other lighting ordinances in other communities and compare existing lighting within the 
City and come back with some options for consideration for an amended lighting 
ordinance. 
 
Staff began comparing other communities’ outdoor lighting ordinances.  Over 23 
Colorado communities were reviewed as well as the national Model Lighting Ordinance 
prepared by the IESNA (Illuminating Engineering Society of North America) and the IDS 
(International Dark Sky Society).  Some ordinances appear to be extremely 
cumbersome and some communities do not regulate lighting at all.  It was determined 
that by changing the allowed under canopy footcandles to a maximum of 30 footcandles, 
would bring the Code in line with or similar to several other communities that regulate 
footcandles under canopies. 
 
The Board of Western Colorado Astronomy Club prepared a statement regarding the 
lighting Code and service stations.  Dated September 7, 2014 they are in support of an 
amendment to the lighting ordinance.  A copy of their position and cover email are 
attached to this report.  
 
A lighting engineer was contacted during the research of this Code amendment.  They 
suggested that a light loss factor of 1.0 be added to language. 
 
CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 
 
This project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan: 
 
Goal 1:  To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between the 
City, Mesa County, and other service providers. 



 

 

 
Amending the lighting ordinance will bring consistency and conformity in the lighting of 
existing service station canopies and possible future canopies. 
 
Goal 8:  Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development. 
 
A consistent lighting ordinance will enhance the visual appeal across the community by 
providing safe and efficient lighting for all service stations emphasizing non-glare of 
canopies for adequate nighttime vision.  Placing a maximum of 30 footcandles will retain 
consistency among fueling stations. 
 
Section 21.02.140(c)(3) of the Grand Junction Municipal Code: 
 
The proposed Ordinance will bring existing service station canopies into conformance 
that were made non-conforming by the 2010 Code. 
 
The Ordinance will allow for future service station canopies to be well lit and safe for 
fueling according to the IESNA (Illuminating Engineering Society of North America).   
IESNA recommends an average luminance of twenty (20) to thirty (30) footcandle under a 
canopy. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing ZCA-2014-355, amending Section 21.06.080(c)(7) Outdoor lighting, the 
following findings of fact and conclusions have been determined: 
 

1. The requested Code amendment is consistent with goals one and eight, and 
the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The review criterion in Section 21.02.140(c)(3) of the Grand Junction Municipal 
Code have been met. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval 
of the requested amendment to the outdoor lighting ordinance, File number 
ZCA-2014-355, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on Code amendment ZCA-2014-355, I move that the Planning 
Commission forward a recommendation of approval for the amendment to the outdoor 
lighting ordinance, Section 21.06.080(c)(7) with the findings of fact, conclusions, and 
conditions listed in the staff report. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Cover email from Western Colorado Astronomy Club 
Position statement from Western Colorado Astronomy Club 
Proposed Ordinance 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 21.06.080(C)(7) 
OUTDOOR LIGHTING 

 
Recitals: 
 
 In September 2013, City Market requested a variance from the City of Grand 
Junction’s outdoor lighting standards for a fueling station.  That variance request was 
denied by the Planning Commission.  The Commission recommended that Staff compare 
other lighting ordinances in other communities and compare existing lighting within the City 
and come back with some options for consideration for an amended lighting ordinance.  
Over twenty-three lighting ordinances within Colorado were reviewed for comparison.  
These comparisons resulted in the proposed changes to the footcandles in the Code. 
 
After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of 
amending Section 21.06.080(c)(7) Outdoor Lighting for the following reasons: 
 
The amendment will allow adequate lighting for current and future lighting needs for service 
station canopies.  It will bring non-conforming stations into compliance. 
 
The amendment meets goals number one and eight of the Comprehensive Plan, and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s policies. 
 
After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City 
Council finds that the amendment to the lighting ordinance, Section 21.06.080(c)(7) be 
revised. 
 
The Planning Commission and City Council find that the amendment is in conformance with 
the stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 
 
The Section 21.06.080(c)(7) be amended to: 
 

(7)    Canopy lights, such as service station lighting, shall be fully recessed or fully 
shielded so as to ensure that no light source is visible from or causes glare on public 
rights-of-way or adjacent properties. Canopy lighting shall not exceed an average 
of 10 footcandles and have a maximum of 15 30 footcandles, with a light loss 
factor of 1.0. Light Loss Factor (LLF) is a correction factor used to account for the 



 

 

difference between laboratory test results and real world degradation of the 
lighting system aging over time resulting in reduced lumen output.  

 
Introduced on first reading this   day of , 2014 and ordered published in pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2014. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 
 
 



 

 

Attach 5 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  November 12, 2014   
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER:  Scott D. Peterson   
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  City Market - CUP-2014-134 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP)/Sign Package and 
Request for Variance to Section 21.03.070 (b) (2) (ii) (store hours of operation) and (iv) 
(outside display of merchandise) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: SE corner of the intersection of N. 12th Street and 
Patterson Road 

Applicants:  
City Market, Applicant 
Galloway Planning, Architecture and Engineering, 
Representative 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land 

Proposed Land Use: City Market grocery store, fuel islands and 
retail/office building(s) 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Bookcliff Baptist Church, counseling center and 
insurance office 

South Single-family detached and attached residential 

East Single-family detached and Multi-family residential 
(Patterson Gardens) 

West Village Fair Shopping Center 
Existing Zoning: B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 
Proposed Zoning: N/A 

Surrounding 
Zoning: 

North R-8 (Residential – 8 du/ac) and R-O (Residential 
Office) 

South R-8 (Residential – 8 du/ac) and PD (Planned 
Development) 

East R-8 (Residential – 8 du/ac) 
West B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use 
Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to 
construct a building in excess of 15,000 sq. ft. (59,258 +/- sq. ft.) in a B-1 (Neighborhood 
Business) zone district for a proposed City Market grocery store located on 7.99 +/- acres.  
The applicant is also requesting approval of a series of Site Plan deviations from the 



 

 

Zoning and Development Code as part of the CUP and also two separate Variance 
requests. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Approval of the Conditional Use Permit, sign package, 
some deviations to the Site Plan and approval of one of two Variance requests. 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Background: 
 
The applicant, City Market, wishes to construct a 59,258 +/- sq. ft. City Market grocery 
store with a drive-through pharmacy, along with a fuel center and one multiple tenant 
retail/office building 7,100 +/- sq. ft. in size on a total of 7.99 +/- acres.  In the future, one 
commercial pad site will also be available for private development once a new subdivision 
plat is finalized and recorded.  A Conditional Use Permit is required for a retail building 
that is in excess of 15,000 sq. ft. in the B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district in 
accordance with Section 21.03.070 (b) of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Conditional Uses are not uses by right, it is one that is otherwise prohibited within a given 
zone district without approval of a Conditional Use Permit.  A Conditional Use Permit, 
once the use is established, runs with the land and remains valid until the property 
changes use or the use is abandoned and/or non-operational for a period of twelve (12) 
consecutive months.  Failure to develop or establish such use accordingly is sufficient 
grounds to revoke the permit. 
 
Access to the property will be from Patterson Road (“3/4 movement” – right-in, right-out, 
left-in), N. 12th Street (right-in, right-out) and Wellington Avenue (full movement).  
Medians will be constructed as part of the project within Patterson Road and N. 12th Street 
to help direct traffic per these movements (see attached Site Plan).  Wellington Avenue 
will be upgraded with improvements that include curb/gutter/sidewalk and asphalt 
widening on the northside of Wellington adjacent to City Market property.  Additional 
right-of-way will be dedicated and detached sidewalks constructed along N. 12th Street 
and Patterson Road adjacent to the applicant’s property.  Additionally, a northbound right 
turn lane will be constructed at N. 12th Street and Patterson Road. These street, site, and 
median improvements will be paid for and constructed by the applicant as part of their 
development.  Complete reconstruction of the N. 12th Street and Patterson Road 
intersection will be required at some point in the future when traffic conditions warrant.  
Additional real estate will need to be acquired by the City for additional right-of-way on the 
other three sides of the intersection.  Upgrades to the intersection may include double 
left-turn lanes on all four legs.  As part of the Site Plan Review application, the City is 
requesting additional right-of-way to be dedicated at the NW corner of the property as a 
condition of approval of the Conditional Use Permit which does not show on the proposed 
Site Plan within this Staff Report. 
  
As part of this application, the applicant is requesting two variances.  The first variance 
requested is to modify the required store hours in the B-1 zone district from 5AM to 11PM 



 

 

to be 24 hours a day.  The second variance requested is to provide outside display areas 
for the City Market store, fueling kiosk and Retail A Building.  Outdoor permanent display 
areas are prohibited within the B-1 zone district.  See variance review criteria found 
elsewhere within this Staff Report. 
 
Request for grocery store to be open 24 Hours a day: 
 
City Market is requesting a variance from the B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district 
requirement that store and delivery hours to be from 5AM to 11PM  (Section 21.03.070 
(b) (2) (ii) of the Zoning and Development Code).  City Market would like to request an 
allowance that enables the store to be open for business 24 hours a day. However, City 
Market is willing to limit delivery hours to between 7AM and 10PM as the Code dictates. 
City Market believes that 24 hour business operation will be beneficial to the community 
and surrounding neighborhoods and, with the limitation on delivery hours, feels that there 
will not be a noise encumbrance to the adjacent homes.  
 
City Project Manager is supportive of the request to have store deliveries to be between 
the hours of 7AM to 10PM which is keeping the B-1 zone district.  City Market is moving 
more stores to be 24 hours a day (including the 24 Road and Rood Avenue stores) to be 
more competitive in the market (ex:  Wal-Mart is open 24 hours).  Other stores in the 
area (Albertson’s on N. 12th Street and Safeway on Horizon Drive) are open from 5AM to 
Midnight.  City Staff understands the applicant’s request since the parking lot will still be 
lighted at night for security purposes and employees will be in the store stocking shelves 
etc., whether the store is open or not, so a 24 hour store might be a convenience and 
choice to some area residents that have different work shifts than a normal 8AM to 5PM 
job and cannot get to a grocery store during normal business hours.  Also, a 24 hour 
grocery store could also benefit and serve the nearby university campus student 
population.  This was not discussed as part of the Neighborhood Meeting held in March, 
2014, so City Staff does not know how the adjacent residential neighborhood feels 
regarding this issue. 
 
Outdoor storage and permanent display sales areas prohibited within the B-1 
(Neighborhood Business) zone district:   

 
City Market is requesting a second variance to allow for permanent outside display areas 
along the front of the City Market store (Section 21.03.070 (b) (2) (iv) of the Zoning and 
Development Code).  City Market is requesting this for the Retail A building as well. An 8 
foot wide walkway will be provided to allow an adequate pedestrian travel path by the 
sales areas. Lastly, City Market requests to have outdoor displays in various locations 
outside of the fuel kiosk as shown on the site plan to display automotive essentials and 
other sales items. 
 
City Project Manager is supportive of the applicant’s request to provide outdoor display 
areas adjacent to the proposed grocery store, Retail Building A and the fueling islands 
since many area grocery stores provide seasonal retail sales of pumpkins, Christmas 
trees, plants/flowers, Redbox movie rentals, vending machines, etc., for their customers 



 

 

convenience.  In some areas, more than an 8’ wide sidewalk is being provided in 
accordance with the Big Box development standards of the Zoning and Development 
Code to still allow adequate pedestrian travel.  Project Manager would like to condition 
approval of this deviation of the outside display areas be limited to be close to buildings as 
identified on the Site Plan and not located within the parking lot. 
 
Sign Package: 
 
City Planning Technician calculated that the applicant is proposing 1,567.29 +/- sq. ft. in 
signage (967.29 sq. ft. for building signage and 600 sq. ft. for free-standing signage) in 
accordance with Section 21.06.070 (g) (3) (iii) of the Zoning and Development Code for 
the City Market building, fueling kiosk and Retail A building (see attached Sign Plan).  
Two free-standing signs are proposed, one adjacent to N. 12th Street and one adjacent to 
Patterson Road.  Proposed free-standing signs will have an overall height of 20’ and be 
300 sq. ft. in size.  All proposed building and free-standing signage is within the required 
square footage and height requirements per the Zoning and Development Code.  
Separate signage for the proposed “Future Retail/Bank” parcel will be addressed upon 
future parcel development and will be required to meet all signage requirements. 
 
Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
The applicant held a Neighborhood Meeting on March 13, 2014 with twenty-two citizens 
attending the meeting along with City Staff and representatives from City Market and the 
applicant’s representative, Galloway.  Majority of comments and concerns received at 
the meeting was the potential negative impacts of increased traffic and parking in the 
adjacent residential area along Wellington Avenue, delivery hours in the middle of the 
night and the overall impacts of commercial development within the area, specifically the 
location of fuel islands next to residential (see correspondence received from public).  
However, a majority in attendance indicated no dissatisfaction with the proposed 
development and Conditional Use Permit application. 
 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
The site is currently zoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business) with the Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map identifying this area as Business Park Mixed Use.  The City 
Market Conditional Use Permit application meets the Comprehensive Plan by 
encouraging the creation of “centers” within the community that provide goods and 
services and also by encouraging the revitalization of existing commercial areas (in-fill 
development, property is vacant) among the following goals and policies from the 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 
Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 

Policy A.  To create large and small “centers” throughout the community that 
provide services and commercial areas. 



 

 

 
Policy B.  Create opportunities to reduce the amount of trips generated for 
shopping and commuting and decrease vehicle miles traveled thus increasing air 
quality. 

 
Goal 7:  New development adjacent to existing development (of a different density/unit 
type/land use type) should transition itself by incorporating appropriate buffering. 
 
Goal 8:  Create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of the 
community through quality development. 
 
Policy F.  Encourage the revitalization of existing commercial and industrial areas. 
 
Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 

Policy A.  Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will 
improve as a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism. 
 
Policy B.  The City and County will provide appropriate commercial and industrial 
development opportunities. 

 
Economic Development Plan: 
 
The purpose of the recently adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to 
present a clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and 
retaining employees.  The proposed Conditional Use Permit for City Market meets with 
the goal and intent of the Economic Development Plan by supporting an existing 
business/company within the community as its expands to another location to serve area 
residents and a growing population along with the opportunity to provide additional jobs. 
 
Section 21.02.110 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
To obtain a Conditional Use Permit, the Applicant must demonstrate compliance with the 
following criteria: 
 

(1) Site Plan Review Standards.  All applicable site plan review criteria in Section 
21.02.070(g) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code and 
conformance with the SSID (Submittal Standards for Improvements and 
Development), TEDS (Transportation Engineering Design Standards) and SWMM 
(Stormwater Management) Manuals. 
 
City Project Manager finds the request for a Conditional Use Permit to be in 
compliance with the Comprehensive Plan and the Zoning and Development Code 
per my review of the Site Plan application as this property is zoned B-1, 
(Neighborhood Business) with the exception of the applicant’s requests for the 



 

 

identified deviations and variance discussed below within this Staff Report.  The 
application is in compliance with the SSID, SWMM and the TEDS Manuals with the 
approval of the requested deviations and exceptions. 

 
Therefore, this criterion has not been met, unless the requested deviations and 
variance are addressed. 
 
(2)    District Standards. The underlying zoning districts standards established in 
Chapter 21.03 Zoning and Development Code, except density when the 
application is pursuant to 21.08.020(c) [nonconformities]; 
 
General Retail Sales, Indoor Operations, Display and Storage is an “Allowed” land 
use within the B-1 zone district.  However, a retail building that is in excess of 
15,000 sq. ft. in the B-1 zone district requires a Conditional Use Permit, therefore 
the underlying zone district’s standards established in Section 21.03.070 of the 
Zoning and Development Code are in compliance with the exception of the 
requested variances regarding store hours to be open 24 hours a day and outdoor 
display of merchandise as discussed elsewhere within this Staff Report. 

 
Therefore, this criterion has not been met, unless the requested variances are 
addressed. 
 
(3)    Specific Standards. The use-specific standards established in Chapter 21.04 
GJMC; 
 
A retail building that is in excess of 15,000 sq. ft. is required to obtain a Conditional 
Use Permit in the B-1 zone district.  All use-specific requirements for this request 
as stated in Chapter 21.04 of the Zoning and Development Code are in 
compliance with this application with the exception of the requested deviations 
regarding building setbacks of the proposed 8’ tall masonry wall and the 
development of 8’ wide sidewalks abutting public parking as found elsewhere 
within this Staff Report. 

 
Therefore, this criterion has not been met, unless the requested deviations are 
addressed. 
 
(4)    Availability of Complementary Uses. Other uses complementary to, and 
supportive of, the proposed project shall be available including, but not limited to: 
schools, parks, hospitals, business and commercial facilities, and transportation 
facilities. 
 
The property is located at the intersection of N. 12th Street and Patterson Road 
which has existing Grand Valley Transit bus stops, retail and restaurants, medical 
clinics and hospitals, Colorado Mesa University all nearby, along with 
neighborhood single and multi-family residential development that will all benefit 
from the proposed commercial development by providing additional grocery, 

http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2103.html#21.03
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2108.html#21.08.020
http://www.codepublishing.com/CO/GrandJunction/html2/GrandJunction21/GrandJunction2104.html#21.04


 

 

pharmacy, fueling islands and retail/office space and shopping choices for the 
area and surrounding neighborhoods. 

 
This criterion has been met. 
 
(5)    Compatibility with Adjoining Properties. Compatibility with and protection of 
neighboring properties through measures such as: 
 

(i)    Protection of Privacy. The proposed plan shall provide reasonable visual 
and auditory privacy for all dwelling units located within and adjacent to the 
site. Fences, walls, barriers and/or vegetation shall be arranged to protect 
and enhance the property and to enhance the privacy of on-site and 
neighboring occupants; 
 
The adjacent properties to the east and south are zoned residential which 
requires increased screening and buffering between the B-1 and R-8 
(Residential – 8 du/ac) zoning districts.  The minimum screening and 
buffering requirement shall be the construction of a 6’ tall fence.  However, 
where streets separate different zoning districts, the Planning Director may 
approve increased landscaping rather than requiring the fence.  The 
applicant is proposing a landscaping strip adjacent to Wellington Avenue 
ranging in width from 35’ to 45’.  Minimum requirement of the landscaping 
strip would be 14’.  Along the east property line, the applicant is proposing an 
11’ wide landscaping strip and the construction of an 8’ tall masonry wall 
in-lieu of the 6’ tall fence.  See requested deviation to the required side-yard 
setback for the 8’ tall masonry wall found elsewhere within this Staff Report. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
 
(ii)    Protection of Use and Enjoyment. All elements of the proposed plan 
shall be designed and arranged to have a minimal negative impact on the use 
and enjoyment of adjoining property; 

 
The proposed development will meet and exceed all off-street parking and 
landscaping requirements of the Zoning and Development Code for the B-1 
zone district, with the exception that the applicant is requesting a deviation to 
the landscaping islands required at the end of every row of parking spaces, 
regardless of length or number of spaces, nearest to the entrance to City 
Market.  City Project Manager is recommended denial of this requested 
deviation.  See formal request found elsewhere within this Staff Report. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has not been met, unless the requested deviation is 
addressed. 

 
(iii)    Compatible Design and Integration. All elements of a plan shall coexist 
in a harmonious manner with nearby existing and anticipated development. 



 

 

Elements to consider include; buildings, outdoor storage areas and 
equipment, utility structures, building and paving coverage, landscaping, 
lighting, glare, dust, signage, views, noise, and odors. The plan must ensure 
that noxious emissions and conditions not typical of land uses in the same 
zoning district will be effectively confined so as not to be injurious or 
detrimental to nearby properties. 

 
The proposed development will not adversely impact the adjacent residential 
neighborhood.  Because this property is adjacent to a high traffic 
intersection, is presently zoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business), is in close 
proximity to existing commercial, educational, hospital and clinic facilities and 
within walking distance of existing residential development, makes this 
project a perfect neighborhood business commercial development location.  
The applicant is proposing to construct an 8’ tall masonry wall along the east 
property line to help screen and buffer the commercial development from the 
adjacent residential land uses.  Also the applicant is providing extensive 
landscaping along the east and south property lines to also help screen the 
development. 
 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

 
REQUESTED SITE PLAN DEVIATIONS: 
 
The applicant is requesting several deviations to the Zoning and Development Code as 
part of the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) review.  The following is a list of those items 
with justification from the applicant and response by City Staff as to why or why not they 
should be adjusted in favor of the City Market development. 
 

1. Required 25 foot drive aisles for 90 degree parking stalls, 9’ wide (Section 
21.06.090 (b) (1) of the Zoning and Development Code): 
 

City Market is requesting that the drive aisle width requirement adjacent to 
the east side of the Retail A building be reduced by 1 foot in order to line up 
with the adjoining (to the north) drive aisle.  Currently, the City standard 
dictates that the drive aisle must be 25 feet wide.  City Market would like to 
install a 24 foot wide aisle.  All other drive aisles adjacent to 90 degree 
parking are 30 feet in width. 
 

Response:  City Development Engineer has reviewed the request and found the 
request to be acceptable because it enhances the compatibility with and protection of 
neighborhood properties by allowing ample on-site parking and appropriate drainage and 
other necessary site features without significantly compromising public safety.  A 
previous request for the City Market store on 24 Road had the same requested parking lot 
dimensions and was approved by the City when that store was built and have shown over 
time to be sufficient for the use. 

 



 

 

2. Required 60 degree parking stall dimensions to be 9’ wide x 21’ in length (Section 
21.06.090 (b) (1) of the Zoning and Development Code): 
 

City Market is requesting that a deviation be issued to allow 60 degree 
parking stalls to be 9 feet wide by 19 feet in length as opposed to 9 feet wide 
by 21 feet in length. City Market believes that the 19 foot length is adequate 
to park vehicles and will not inhibit customers from parking in 60 degree 
stalls. 19 foot long stalls have been approved at other locations within City 
limits, and no access problems have been noted.  These stall dimensions 
have been used successfully across the U.S. for many years. 

 
Response:  City Development Engineer has reviewed the request and found the 
request to be acceptable because it enhances the compatibility with and protection of 
neighborhood properties by allowing ample room for drainage and other necessary site 
features without significantly compromising public safety.  A previous request for the City 
Market store on 24 Road had the same requested parking lot dimensions and was 
approved by the City when that store was built and have shown over time to be sufficient 
for the use.  The applicant is proposing a 24’ wide driving aisle which exceeds the 
required 16’ wide driving aisle for a 9’ x 21’ 60 degree parking space. 
 

3. Landscape islands required at the end of every row of parking spaces, regardless 
of length or number of spaces (Section 21.06.040 (c) (1) (iv) of the Zoning and 
Development Code): 
 

City Market is requesting a deviation to eliminate landscape islands at the 
end of parking rows closest to the front of the store. City Market feels that 
these parking islands create safety hazards for customers, create an 
unsightly look as they tend to collect trash and debris, and they take heavy 
abuse from vehicular and foot traffic. Curbs ultimately get broken sooner, 
resulting in unsightly landscaping islands and added maintenance and 
disruption.  In addition, landscaping does not perform well in these 
locations due to the amount of people crossing through the islands. Striped 
islands provide refuge for pedestrians as they cross the front drive lane 
without requiring that they walk down a drive aisle.  These striped islands 
have been approved in multiple other jurisdictions for these same reasons. 

 
Response:  City Project Manager has reviewed the request and is recommending 
denial because the requested deviation does not enhance or further compatibility with or 
protection of adjoining properties.  City Market is proposing six parking lot islands 
nearest to the building to not be landscaped (see attached Site Plan).  The Zoning and 
Development Code requires landscaping islands in parking lots to help direct traffic, to 
shade cars, to reduce heat and glare and to help screen cars from adjacent properties.  
Every commercial property in recent memory that develops within the City has installed 
the required landscaping islands per Code, including City Market at 24 Road.  Another 
purpose of the landscape islands is to provide beauty and landscaping interest to parking 
lots rather than having a sea of asphalt which is in keeping with Goal 8 of the 



 

 

Comprehensive Plan to create attractive public spaces and enhance the visual appeal of 
the community through quality development. 
 

4. 8’ tall screen wall setback on property line (Section 21.04.040 (i) (1) (iii) of the 
Zoning and Development Code): 
 

City Market is requesting a deviation for the proposed 8 foot tall screen wall 
along the east property line. The Zoning Code states that a 6 foot screen 
fence must be installed between commercial and residential zones.  A 6 
foot masonry wall/fence is allowed to be constructed on a property line, but 
anything over that height must be setback 5 feet from the property line.  
City Market feels that since the City and the residents of the adjacent 
neighborhood are requesting an 8 foot screen wall, that flexibility should be 
given to the setback requirement. In addition, if there were a setback, it 
would create an unmaintainable area that would potentially be an eyesore 
for the neighboring community.  City Market proposes to install the screen 
wall with the easternmost edge of the wall on the property line (0 foot 
setback), thus allowing a larger and more maintainable landscaping area. 

 
Response:  The applicant is proposing an 11’ wide landscaping strip and an 8’ tall 
masonry wall in-lieu of the 6’ tall fence requirement (see attached Elevation of wall).  In 
accordance with the above mentioned section of the Zoning and Development Code, 
fences or masonry walls in excess of 6’ shall be considered a structure and shall comply 
with all required setbacks and require a separate Planning Clearance and Building Permit 
instead of a Fence Permit.  In this case, a 5’ side yard setback is required for an 
accessory structure.  City Project Manager is in support of the applicant’s request for this 
setback deviation since the proposed 8’ tall masonry wall along with the construction of 
the 11’ wide landscaping strip will provide additional screening and buffering between the 
proposed City Market and the adjacent residential neighborhood thereby enhancing the 
compatibility with and protection of neighboring properties.  At the Neighborhood 
Meeting held in March, 2014, residents of Patterson Gardens, the adjacent multi-family 
residential development requested a taller 10’ masonry wall to be constructed. 
 

5. Fuel canopy lighting shall not exceed an average of 10 footcandles and a 
maximum of 15 footcandles (Section 21.06.080 (c) (7) of the Zoning and 
Development Code). 
 

City Code currently requires an average lighting level of 10 footcandles and 
a maximum lighting level of 15 footcandles under a fuel canopy.  Staff has 
proposed a revision to the Code to allow canopy lighting up to a maximum 
of 30 footcandles.  This code change has not yet been presented to the 
City Council.  City Market requests a variance to allow a maximum of 30.0 
footcandles under the fuel canopy. 

 
Response:  City Project Manager recommends denial of the requested lighting 
deviation at this time that exceed the current Code requirement of an average of 10 



 

 

footcandles and a maximum of 15 footcandles because the requested deviation does not 
enhance compatibility with or protection of neighboring properties. Recent commercial 
development projects such as Love’s and Pilot travel stops and a Maverik convenience 
store that have constructed or will construct fuel islands have met the current canopy 
lighting Code requirements with no apparent detriment to the customers or public.  A 
requested Zoning Code Amendment to the lighting standards (City file #ZCA-2014-355) 
is anticipated to be reviewed in late 2014 by the Planning Commission and City Council.  
If the Code change is ultimately approved by the City Council, then the site plan review for 
the proposed City Market facility, if it is not completed by that time, can be undertaken 
with the new standard in mind. 
 

6. Sidewalks no less than 8’ wide shall be provided along the full length of the 
building façade featuring a customer entrance and along any façade abutting 
public parking (Section 21.04.030 (l) (3) (ii) of the Zoning and Development Code): 
 

Applicant believes that there is no practical way to increase the interior 
on-site sidewalks in these areas without adversely impacting drive aisle 
widths, detention pond volume, setback requirements, site circulation, or 
landscaping area.  The applicant believes that the 6’ wide sidewalk width is 
appropriate due to site constraints and the fact that the sidewalk only 
services the adjacent parking spaces. 

 
Response:  Applicant is proposing a 6’ wide sidewalk adjacent to public parking for the 
east side of Retail Building A and the City Market building along the south side.  Under 
the Big Box development standards, sidewalks that abut public parking shall be a 
minimum of 8’ wide.  City Project Manager is supportive of the request to provide the 6’ 
wide sidewalk in these areas since no public entrance or outside display of merchandise 
is proposed for these areas.  A 6’ wide sidewalk should be more than adequate to serve 
pedestrians walking to and from their vehicles in these two areas of the development and 
therefore, not impact driving aisle circulation, landscaping and detention pond volumes.  
Therefore the requested deviation can be seen as enhancing compatibility with adjoining 
properties by allowing sufficient space for other required site features such as adequate 
parking and drainage facilities without compromising public safety. For reference, a 
standard residential City sidewalk is 5’ in width. 
 
Variance Requests:  Section 21.02.200 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code: 
 
Staff’s analysis of the variance criteria: 
City Project Manager states that there are no exceptional conditions creating an undue 
hardship, the applicant simply wants to operate a grocery store for 24 hours a day and be 
allowed to provide outdoor display areas within their development.  The applicant would 
be conferred a special privilege to operate a 24 hour store in a zone district that does not 
allow it because other B-1 businesses do not enjoy this privilege.  Also there are ample 
reasonable uses that can be made of the property, including the applicant’s proposed use 
as a grocery store, within the hours allowed in the zone district.  A literal interpretation of 



 

 

the Code does not deprive the applicant of rights enjoyed in similar zone districts; other 
“neighborhood businesses” do not operate 24 hours a day.  Many grocery stores in the 
community do not operate 24 hours a day even if they are in a zone district which allows it 
(some examples of grocery store hours are: Albertson’s 1830 North 12th Street, hours 5 
am – midnight; Albertsons 2512 Broadway, hours 6 am – 10 pm; Safeway 681 Horizon 
Drive, hours 5 am – midnight; Safeway 2901 F Rd, hours 5 am – midnight; Safeway 2148 
Broadway, 6 am – 10 pm).  The variance request also cannot be characterized as the 
minimum necessary (such as 5 am to midnight); it is the maximum conceivable (24 hours 
a day). The variance requested also does not conform to the purposes of the zoning code 
in the sense that the purpose of the B-1 zone is to provide small areas for office and 
professional services combined with limited retail uses, designed in scale with 
surrounding residential uses; a balance of residential and nonresidential uses.  The 
applicant’s proposal is a big box store, in a large area, not limited and not designed in 
scale with surrounding residential uses.  The applicant could request a rezone to a zone 
that allows 24 hour operation. 
 
City Market represents that it is moving towards opening more stores to be 24 hours a day 
in order to compete with other retailers who are also open 24 hours a day and believes 
that a 24 hour business operation will be beneficial to the community and surrounding 
neighborhoods and with the limitation on delivery hours, feels that there will not be a noise 
encumbrance to the neighborhood.  City Market is willing to limit delivery hours to 
between 7AM and 10PM as the Zoning Code dictates. 
 
 
City staff considers the request to provide outside display of merchandise as ancillary to 
the permitted use of the grocery and retail stores especially given that outside display of 
merchandise will occur within the near vicinity of the front door and will not extend out into 
the parking lot or the more public areas of the site.  It is considered a reasonable ancillary 
use to a grocery store that some outdoor areas near the store’s entrance(s) will be used to 
attract patrons with special seasonal or holiday merchandise and therefore this variance 
request would be the minimum necessary to make possible the reasonable use of the 
land.  The Comprehensive Plan encourages the creation of “centers” that provide goods 
and services and it is reasonable to allow businesses to provide outside display areas of 
merchandise.  Therefore, City Project Manager supports the request of the applicant to 
provide outside display areas for merchandise as identified on the Site Plan but does not 
support the hours of operation of the grocery store to be 24 hours a day. 
 
Applicant’s analysis of the variance criteria: 

Project Description 
The applicant, City Market, is proposing to develop the vacant parcel located on the 
southeast corner of North 12th Street and Patterson Road.  The site is zoned B-1. The 
proposed development will consist of an approximate 59,000 square foot grocery store 
located at the eastern portion of the site, a nine multiple product dispenser fueling facility 
located just to the north of the proposed store, a 7,100 square foot inline retail building at 
the southwest corner of the site, and a future pad site at the northwest corner of the 
development. 



 

 

The proposed City Market store is intended to operate 24 hours a day and incorporate 
permanent outdoor displays in order to provide the maximum amount of convenience for 
the customers of Grand Junction.  The applicant is requesting variances from sections 
21.03.070 (b) (2) (ii) and (iv) of the zoning and development code which prohibit 
permanent outdoor displays and restrict operating hours to between 5am and 11pm. 

Requested 24-Hour Use and Outside Display Variance 
a. Hardship Unique to Property, Not Self-Inflicted. There are exceptional 

conditions creating an undue hardship, applicable only to the property involved 
or the intended use thereof, which do not apply generally to the other land 
areas or uses within similar zone districts, and such exceptional conditions or 
undue hardship was not created by the action or inaction of the applicant or 
owner of the property; 
 
Applicant’s Response:  
24-Hour Use: The proposed site is bound by public streets on the north, west 
and south sides of the subject property.  Both 12th Street and Patterson Road 
are highly traveled streets by potential customers that will be able to enjoy the 
convenience provided by the City Market grocery store. The subject site is 
located closely nearby and less than a half mile east of St. Mary’s Hospital and 
Medical Center Campus.  Doctors, nurses, hospital staff, patients and families 
at a hospital generally operate on abnormal and/or unpredictable schedules.  
The proposed City Market store would provide 24-hour convenience to the 
employees of the hospital, and for patients and families needing critical 
non-prescription or over the counter medicines. 
Outdoor Displays:  Allowing permanent outdoor displays adds to the 
convenience of the site and the overall selection appeal for customers.  
Outdoor sales areas allow customers the convenience to purchase propane 
and other items that are not able to be stored or sold inside the store.  The 
outdoor sales areas near the fuel kiosk allow for the sale of automobile related 
items without requiring customers to enter the store for purchase. 

 
 

b. Special Privilege. The exception shall not confer on the applicant any special 
privilege that is denied to other lands or structures within similar zone districts; 
 
Applicant’s Response: 
24-Hour Use: 24-hour operation is allowed in many other similar zone districts 
(B-2, C-1, C-2) and therefore, the allowance of 24-hour use would not confer 
any special privilege that is denied to other lands in similar nearby districts. 
Outdoor Displays:  Permanent outdoor displays are typical to retail stores, and 
therefore, this exception would not confer special privilege to other uses 
besides retail stores in similar zone districts. 
 

c. Literal Interpretation. The literal interpretation of the provisions of the 
regulations would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other 



 

 

properties in similar zoning districts and would work unnecessary and undue 
hardship on the applicant; 
 
Applicant’s Response: 
24-Hour Use:  City Market strives to provide their customers and the 
community with the best shopping experience possible.  The requested 
24-hour operation is a way that City Market is able to meet the growing needs 
of a larger segment of the community.  Not all customers are able or willing to 
do their shopping inside of the City’s restricted operating hours.  Easy access 
to a grocery store is a necessity for most families, and 24-hour access allows 
customers to choose the most convenient shopping time to meet their needs 
and schedules.  The literal interpretation of the provisions would not only 
deprive City Market the rights commonly enjoyed by other retail stores in similar 
zoning districts, but it would deprive the customers easy access to groceries at 
the time most convenient to their schedule. 
Outdoor Displays:  Portable outdoor displays are allowed, but permanent 
displays are not.  Functionally, portable displays can act in the same manner 
as a permanent display, with the only difference being the ability to move the 
displays with wheels or rolling casters.  The literal interpretation of the 
provisions creates an undue and unnecessary hardship which requires the 
applicant to comply with the subjective “portable” requirement of the code. 
 

d. Reasonable use. The applicant and the owner of the property cannot derive a 
reasonable use of the property without the requested variance. 

Applicant’s Response:  
24-Hour Use:  A City Market grocery store is a reasonable use of the proposed 
site, however it is unreasonable to restrict the hours of operation at the 
proposed location since it will reduce the convenience and ease of use for the 
customers.  This reduction in convenience and ease of use is in direct conflict 
with the many benefits of the proposed development. 

Outdoor Displays:  A reasonable use for retail stores is the sale of propane 
and other outdoor display items.  It is unreasonable to limit the sales of items 
that must be displayed outdoors as long as the the outdoor sales areas do not 
restrict pedestrian access or otherwise reduce the safety and usability of the 
site. 

e. Minimum necessary. The variance is the minimum necessary to make possible 
the reasonable use of land or structures. 

Applicant’s Response: 
24-Hour Use:  Given the site location and City Market’s desire to provide the 
maximum amount of convenience for their customers of Grand Junction, 
24-hour use is the minimum variance required. 



 

 

Outdoor Displays:  City Market proposes to supply the minimum number of 
displays necessary to adequately serve our customers. 

f. Conformance with the Purposes of the Zoning and Development Code. The 
granting of an exception shall not conflict with the purposes and intents 
expressed or implied in the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
Applicant’s Response:  
24-Hour Use and Outdoor Displays: The purpose of the B-1 zoning district is 
“To provide small areas for office and professional services combined with 
limited retail uses, designed in scale with surrounding residential uses; a 
balance of residential and nonresidential uses.”  The allowance of 24 hour use 
and outdoor displays does not conflict with the purpose of the B-1 district 
purpose. 
 

g. Conformance with Comprehensive Plan. The granting of an exception shall not 
conflict with the goals and principles in the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Applicant’s Response: 
24-Hour Use and Outdoor Displays:  According to the City of Grand Junction 
Comprehensive Plan, Goal 3 states that “The Comprehensive Plan will create 
ordered and balanced growth and spread future growth throughout the 
community.”  The proposed City Market store integrates into the area and 
creates a very good transition from the intersection of two arterial streets to 
areas of residential development.  The center will spread future growth 
throughout the area by allowing residential neighborhoods to flourish with a 
convenience of a new 24-hour retail store in their neighborhood. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS AND CONDITIONS: 
 
After reviewing the City Market application, CUP-2014-134 for a Conditional Use Permit, I 
make the following findings of fact, conclusions and conditions: 
 

5. The review criteria for a variance in Section 21.02.200 (c) (1) of the Zoning and 
Development Code have been met for one of two requests. 
 

6. The review criteria in Section 21.02.110 of the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code have all been met for a Conditional Use Permit for a 
building in excess of 15,000 sq. ft. within the B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 
zone district, with the exception of site deviation requests, which require that 
the Planning Commission review and address the requested Site Plan 
deviations in terms of how they impact the conditional use permit approval 
criteria (compatibility with and protection of neighboring properties) in order for 
the project to meet the review criteria. 
 

7. As part of the Conditional Use Permit application, City staff also recommends 
that the Planning Commission approve the submitted Sign Package as 



 

 

presented which meets with all the sign requirements as specified in Section 
21.02.110 (d) of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code. 
 

8. Approval of the Conditional Use Permit being conditioned upon the following: 
 
a. Approval of the requested site plan deviations numbered 1, 2, 4, and 6 in the 

staff report because these enhance the compatibility with and protection of 
neighboring properties and make the conditional use more compatible with the 
neighborhood. 

b. Denial of the requested site plan deviations numbered 3 and 5 in the staff 
report because these do not enhance compatibility with and protection of the 
neighborhood. 

c. Approval and recording of a Simple Subdivision Plat to re-subdivide the 
existing 21 parcels into fewer parcels so that all buildings can meet applicable 
building setbacks, etc.  (Applicant is proposing a four lot subdivision). 

d. Approval and finalization of all outstanding items associated with the Site Plan 
Review, including any possible future TEDS exceptions, dedication of 
additional right-of-way at the NW corner of the property and the installation and 
construction of an additional median on N. 12th Street. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission approve the requested Conditional Use 
Permit, CUP-2014-134 with the findings, conclusions and conditions of approval listed 
above and with the site plan deviations numbered 1, 2, 4, and 6 in the staff report and 
denial of the requested Site Plan deviations numbered 3 and 5; approve the variance 
request for the display outside merchandise in areas identified on the Site Plan; and deny 
the variance request for 24 hour business operation. 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
First Motion: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the request for a variance to allow the applicant outside display 
areas for the City Market building, fueling kiosk and Retail A building as identified on the 
Site Plan on the condition that display areas be limited to be close to buildings, not located 
within the parking lot, I move that the Planning Commission approve the Variance request 
with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Second Motion: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the request for variance to allow the applicant to operate a store for 
24 hours a day and allow deliveries between the hours of 7AM to 10PM.  I move that the 
Planning Commission approve the Variance with the findings of fact, conclusions and 
conditions listed in the staff report. 
 



 

 

Third Motion: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the requested Site Plan deviations, I move that we recommend 
approval of deviation numbers 1, 2, 4, and 6 as identified within the Staff Report. 
 
Third Motion: 
 
Madam Chairman, on the request for a Conditional Use Permit for City Market to 
construct a building in excess of 15,000 sq. ft. in a B-1 zone district, City file number 
CUP-2014-134, to be located at the SE corner of N. 12th Street and Patterson Road, I 
move that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use Permit with the 
following site plan deviations with the findings of fact, conclusions and conditions listed in 
the staff report: 
  

Deviation number 1: drive aisle width requirement adjacent to the east side of the 
Retail A building be reduced by 1 foot in order to line up with the adjoining (to the 
north) drive aisle; 
Deviation number 2: allow 60 degree parking stalls to be 9 feet wide by 19 feet in 
length as opposed to 9 feet wide by 21 feet in length; 
Deviation number 4: allow an 8’ screen wall with the easternmost edge of the wall 
on the property line (0 foot setback); 
Deviation number 6: allow 6’ wide sidewalks along the length of the building façade 
and along any façades abutting public parking for the east side of Retail Building A 
and the south side of the City Market building; 

 
and denying the applicant’s request for deviation number 3 (eliminate landscape islands 
at the end of parking rows closest to the front of the store) and deviation number 5 
(increase canopy lighting to maximum of 30 footcandles) as identified within the Staff 
Report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map / Existing Zoning Map 
Correspondence Received 
Site Plan 
Landscaping Plan  
Screen Wall Elevation (East property line location) 
Sign Package  
Building Elevations  
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LANDSCAPING PLAN 



 

 

 
 
SCREEN WALL ELEVATION (East property line location) 



 

 

 
 
SIGN PLAN 



 

 

 
 
CITY MARKET BUILDING ELEVATIONS 



 

 

 
 
RETAIL BUILDING A ELEVATIONS 



 

 

 
 
FUEL ISLAND CANOPY AND KIOSK 



 

 

 



 

 

Attach 6 
 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION MEETING DATE:  November 12, 2014 
PLANNING COMMISSION PRESENTER: Senta Costello 
 
AGENDA TOPIC:  Patterson Place Rezone - (RZN-2014-262) 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Forward a recommendation to City Council to rezone property 
to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront). 
 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2562/2566/2570 Patterson Road 
Applicants: DRK Investing - Masi Khaja 
Existing Land Use: Single Family Residential 
Proposed Land Use: Commercial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family Residential/Multi-Family 
South Single Family Residential/School 
East Single Family Residential/Commercial 
West Single Family Residential/Medical office 

Existing Zoning: R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

Proposed Zoning: MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use 
Shopfront) 

Surrounding Zoning: 

North PD (Planned Development)/R-24 (Residential 24 
du/ac) 

South PD (Planned Development)/CSR (Community 
Services & Recreation) 

East R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
West R-24 (Residential 24 du/ac)/R-O (Residential Office) 

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium High 8-16 du/ac 
Blended Residential Land Use 
Categories Map (Blended Map): Residential Medium 4-16 du/ac 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Forward a recommendation to City Council to rezone 
properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use 
General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Recommend approval to City Council. 
 



 

 

ANALYSIS: 
 
Background: 
 
The properties have been used historically as agricultural land and more recently as 
single family homes.  The properties were annexed into the City in 1979 (zoned R-1-C), 
1980 (zoned R-1-C) and 1986 (zoned RSF-4).  The properties have since been rezoned 
through several changes to zone district designations with updates to the Zoning and 
Development Code.  All are currently zoned R-8. 
 
In 2009, the City of Grand Junction City Council adopted the Comprehensive Plan 
followed in 2010 by an updated Zoning and Development Code.  The new Plan and 
Code created the Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor and Form Based zone districts that 
could be requested within the Opportunity Corridor in addition to the other zone districts 
that would implement the Future Land Use Map designation. 
 
The properties involved in this request are designated Residential Medium High; 
however, they also have the Opportunity Corridor overlay allowing the request for a Form 
Based district which allow for both residential and commercial uses. 

 
A neighborhood meeting was held July 1, 2014.  Approximately 30 neighbors attended 
the meeting.  Several topics were discussed; however, there were two particular points 
of concern from the surrounding property owners.  One was the intensity/type of uses to 
be included along Dewey Place and the other was traffic.  Overall the office and/or 
professional service type uses that could be constructed along the northern portion of the 
property was considered appropriate.  The potential of traffic from the site exiting to the 
north was a major concern to the neighborhood north of the site and traffic entering and 
exiting the site onto Patterson Road and potential conflicts with the street on the south 
side of Patterson Road.  It was explained that the current request was for the rezone only 
and traffic circulation had not yet been evaluated. 

Mixed Use 
Opportunity Corridor 



 

 

 
Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan: 
 
This project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan: 
 
Goal 1 – To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between 
the City, Mesa County and other service providers. 
 

Policy A. City and County land use decisions will be consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. 

The request is in conformance with the Future Lands Use Map. 
 
Goal 3 – The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and 
spread future growth throughout the community. 
 

Policy B.  Create opportunities to reduce the amount of trips generated for 
shopping and commuting and decrease vehicle miles traveled thus increasing air 
quality. 

 
The request will create opportunities for businesses along the corridor that will be 
accessible to the surrounding neighborhoods that will limit or eliminate the need to drive 
to take advantage of businesses located on these properties. 
 
Goal 7 – New development adjacent to existing development (of a different 
density/unit type/land use type) should transition itself by incorporating 
appropriate buffering. 
 

Policy A.  In making land use and development decisions, the City and County will 
balance the needs of the community. 

 
The request proposes buffering the residential to the north from the busier uses and 
streets to the south by using the different proposed zone districts; keeping the less 
intense office/professional service uses/zoning closer to the residential uses and the 
more intense commercial/retail uses/zoning closer to Patterson Road. 
 
Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
Zone requests must meet at least one of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; 

 
The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2009 with the Future Land Use Map, 
which included a Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor along major transportation 
corridors, created new opportunities for potential development.  The 
Comprehensive Plan was followed by a revised Zoning and Development Code in 



 

 

2010 which included Form Based districts to implement the Opportunity Corridor.  
These occurrences offered new options. 

 
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; 

 
The character of the area has been changing during the past several years.  
Several commercial projects have been built including dental and general offices 
to the west and the Corner Square development to the southeast.  While these 
properties have been making improvements, the subject properties have been 
deteriorating. 

 
This criterion has been met. 
 
(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land use 
proposed; 

 
There are adequate public and community facilities in the area to serve the 
property and development as proposed.  An 8” sewer line bisects the property 
and an 18” sewer line is located in Patterson Road.  There is an 8” water line 
located in Patterson Road and another 8” water line located in Dewey Place.  A 
12” storm sewer line is located in Patterson Road.  Pomona Elementary is located 
across Patterson Road to the south, West Middle School is approximately 1 mile 
away and Grand Junction High School is approximately 1.5 miles away.  Baseball 
fields and Fire Station No. 3 are located south along 25 ½ Road and a Post Office 
is located to the west along Patterson Road.  The properties are located along the 
GVT bus route with stops located near 25 ½ Road and Patterson intersection and 
near the North 1st Street and Patterson intersection. There are also stops on 25 ½ 
Road, north and south of Patterson Road. 

 
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; 

 
There is only one other property located within the City of Grand Junction currently 
zoned to a form based district.  That property is located on 29 Road, south of 
Patterson Road, more than 3 miles away and is 1.702 acres.  The subject 
properties will be, if approved the only other properties with a form based zone 
district in the community. 

 
This criterion has been met. 
 



 

 

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

 
The area will derive benefits from the proposal as a buffer between the heavily 
traveled Patterson Road and the residential properties to the north.  The project 
proposes MXG along the northern portion of the property for development of 
office/professional service uses closer to the residential properties and 
commercial/retail uses along the Patterson Road side. 

 
This criterion has been met. 
Alternatives: In addition to the zoning that the petitioner has requested, the following zone 
districts would also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation for the 
subject property. 
 

a. R-4 (Residential 4 du/ac) 
b. R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 
c. R-12 (Residential 12 du/ac) 
d. R-16 (Residential 16 du/ac) 
e. R-O (Residential Office) 
f. MXR-3,5 or 8 
g. All MXG-3, 5 or 8 
h. All MXS-3, 5 or 8 
 

If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend one of the alternative zone 
designations, specific alternative findings must be made as to why the Planning 
Commission is recommending an alternative zone designation the City Council. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Patterson Place Rezone, RZN-2014-262, a request to rezone the 
property from R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 
(Mixed Use Shopfront), the following findings of fact and conclusions have been 
determined: 
 

3. The requested zone is consistent with the goals and policies of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

4. All review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
have been met. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
I recommend that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval of the 
requested zone, RZN-2014-262, to the City Council with the findings and conclusions 
listed above. 
 



 

 

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Madam Chairman, on Rezone, RZN-2014-262, I move that the Planning Commission 
forward a recommendation of the approval for the Patterson Place Rezone from R-8 
(Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) 
with the findings of fact, conclusions, and conditions listed in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Letters/Emails from neighbors 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Ordinance 



 

 

From:  Chuck Wiman <chuck.wiman@gmail.com> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/14/2014 4:15 PM 
Subject:  RZN-2014-262 
 
Senta Costello 
 
My name is Chuck Wiman 618 Saffron Way Grand Jct. CO>81505.  I am the point man for 
The Orchard HOA Board Of Directors and am the person who spoke at the July 1st meeting. 
We are in the process of getting all of the home owners letters with there comments regarding 
the Zone change hearing and subsequent development of the property delivered to your 
office tomorrow, there are a number of folks on vacation ect. and we will try and get there 
letters as soon as possible. 
 
I believe I can honestly say that the majority of home owners have no objection to the zoning 
change and development of property, however we are united in our opposition to any ingress 
and egress on to Dewey. As far as we are concerned they can enter and exit on to Patterson 
the same as many of the other business up and down Patterson do.  .Of course there are a 
number of other issues that will be aired out at the appropriate time. 
 
Yes, it is a little tougher to try and exit the project heading east but that is something they 
needed to consider in there design. I am a little surprised that they chose to pursue his 
course. I wonder where the advise or encouragement came from.  I might add I have spent 
over 40 years in developing residential/commercial project in Mesa county and as I recall, 
Planning was always in objection to dumping commercial traffic into a residential sub. If you 
send this to planning commission and council recommending there proposed traffic flow, You 
will encounter a lot of opposition. Perhaps they would be well advised to consider a plan B. 
 
What is date council will hear this rezone petition and I assume this will be open to public and 
that Beehive Estates will be notified of dates, time and location of hearing. Please keep me 
advised of meetings,ect so we can respond. 
 
Chuck Wiman 
 



 

 

From:  Nyla Kladder <nkladder@gmail.com> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/9/2014 9:35 AM 
Subject:  RZN-2014-262-Patterson Place Rezone 
 
I went to the meeting on this rezoning and saw the proposed plat.  We have no objection to 
the rezoning - it is inevitable.  Our objection is the City’s requiring that the entrance to the 
area is placed opposite our entrance.  It is difficult enough gaining access to Patterson 
without the competition directly opposite our drive.  Why couldn’t their entryway be moved to 
the West so it does not compete with ours. 
 
Colony Park Homeowners Association  Nyla Kladder, President, and Nyla Kladder 
individually as a homeowner. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
From:  <yogjo@aol.com> 
To: "sentac@gjcity.org" <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/15/2014 3:12 PM 
Subject:  RZN-2014-262 - Patterson Place Rezone 
 
Hi Ms. Costello, 
A concern I have for safety is the main entrance to the Patterson Place Rezone being directly 
opposite Cider Mill Road. I see this as being a serious health safety concern with people 
turning onto Cider Mill Road from the east or the west of Patterson Rd. as others are turning 
into Patterson Place from Patterson Rd. again from the east or west. Meanwhile, people 
would be turning out of Cider Mill Road going east or west on Patterson and others will be 
turning out of Patterson Place going east or west. Moving the entrance to Patterson Place, so 
that it is not directly across from Cider Mill Road would alleviate some of those issues. 
Additionally, not allowing a left-hand turn out of Patterson Place would eliminate some of the 
safety issues. I do not feel the residents on Cider Mill Road should have to be limited by a left 
or right hand turn due to the development/rezone of Patterson Place. 
Thank you for your considerations. 
Joanie Cherp 



 

 

From:  "Sherry Opp" <opp618@bresnan.net> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/16/2014 12:40 PM 
Subject:  Land development at 25 1/2 Road and Patterson 
 
I live at 618 Eldorado Drive and am writing regarding the plans for development at 25 1/2 
Road and Patterson.  I am very concerned regarding ANY access on Dewey Place.  The 
street has become very busy both in the AM as well as the PM in regard to commuter traffic.  
Any additional traffic would become a hazard for our children, pets and homeowners.  
PLEASE try to find a way to do the development that we know will happen in such  a way that 
we are able to maintain our privacy, our safety, protect our children, and retain our home 
values ($300,000 range).  Your help and consideration on this matter would be greatly 
appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Sherry Opp 
618 Eldorado Drive 
 
 
From:  "Julie Nealon" <jvela@bresnan.net> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/16/2014 4:18 PM 
Subject:  Proposed Development Plans 
 
Hello Senta, 
 
This is in reference to the proposed development plans to rezone parcels on Patterson Road 
and Dewey Ct.  RZN-2014-262-PATTERSON PLACE REZONE-2570,2566 and 2562 
PATTERSON ROAD 
 
A notice posted on our mail receptacle in the Fall Valley Subdivision indicated this rezoning is 
dependent on allowing a north commercial access through the project to Dewey Ct and that 
the flow of commercial traffic would then continue west to the Dewey Ct intersection or though 
to the Fall Valley Subdivision. 
 
The reason for this email is that I do oppose this proposed rezoning as this specific 
intersection and area currently has a heavy traffic flow.  Any new commercial development in 
this area will only add to this existing problem.  In my mind, the only development or change 
that should be considered to the 25 1/2 Road and Patterson intersection is to build a right turn 
lane on 25 1/2 Road for the traffic turning west on Patterson.  This would indeed help the 
current gridlock. 
 
Senta, thank you again for returning my call and for your time in explaining the process. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Julie Nealon 
Telephone:  970-434-1396 
Fax:  970-434-3528 
E-mail:  jvela@bresnan.net 



 

 

From:  Nicole Byrnes <umber_39@yahoo.com> 
To: Senta Costello <sentac@ci.grandjct.co.us> 
Date:  7/17/2014 6:46 AM 
Subject:  Comments on Patternson Road Development 
 
Good morning, Senta. 
 
Here are my thoughts on proposed rezoning for 2562, 2566 and 2570 Patterson Road. 
 
I agree with the residents of Beehive Estates- assigning Dewey Place as the access for a new 
mixed use\commercial development area is a poor idea, not only because the narrow, curving 
road is unsuitable for increased vehicle traffic, but also because no consideration has been 
given to the impacts on Fall Valley subdivision to the north, which is where I live. 
 
Left turns between 25 1/2 Road and Dewey Place are difficult due to the busy intersection.  It 
is reasonable to expect that traffic from the proposed development will make regular use of 
the roads to the north through Fall Valley for ingress and egress. 
 
Like Beehive Estates, the roads in Fall Valley are narrow, curving two-lane roads.  Residents 
and their visitors regularly park vehicles, motor homes, and a variety of trailers on the streets.  
The kids in Fall Valley play basketball in our streets.  Residents frequently ride bikes up and 
down the roads, and there are numerous joggers and dog-walkers in the neighborhood on a 
daily basis.  Fall Valley is not suitable for use as a main thoroughfare. 
 
Just east of the houses in Fall Valley, we maintain a small, private park.  Our enjoyment of 
this space will be directly impacted by increased traffic from the proposed development 
because vehicles coming north from Dewey Place along Saffron Way and Silver Oak Drive 
will be immediately adjacent to the park.  It is also reasonable to expect that our park will see 
a substantial increase in "visitor" use due to the proposed development, especially if 
commercial development increases public exposure of the park, and yet the financial burden 
of maintaining the park will remain solely with the residents of Fall Valley. 
 
Furthermore, there are multiple vacant lots in nearby areas such as Foresight Circle which 
are more appropriate for commercial development.  There are multiple vacant office 
buildings in this town.  Rezoning this portion of Patterson is not necessary to meet the needs 
of the larger community of Grand Junction. 
 
One of the main purposes of zoning is to protect the character of established communities like 
Fall Valley.  My neighbors and I value our neighborhood as a beautiful, safe and quiet place 
to live.  I am opposed to the proposed rezoning and the proposed increase in traffic on 
Dewey Place.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Nicole Byrnes 
628 Shadowood Court 
81505 

 
 



 

 

From:  "Cameron Law" <CameronLaw@bresnan.net> 
To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 
Date:  7/8/2014 8:03 PM 
Subject:  RZN-2014-262-Patterson Place Rezone-2570, 2566, 2562 Patterson Road 
 
Dear Senta- 
 
My home is located at 610 Saffron Way, and I attended the informational meeting regarding 
this re-zone. 
 
I fully support using the area for light office type business, the type that exists along the north 
side of Patterson between 26 and 25 Roads. Our neighborhood (The Orchard), however, has 
serious concerns about some issues that we would ask the City Council to consider as they 
look at this application. 
 
1. We are drastically opposed to any sort of business traffic access onto Dewey. Business 
traffic, especially drive-through traffic, will completely alter the character of our residential 
neighborhood. Traffic is already heavy at the intersection of Dewey and 25 1/2 Road. Access 
to Patterson at the light is congested and very slow. Children walk this corridor on their way to 
and from Pomona Elementary School, and their safety is a big concern. Any traffic coming out 
of the new proposed project will either turn left on to Dewey, adding to the congestion and 
safety issues, or turn right, accelerate up Saffron (right past my driveway and our parks) and 
enter 25 1/2 Road from the north, destroying the suburban area we invested in. There is no 
precedent along this entire corridor for access into residential areas, and we would ask for the 
same consideration. 
 
2. I am concerned about the hours of operation of businesses in the proposed area. 
Drive-through speakers are loud and disruptive. We would ask that you only allow businesses 
with traditional operating hours (i.e. 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). 
 
3. We do not condone multi-story structures. The dentist office on the corner of Patterson and 
25 1/2 has been a wonderful neighbor, as have the businesses in the Redstone Veterinary 
plaza. One story structures fit the existing use for the corridor. 
 
4. We are concerned about the wetland areas to the east and south of Saffron. We had three 
deer behind our house just this morning, and have been enjoying a family of ducks and 
hundreds of hummingbirds all summer. We would like assurances that this area will be 
protected. 
 
Thank you so much for your time. I would very much appreciate knowing the time and location 
of the final hearing so I can express my concerns in person to the city council. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cameron Law 
610 Saffron Way 
970-261-4260 
CameronLaw@bresnan.net 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

  



 

 

 



 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PATTERSON PLACE 
FROM R-8 (RESIDENTIAL 8 DU/AC) TO 

MXG-3 (MIXED USE GENERAL) AND MXS-3 (MIXED USE SHOPFRONT) 
 

LOCATED AT 2562/2566/2570 PATTERSON ROAD 
 

Recitals: 
 
          The properties have been used historically as agricultural land and more 
recently as single family homes.  The properties were annexed into the City in 1979 
(zoned R-1-C), 1980 (zoned R-1-C) and 1986 (zoned RSF-4).  The properties have 
since been rezoned through several changes to zone district designations with updates to 
the Zoning and Development Code.  All are currently zoned R-8. 
 

In 2009, the City of Grand Junction City Council adopted the Comprehensive Plan 
followed in 2010 by an updated Zoning and Development Code.  The new Plan and 
Code created the Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor and Form Based zone districts that 
could be requested within the Opportunity Corridor in addition to the other zone districts 
that would implement the Future Land Use Map designation. 
 
 The properties involved in this request are designated Residential Medium High; 
however, they also have the Opportunity Corridor overlay allowing the request for a Form 
Based district which allow for both residential and commercial uses. 
 
After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning and 
Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended approval of 
rezoning the Patterson Place property from R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to the MXG-3 (Mixed 
Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts for the following reasons: 
 
The zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the future land 
use map of the Comprehensive Plan, Residential Medium High and the Comprehensive 
Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate land uses located 
in the surrounding area. 
 
After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, City 
Council finds that the MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) 
zone districts to be established. 
 
The Planning Commission and City Council find that the MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and 
MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zoning is in conformance with the stated criteria of Section 
21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
THAT: 



 

 

 
The following property shall be rezoned MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed 
Use Shopfront). 
 
MXG-3: 
 
A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW¼ SE¼) 
of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the South Quarter (S¼) corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3, whence 
the Southeast corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3 bears South 89°54'56" East, a 
distance of 1319.14 feet for a basis of bearings, with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence South 89°54'56" East, a distance of 527.54 feet, along the South line of 
said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3; thence North 00°04’49” East, a distance of 30.00 feet; 
thence North 00°02'56" East, a distance of 267.64 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
thence North 00°02'56" East, a distance of 98.28 feet; thence South 89°57'24" East, a 
distance of 132.00 feet; thence South 89°57'10" East, a distance of 261.40 feet; thence 
North 80°29'34" East, a distance of 14.63 feet; thence South 00°08'56" East, a distance of 
100.69 feet; thence North 89°57'24" West, a distance of 408.17 feet to the POINT OF 
BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel having an area of 0.921 Acres, as described. 
 
and also 
 
A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW¼ SE¼) 
of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the South Quarter (S¼) corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3, whence 
the Southeast corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3 bears South 89°54'56" East, a 
distance of 1319.14 feet for a basis of bearings, with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence South 89°54'56" East, a distance of 527.54 feet, along the South line of 
said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3; thence North 00°04’49” East, a distance of 30.00 feet; 
thence North 00°02'56" East, a distance of 299.92 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
thence North 89°57'04" West, a distance of 66.00 feet; thence North 00°02'56" East, a 
distance of 66.00 feet; thence South 89°57'24" East, a distance of 66.00 feet; thence 
South 00°02'56" West, a distance of 66.01 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel having an area of 0.100 Acres, as described. 
 
MXS-3: 
 
A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW¼ SE¼) 
of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 



 

 

Commencing at the South Quarter (S¼) corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3, whence 
the Southeast corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3 bears South 89°54'56" East, a 
distance of 1319.14 feet for a basis of bearings, with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence South 89°54'56" East, a distance of 527.54 feet, along the South line of 
said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3; thence North 00°04’49” East, a distance of 30.00 feet to the 
POINT OF BEGINNING; 
thence North 00°02'56" East, a distance of 267.64 feet; thence South 89°57'24" East, a 
distance of 408.17 feet; thence South 00°08'56" East, a distance of 267.94 feet; thence 
North 89°54'56" West, a distance of 409.10 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel having an area of 2.512 Acres, as described. 
 
 
Introduced on first reading this   day of , 2014 and ordered published in pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2014 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
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