
GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL  
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 
February 20, 2008 

 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 20th 
day of February 2008 at 7:04 p.m. in the City Auditorium. Those present were 
Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Teresa Coons, Bruce Hill, Doug Thomason, Linda 
Romer Todd, and Council President Jim Doody. Absent was Councilmember Gregg 
Palmer. Also present were City Manager Laurie Kadrich, City Attorney John Shaver, 
and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 
  
Council President Doody called the meeting to order. Councilmember Coons led in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. Invocation was given by Leslie McAnich, Christ Center. 
 
Appointment 
 
Councilmember Thomason moved to appoint Robert Johnston to the Forestry Board as 
an alternate member for a three year term expiring November 2010. Councilmember Hill 
seconded the motion. Motion carried. 
 
Citizen Comments 
 
Cathy Horen, 1982 J Road, Fruita, and Terry Boggs, 444 Manzana Drive, Grand 
Junction, were present to advise the Council of a fundraiser to help Jordan James, a 
young man diagnosed with cancer. He attends school at West Middle School.     
 
Randy Stouder, 303 E. Dakota Drive, said he circulated a petition which he presented to 
the City Clerk. He collected signatures from residents in the area. They obtained 62 
signatures on the petition. The petition is to limit street lights in the Red Rocks 
Subdivision and stated that a similar request was granted in another nearby subdivision. 
He asked that Council give direction to Staff regarding the request.  
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
Councilmember Hill read the items on the Consent Calendar, and then moved to approve 
the Consent Calendar with the exception of item #12. He asked that the item be pulled 
and reviewed under individual consideration. It was seconded by Councilmember 
Beckstein, and carried by roll call vote to approve Consent Items #1 through #11. 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings                      
       
 Action:  Approve the Minutes of the February 4, 2008 and February 6, 2008 

Regular Meetings 
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2. Construction Contract for 23 Road Sewer Improvement District Project     
        

 The Mesa County Commissioners are scheduled to create the 23 Road Sewer 
Improvement District February 25, 2008. The 23 Road Sewer Improvement District 
project will allow for the elimination of septic systems by installing a 10‖ and 6‖ 
sanitary sewer line along 23 Road, Hwy 340, and South Broadway. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Execute a Construction Contract for the 23 

Road Sewer Improvement District with M.A. Concrete Construction Inc., in the 
Amount of $411,610.98 Contingent on the Formation of the Sewer Improvement 
District by Mesa County Commissioners on February 25, 2008 

 
3. Setting a Hearing on the Holbrook Annexation, Located at 2525 D Road [File 

#ANX-2007-361]                
 

Request to annex 14.29 acres, located at 2525 D Road. The Holbrook Annexation 
consists of 1 parcel, includes portions of the Monument Road and D Road rights-
of-way, and is a 4 part serial annexation. 
 
a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 16-08—A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a 
Hearing on Such Annexation and Exercising Land Use Control, Holbrook 
Annexations No. 1, 2, 3, and 4, Located at 2525 D Road and Including Portions 
of the Monument Road and D Road Rights-of-Way 

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 16-08 
 
 b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinances 
 

Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Holbrook Annexation No. 1, Approximately 0.01 Acres, Located Within the 
Monument Road and D Road Rights-of-Way 
 
Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Holbrook Annexation No. 2, Approximately 0.02 Acres, Located Within the D Road 
Right-of-Way 
 
Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Holbrook Annexation No. 3, Approximately 0.58 Acres, Located at 2525 D Road 
and Including a Portion of the D Road Right-of-Way 
 
Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Holbrook Annexation No. 4, Approximately 13.68 Acres, Located at 2525 D Road 
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Action:   Introduction of Proposed Ordinances and Set a Hearing for March 31, 
2008 

 
4. Setting a Hearing on the Ford Annexation, Located at 2036 Broadway [File 

#ANX-2007-375]                
 

Request to annex 4.06 acres, located at 2036 Broadway. The Ford Annexation 
consists of 1 parcel of land. 
 
a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 22-08—A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a 
Hearing on Such Annexation and Exercising Land Use Control, Ford Annexation, 
Located at 2036 Broadway Including Portions of the Broadway (Highway 340) 
Right-of-Way 

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 22-08 
 
 b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 

Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
Ford Annexation, Approximately 4.06 Acres, Located at 2036 Broadway Including 
Portions of the Broadway (Highway 340) Right-of-Way 
 
Action:   Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for April 2, 2008 

 
5. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning Properties Located at the Southeast Corner 

of 28 ¼ Road and Grand Falls Drive [File #PP-2006-251]          
 

A request to rezone 10.3 acres located at the southeast corner of 28 ¼ Road and 
Grand Falls Drive from PD, Planned Development, to R-8, Residential – 8 
units/acre Zoning District.  

 
Proposed Ordinance Rezoning an Area of Land from PD, Planned Development, 
to R-8, Residential – 8 Units/Acre Zoning District, Located at the Southeast Corner 
of 28 ¼ Road and Grand Falls Drive 
 
Action:   Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for March 5, 
2008 
 

6. GOCO Grant Application for Canyon View Park           
 

The City of Grand Junction is prepared to apply for the $200,000 GOCO Local 
Parks and Outdoor Recreation Grant for Canyon View Park. The resolution 1) 
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authorizes the submittal of the application and 2) indicates property ownership and 
the willingness to accept the maintenance responsibilities for the development. 

 
Resolution No. 23-08—A Resolution Supporting and Authorizing the Submittal of a 
Grant Application between Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) and the City of 
Grand Junction for the Continuation of the Development of Canyon View Park 

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 23-08 
 
7. Contract for Water Slide Replacement at Lincoln Park-Moyer Pool      
 

This approval request is for the award of a contract for the design and installation 
of the replacement slide flume at Lincoln Park-Moyer Swimming Pool. 

 
Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with 
Churchich Recreation, LLC to Complete the Design and Installation of a New 
Water Slide at Lincoln Park-Moyer Swimming Pool in the Amount of $371,608 

 
8. Contract for Enterprise Network Switch Equipment            
 

Purchase network switching equipment and related professional services as part 
of the City’s ongoing network equipment maintenance program. The proposed 
replacement equipment will upgrade the network backbone switching equipment to 
high speed, intelligent capacity. 
 
Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Sole Source Network Switching 
Equipment and Professional Installation Services from Information Systems 
Consulting, Inc. (ISC) Located in Centennial, CO for a Total Price of $437,130.70 
 

9. Setting a Hearing on Amending the City Parking Code          
 

Amendments are needed to the Parking Code to prohibit parking in planting strips 
and outside designated spaces. 

 
Proposed Ordinance Adopting Amendments to Chapter 36, Sections 36-17 and 
36-33 of the City of Grand Junction Code of Ordinances Relating to the Parking 
Code as well as Adopting a New Section 36-38 

 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for March 5, 2008 
 
10. Setting a Hearing on Amending the City Code Regarding Municipal Court 

Jurisdiction Over Theft Crimes of Less than $1,000         
 
 Pursuant to a change in state law, a municipal court is authorized to take 

jurisdiction over theft crimes involving items less than $1,000. The current City 
ordinance (GJCO §24-7) authorizes the Grand Junction Municipal Court 
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jurisdiction over theft in an amount of $300 or less. The proposed amendment will 
increase jurisdiction to $1,000 or less. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Amending Chapter 24, Section 7 of the City of Grand 

Junction Code of Ordinances Relating to Theft 
 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for March 5, 2008 
  
11. Contract Study for Retail Recruitment and Retention        
 
 The City of Grand Junction would like to enter into a contract with the firm Buxton, 

in order to evaluate potential retail business for Orchard Mesa, Downtown/North 
Avenue, and Clifton areas and take the initiative to help recruit and retain retail to 
sustain the economy in the Valley. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Enter into a Contract with Buxton in the 

Amount of $72,000 (a Portion to be Reimbursed by the Other Partners) 
 
12. Purchase of Eleven Police Patrol Vehicles – MOVED TO INDIVIDUAL 

CONSIDERATION          
  

ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 
 
Purchase of Eleven Police Patrol Vehicles          
 
This purchase is for eleven police patrol vehicles, six are replacements and five are 
expansions to the fleet. The patrol units being replaced include one 1999, three 2003 
and two 2004 models as identified by the annual review of the Fleet Replacement 
Committee. The expansion vehicles will be used to replace vehicles currently being 
used by School Resource and two Commanders on a ―non-accrual‖ basis. These 
eleven sedans are E 85 OEM Bi Fuel (flex fuel) compatible. 
 
Councilmember Hill moved to authorize the City Purchasing Division to purchase 
Eleven 2008 Ford Crown Victoria ―Police Interceptors‖, from Western Slope Auto 
located in Grand Junction, CO in the amount of $250,218. Councilmember Beckstein 
seconded the motion. 

 
Councilmember Hill brought up the City’s purchasing policy, and that the City does not 
have a local preference policy. However, the local vendor was only 1% more than the 
low bidder. He recommended the purchase be local to keep taxpayer dollars local. 

 
President of the Council Doody agreed with Councilmember Hill to support our local 
economy since it was less than 1% in total difference. 

 
Councilmember Coons stated that she also agreed with Councilmember Hill. The 
difference is not enough to send the money out of town. 
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Motion carried by roll call vote. 
 

Change Order No. 2 for 7th Street Corridor Project         
 
This Change Order includes extra work totaling $146,000 required during construction of 
the recently completed 7th Street Corridor Project. Extra work included removal of old 
concrete pavement beneath the asphalt pavement; additional aggregate base course 
required to stabilize subgrade soils under the roadway; additional asphalt paving needed 
to transition from existing asphalt pavement to new concrete pavement; and additional 
trenching required for installation of conduits for the street lighting system. 
 
Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director presented this item. He stated that this 
will finalize a contract with Mays Construction for the improvements on 7th Street. This 
change order covers some of the undergrounding done for Xcel Energy. It is proposed 
that this project be paid for with monies saved from the 24 Rd / I-70 landscaping project. 
 
Councilmember Coons inquired if the work was already completed, and asked if the 
additional work was unforeseen. Mr. Moore replied that the work had already been 
completed, and that the additional work had been unforeseen. 
 
Councilmember Todd moved to authorize the City Manager to approve Change Order 
No. 2 in the amount of $146,000 for the 7th Street Corridor Improvement Project. 
Councilmember Coons seconded the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing—Mersman Annexation, Located at 3037 D Road [File #ANX-2007-
356] – Request to Continue to May 5, 2008                                  
 
Request a continuance to annex 1.45 acres, located at 3037 D Road. The Mersman 
Annexation consists of 1 parcel. 
 
Justin Kopfman, Associate Planner, asked that this item be continued to May 5, 2008.   
 
Councilmember Hill moved to approve the request for a continuance to adopt resolution 
accepting the petition and the public hearing on the annexation ordinance for the 
Mersman Annexation to May 5, 2008. Councilmember Thomason seconded the motion. 
Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing—Vacation of the North/South Alley between S. 8th and S. 9th Streets, 
North of Winters Avenue [File #VR-2007-050]                           
 
Consideration of a proposed ordinance to vacate the north/south alley between S. 8th and 
S. 9th Streets, north of Winters Avenue. The applicant is requesting to vacate the alley in 
order to use the land with the properties located at 806 and 814 Winters Avenue for 
storage of construction and special event traffic control signs and equipment. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:25 p.m. 
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Senta L. Costello, Associate Planner, reviewed this item. She described the site, the 
location, and the surrounding uses. The adjacent neighbor to the north is Castings, Inc., 
and to the south is Orkin Pest Control Operations. She referred to a letter that asked that 
the vacation not be granted. Ms. Costello said she did not think the request met all the 
criteria for a vacation. It will create a dead end that goes nowhere which could create a 
problem. It is also a violation of the TEDs manual. Therefore Staff recommended denial, 
however the Planning Commission felt that since it was a short distance it was not an 
issue, and recommended approval. 
 
Councilmember Hill stated that it looked like there were six criteria in Section 2.11.c of the 
Zoning and Development Code, and that two of the criteria not being met is the Growth 
Plan and the TEDs. Even though it reduces the City’s maintenance, all six of the criteria 
need to be met. Councilmember Hill pointed out that neighbor approval is not one of the 
criteria. Ms. Costello agreed with Councilmember Hill. 
 
Kirk Knowles, Knowmoore, LLC, the applicant, 749 Winters Avenue, stated that the 
proposed vacation area has never been used for public travel. 
 
Councilmember Coons asked if businesses or the people traveling to work use the alley 
as a means of circulation. Mr. Knowles said no, and stated that where the alley adjoins 
Winters Avenue it is used for street parking, so the alley is generally blocked. He also 
stated that in the summertime this area is a long narrow weed patch. 
 
Councilmember Todd asked Ms. Costello what kind of traffic is on the east/west street. 
Ms. Costello stated that she was told by Castings that they use it on occasion. In pictures 
she has seen of the alleys in the area, she has seen tire marks, but does not know to 
what extent the east/west street is being used. Ms. Costello said Mr. Bonella, owner of 
Castings, is present and may have a better idea. 
 
Mark Bonella, Co-owner and President of Castings, Inc., the property to the north, stated 
that the piece of property is not currently being used, but it is an access to their property. 
He stated that there is a curb cut to the east, there are utility lines, and vacant cars in the 
back. The person requesting the vacation needs more space which is the reason for the 
request. He believes that eventually other uses will be going in that industrial area which 
will include truck traffic. He feels that by vacating that alley, trucks won’t be able to turn 
around or go through. He would like to see the potential for truck traffic and safety remain 
there, and not block it off. 
 
Councilmember Todd asked what utilities are there. Mr. Bonella stated gas, electric, and 
he believes, the water meter is also there. Councilmember Todd stated that she was 
looking at the water map and it doesn’t show any water lines. Mr. Bonella said he wasn’t 
sure about the water. 
 
Mr. Bonella feels that there is a need for that alley in the future for circulation, and he 
would like to see it available for future use with the way the City is growing. 
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Councilmember Todd asked why leaving the alley alone will give Mr. Bonella more 
access, and why can’t he use 8th Street? Mr. Bonella stated that he is not sure he could 
use 8th Street because he thinks there is a storm water pipe running through there. 
 
Cheryl Moore, 749 Winters Avenue, a co-applicant, said that the radius is very tight on the 
alley, and a car barely fits. She said no one can get to the alley they want to vacate from 
the alley by Castings, Inc.  From their research, there are no utilities. She agreed that 
they do need more property. It would be easier to extend their fence than buying new 
property. In order for the alleyway to go through, Castings would have to remove some 
buildings.  
 
Ms. Costello said that the utilities are on the east/west section of the alley and there are 
none in the section proposed to be vacated. 

 
There were no other public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:47 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Hill stated that the map in the packet shows the alleyway went all the 
way to the east to the Mesa County property. A portion of the alley was vacated. The six 
criteria have not been met, and therefore he can’t support the request. 
 
Councilmember Todd said that it appears that there are two alley legs that go nowhere 
that are not currently being used, nor does it appear to ever have been used, so the 
question is its use as an alley. 
 
Councilmember Thomason questioned the fact that there is no current connectivity, and 
the property owner to the east is agreeable with the vacation, therefore he is inclined to 
approve the vacation. 
 
Councilmember Coons said it looks like it would be desirable to have some connectivity 
there, but it appears there are some traffic problems needing to be resolved. She was 
sympathetic to the applicant for their need of more property; however, that is not really the 
issue at hand.   
 
Councilmember Beckstein asked Ms. Costello what access Castings, Inc. has to their 
property from the existing roads right now. Ms. Costello said that they have access off of 
4th Avenue, and from the east/west alley. They do have access from both north and 
south.  
 
Councilmember Beckstein asked Ms. Costello to discuss in more detail the safety issue 
impact on vacating the alley. Ms. Costello said that she received feedback from both the 
police and fire departments, and it meets their standards. The Fire Department has a 
standard that no distance can be greater than 150 feet, and the TEDs manual has a 
requirement that right-of-way can’t be used for access to a property. It is Ms. Costello’s 
understanding that Latin Anglo Alliance to the west frequently uses 8th Street as a parking 
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area, which could be a concern for fire and police to get in, in the case of an emergency if 
the alley isn’t available. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein asked if 8th Street shouldn’t be kept open. Ms. Costello replied 
yes, but they may have a permit to use it. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein asked if the alley is vacated, will 8th Street then have to be 
improved. City Attorney Shaver said he is not aware of any enforcement issues on 
unimproved right-of-way, but he can look to see if any of the adjacent owners have 
obtained a revocable permit.  
 
Councilmember Todd asked Ms. Costello how closing off an alley that has never been 
used would cause a more unsafe situation than what is currently there. Ms. Costello 
stated that it comes down to whether or not the alley is really being used. She has seen 
tire tracks in pictures that have been taken within the last six months. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein believes that this needs to be looked into more, and that 8th 
Street issues need to be resolved first. She can’t support the request at this time. 
 
Councilmember Todd asked how often are there multiple alleys coming off of a street.  
Ms. Costello replied not often, the alley was created after the plat was recorded. 
 
Councilmember Hill said most alleys have two ways in, and the vacation will eliminate one 
of the ways in. 
 
Councilmember Coons is concerned about reducing access in industrial areas. 
 
Kirk Knowles stated that the east/west alley extends all the way west to 7th Street. 
 
President of the Council Doody noted the request does not meet all the criteria. 
 
Ordinance No. 4180—An Ordinance Vacating North/South Right-of-Way for Alley 
Located Between South 8th and South 9th Streets, North of Winters Avenue 
 
Councilmember Todd moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4180, and ordered it published. 
Councilmember Thomason seconded the motion. Motion failed by roll call vote with 
Councilmembers Beckstein, Coons, Hill, and Council President Doody voting NO.  
 
Public Hearing—Pinson-Hergistad Annexation and Zoning, Located at 644 ½ 29 ½ 
Road [File #ANX-2007-352]                                                               
 
Request to annex and zone 3.02 acres, located at 644 ½ 29 ½ Road, to R-4 
(Residential 4 du/ac). The Pinson-Hergistad Annexation consists of one parcel and is a 
2 part serial annexation. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:08 p.m. 
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Senta L. Costello, Associate Planner, reviewed this item. She described the site, and the 
location. She asked that the staff report and the attachments be entered into the record 
and recommended approval. The Planning Commission also recommended approval. 
 
Carolyn Hergistad, 565 ½ Villa Street, the applicant, came forward to point out a 
correction in the acreage.  

 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:10 p.m. 
 
a. Acceptance Petition 
 
Resolution No. 24-08—A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making 
Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Pinson-Hergistad 
Annexation, Located at 644 ½ 29 ½ Road is Eligible for Annexation 
 
b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4181—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, 
Colorado, Pinson-Hergistad Annexation No. 1, Approximately 0.33 acres, Located at 644 
½ 29 ½ Road 
 
Ordinance No. 4182—An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, 
Colorado, Pinson-Hergistad Annexation No. 2, Approximately 2.69 acres, Located at 644 
½ 29 ½ Road 
 
c. Zoning Ordinance 
 
Ordinance No. 4183—An Ordinance Zoning the Pinson-Herigstad Annexation to R-4, 
Located at 644 ½ 29 ½ Road 
 
Councilmember Coons moved to adopt Resolution No. 24-08, and adopt Ordinance 
Nos. 4181, 4182, and 4183, and ordered them published. Councilmember Hill seconded 
the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing—Rezoning the John H. Hoffman Subdivision, Located at 3043 D 
Road [File #PP-2007-267]                                                                       
 
A request to rezone 8.02 acres, located at 3043 D Road, from R-5 (Residential 5 du/ac) 
to R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:11 p.m. 
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Adam Olsen, Associate Planner, reviewed this item. He described the site, and the 
location. He asked that the staff report and attachments be entered into the record. The 
Staff and Planning Commission recommended approval. 
 
Dennis Johnson, representing Habitat for Humanity, 225 N. 5th Street, Suite 200, stated 
that the request falls within the Growth Plan designation, and the R-8 zoning is more 
appropriate.  
 
Mr. Olsen displayed a map of the location. 
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:14 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 4184—An Ordinance Rezoning the Property Known as the John H. 
Hoffman Subdivision Rezone to R-8, Residential 8 Units Per Acre, Located at 3043 D 
Road 
 
Councilmember Thomason moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4184, and ordered it 
published. Councilmember Beckstein seconded the motion.  
 
Councilmember Hill stated that the rezone request fits under the Growth Plan 
designation. 
 
Councilmember Todd said she was glad to see Habitat for Humanity move for making 
the lots smaller, and the housing more affordable. 
 
Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing—Zoning the Sura Annexation, Located at 405 25 Road [File #ANX-
2007-276]                                                                                          
 
Request to zone the 1.45 acre Sura Annexation, located at 405 25 Road, to R-4 
(Residential, 4 du per acre). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:16 p.m. 
 
David Thornton, Principal Planner, reviewed this item. He described the site and the 
location. The City Council changed the Growth Plan designation a couple of months ago.  
He asked that the staff report and attachments be entered into the record. Both Staff and 
the Planning Commission recommend approval. The applicant was not present. 

 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:17 p.m. 
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Ordinance No. 4185—An Ordinance Zoning the Sura Annexation to R-4 (Residential -4 
du/ac), Located at 405 25 Road 
 
Councilmember Coons moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4185 and ordered it published. 
Councilmember Todd seconded the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 
Public Hearing—Zoning the Reigan/Patterson/TEK/Morario Annexation, Located at 
2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H Road and 824 22 Road [File #ANX-2007-279] 
                                                                                                                                  
Request to zone the 26.732 acre Reigan/Patterson/TEK/Morario Annexation, located at 
2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H Road and 824 22 Road to City Mixed Use (MU). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:18 p.m. 
 
David Thornton, Principal Planner, reviewed this item. He described the site and the 
location, and advised that the Growth Plan Amendment was approved by City Council a 
couple of months ago. He asked that the staff report and attachments be entered into the 
record. He advised that at this time the applicant has not submitted a plan so a Mixed Use 
zone designation is recommended. 
 
Robert and Marie Reigan, 2204 H Road, said the request will help the area, and allow the 
transitional uses in this industrial area. 

 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:21 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 4186—An Ordinance Zoning the Reigan/Patterson/TEK/Morario 
Annexation to Mixed Use Located at 2202, 2202 ½, 2204 H Road, and 824 22 Road 
 

Councilmember Beckstein moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4185 and ordered it 
published. Councilmember Coons seconded the motion. Motion carried by roll call vote.  
 

Council President Doody called a recess at 8:22 p.m. 
 
The meeting reconvened at 8:35 p.m.  
 
Public Hearing—Growth Plan Amendment and Planned Development Outline 
Development Plan (ODP) for the Three Sisters Area, Located at 2431 and 2475 
Monument Road [File #GPA-2007-262]            
                                 
Request for approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) to develop 148.3 acres as a 
Planned Development for properties located at 2431 and 2475 Monument Road in the 
Redlands and designating the R-2, Residential – 2 units/acre Zoning District as the 
default zone district.   
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:36 p.m. 
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Scott D Peterson, Senior Planner, reviewed these two items. There are actually two 
requests, one is a Growth Plan Amendment, and the other is approval of an Outline 
Development Plan (ODP). He described the site and the location. There are two 
properties being included in this consideration. One property was just annexed at the last 
City Council meeting. He described how a portion of the property was designated as 
Conservation when the Growth Plan was adopted. The property is in the 201 Sewer 
Service Boundary, and the Persigo Agreement states that property in the 201 should be 
developed at an urban level of development. The existing zoning is 4 units per acre. 
There are ridgeline development standards that must be met. The build-out is proposed 
to be in 2020. The total dwelling units will be between 99 and 137. The plan includes 
open space and a trail system dedicated for public use that is not already in the Urban 
Trails System.   
 
Mr. Peterson found that the ODP generally avoids areas of 30% slope or greater, and 
other areas of potential impacts such as drainage. The site analysis does reveal areas of 
expansive soils and rock, but a geotechnical report would be required to address the 
suitability of the site prior to residential development approval.  
 
The proposal conforms to the Redlands Area Plan as follows: the achievement of a high 
quality development in the Redlands in terms of public improvements, site planning, and 
architectural design, the park and recreation open space policies and plan that includes 
integrating onsite biking and hiking trails with those existing on adjacent City property as 
well as along Monument Road as identified on the Urban Trails Master Plan, thus 
meeting requirements and policies of the Redlands Area Plan. The Planning Commission 
and Staff find that the request meets the criteria and conforms to the Growth Plan criteria 
and is recommending approval. The applicant is available for comments. 
 
Councilmember Hill stated in summary that the Conservation designation is not in error so 
the other criteria must be met, and the topographical and other concerns will be handled 
through plan review. 
 
Mr. Peterson confirmed and added that any building will have to be set back 200 feet 
from the ridgeline unless other visual evidence is submitted that there will be no impact. 
The ODP/PD locks the developer to a certain number of units. 
 
Councilmember Coons asked about the very visible houses built on the ridgelines across 
the street, and is that area treated differently. Mr. Peterson replied that those were built 
prior to the 2000 Zoning Code requirements relative to ridgelines. 
 
Bob Blanchard, 706 Jasmine Lane, representing the applicant, Conquest Developments, 
said there are two applications for consideration. He presented a vicinity map that showed 
the larger area where Monument Road bisects the property. The property is entirely within 
the Urban Growth Boundary. The request is to designate the property as Residential Low 
which is ½ to 2 acres per unit. He reviewed the criteria. If there is no error, then all six of 
the criteria need to be met. He did believe an error was made as a Conservation 
designation which does not allow development; a zone designation of CSR allows for 
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that. Conservation designation is reserved for open space, wildlife habitat, and 
environmental conservation purposes. Very few privately owned parcels are designated 
Conservation. When designating private property as Conservation, usually one has 
concurrence of the property owner, and an action plan for the property. Neither of these 
things occurred when the designation was originally placed on this property. In addition, 
property within the Urban Growth Area is supposed to be developed at an urban level of 
density, and maintaining the designation makes it inconsistent with existing City policy. 
Lastly, Mr. Blanchard related the error to current growth trends. 
 
Mr. Blanchard then addressed the other six criteria:  1) Subsequent events that invalidate 
that designation. In 1996 the property was designated Conservation. In 1998 the Persigo 
Agreement was adopted. While defining the joint planning area this property was placed 
in the Urban Growth Plan boundary. In 2002 the Redlands Area Plan was revised. This 
property was discussed by the City Council in 2001 and 2002. The fallacy was that there 
was a continuation of an inappropriate designation which does not allow development on 
property that four years prior had been placed inside the Urban Growth Plan designated 
for urban level development. 2) The character of the area has changed. There are 
changes going on with Redlands Mesa approved since 1996, Mariposa Drive was 
improved, and there are other subdivisions in the near vicinity that have been approved. 
The County also recently approved road improvements to Monument Road. 3) This 
application is consistent with the plans that the City has on record for this site as Mr. 
Blanchard previously discussed when he explained the Growth Plan, the Redlands Area 
Plan, and the Persigo Agreement. 4) Public facilities can be made available. Sewer can 
be provided from South Redlands Road, and Ute Water has a 10 inch water line that runs 
the length of the property and Monument Road. He pointed out that Monument Road is 
designated as a minor arterial road. With traffic counts taken in December 2006, the 
traffic on Monument Road does not surpass 60% of its design capacity as a minor 
arterial, so the infrastructure exists. In addition, the recreational infrastructure is adjacent 
to the site. 5) Available land within that same requested designation is always looked at in 
the area, and when one considers the surrounding property there is very little in that area 
nearby that is available for future development. 6) The community benefits would be 
significant from the extension of water and sewer, and construction of new trails.   
Also part of the request is the Outline Development Plan for the entire 148 acres. The 
ODP shows how the property will be developed, the density for each parcel or pod, and 
shows that 44 to 45 acres will be maintained as open space. Those areas where there 
are slopes of 30% or greater which cannot be developed are not counted in the open 
space. There are three access points; the third being a stub street that has been an issue 
with the neighbors. 
 
The criteria for approval of an Outline Development Plan must include the Growth Plan 
criteria, and the rezone criteria, and include compatibility. Compatible does not always 
mean ―the same as‖, which is another benefit for showing the ODP to see what the 
developer is willing to do to be compatible with the adjoining areas. Planned Development 
requirements need to be compatible for density. The corridor guidelines, public services 
and facilities, circulation and access, screening and buffering were addressed. The owner 
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has visited the neighbors because of concerns expressed. He asked for approval, and 
that there are others available to speak on additional questions.  
 
Council President Doody opened the floor, beginning with three speakers in opposition, 
and then three in favor. He asked that they try not to repeat the same points. 
 
David Mueller, 114 Mira Monte, spoke regarding access as it relates to the density 
proposed. The density proposal calls for between 99 and 137 homes. The review 
comments included assurance that Mira Monte will not be an access point. The City 
Development Engineer and the City Fire Department said that they would require that 
Mira Monte be a second access. The City Development Engineer said that they could plat 
up to 100 homes with only one access provided. There is a second proposed access, 
which is Mira Monte. The Fire Department said over 60 lots would require this second 
access pursuant to the TEDs Standard. This needs to be clarified. There is no right-of-
way or public access on Mira Monte Road. This road ends before the stub-in location. 
The owners have a prescriptive easement for access to their property. He doesn’t know 
how that stub street can be considered as the second access, as it appears that it should 
limit the density. The notion that Mira Monte will be a secondary access will be met with 
probable legal action. The ODP access is only along Monument Road. Mr. Mueller said 
he was baffled that there has never been a determination that there is legal access for the 
density proposed, and he has brought this up at every meeting, but it has never been 
resolved.  
 
Susan Gamble, 305 E. Dakota Drive, said she disagreed that the owners did not have 
input to the Conservation zoning at the time it was adopted. The Conservation zoning 
was adopted prior to 1996 and then reaffirmed by the Growth Plan and the zoning was in 
place at the time the property was purchased in 2005. In order to amend the Growth Plan 
several criteria in Section 2.5 c must be met. Because the Staff has determined that there 
was no error in the Growth Plan, then Criteria B through G must be met.  
 
Ms. Gamble addressed the criteria and her findings. Addressing Criteria B, she stated 
that in 1996 City growth had been taken into account as a big part of the Growth Plan as 
testified to by former Planning Commissioner John Elmer. Criteria C, character of the 
Redlands had changed. Redlands Mesa was already being developed in 2002 when 
Redlands Area Plan was adopted. The other developments are also following the Growth 
Plan, and are consistent with the Growth Plan. Regarding Criteria D, she said that just 
because it is within the Urban Growth Boundary it does not mean it must be developed, 
and it is zoned Conservation, one house per five acres. It was confirmed again by Mr. 
Elmer of the 1996 Planning Commission that the zoning in the Redlands was carefully 
considered and was not in error. The intent was to preserve the plant, wildlife, and the 
existing topography of the area. 
 
Ms. Gamble said that the lack of adequate facilities required by criteria E, are the schools. 
Wingate and Redlands Middle Schools are both already over capacity. If this area was 
developed in Conservation density, the impact on the schools would be minimized. 
Criteria F states that an inadequate land is available. She stated names of several 
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subdivisions that are available for development. Criteria G states that the community will 
derive benefits from the amendment. By changing the designation to Residential Low will 
allow sprawl which is not a benefit. She said that none of the Criteria B through G have 
been met and said the Council should not approve either application. 
 
Randy Stouder, 303 E. Dakota, apologized to the City Council members for comments he 
made at the last Persigo meeting, stating they were supposed to be humorous. He said 
he reviewed the criteria.  There are significant topographical issues and ridgeline issues.  
He thought the property should be conserved or developed lightly. Conservation 
recognizes development. The surrounding land is BLM and City land, not vacant land. 
There is a lot of history on most of these parcels. There were notes in 2002 mentioning 
this parcel, and the owner withdrew any proposal for a different Growth Plan designation. 
The Monument brings in many visitors, and he reviewed the criteria and distributed a 
handout of his review of the criteria (attached). He does not believe that growth pressure 
is a good reason to increase development. The Redlands Area Plan is a good plan. He 
shared his suggestions on a different idea for the sewer extension. He also had some 
concerns regarding flooding, as there was a peak flow event in 1978 that went right 
through this site.  
 
Greg Jouflas, 113 Mira Monte, wanted to speak in opposition, and Council President 
Doody asked Mr. Jouflas to wait his turn. 
 
Council President Doody asked for three in favor of the proposal to speak. 
 
Steven Kesler, 494 Tiara Drive, said there are good people speaking on both sides of the 
issues. He noted the Planners have substantial training, and there are others with less 
training trying to answer very complex questions. He lauded the workmanship of Daren 
Caldwell of Conquest Development. He pointed out that no one could have predicted the 
growth taking place now which is why the area is behind growth for housing. There is a 
huge amount of open space in this development and this plan would not impede the 
views of the Mesa, the Monument, and the Bookcliffs. The City Council should listen to 
the professionals as they have a community to take care of and this will be a beautiful 
project. 
 
Jana Gerow, 2350 G Road, said it is great to do work with a developer like this who is 
sensitive, takes into consideration the issues being brought up by the neighbors, and 
addresses their concerns. 
 
Since there were no others to speak in favor, Council President Doody asked if there 
were more of those opposed. 
 
Greg Jouflas, 113 Mira Monte Road, said certain criteria must be met, and he disagrees 
that they have been met. One reason this was designated Conservation was to protect 
the visual corridor on Monument Road. That hasn’t changed or been invalidated, and it 
should be protected. The changes in the neighborhood that have been cited are on the 
north side of Monument Road.  He asked for denial as they have not met the criteria. In 
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addition, the Outline Development Plan has too high of density, and it will change the 
character of the area. He also has concerns with the impact to Mira Monte as a second 
access once they exceed the threshold of units built.  
 
Britt Smith, 214 Mira Monte Road, said the character of this property has not changed, 
and when discussed in 1996, this property was specifically addressed, and it was stated 
that Monument Road could not handle additional volume of traffic. He asked that, 
specifically, the zoning request be rejected. 
 
Catherine Eicher, 140 Mira Monte, adjacent to the subject project, disagreed there was 
an error in the original plan and under the Redlands Area Plan that was adopted in 2002, 
the designation was reaffirmed for a number of reasons. There is a lot of rock in the 
ground and any blasting that may have to be done might affect her well which is 850 feet 
down. This area is full of wildlife and is a beautiful area. She does not think that this is the 
time to make piecemeal changes when the Comprehensive Plan is in the works.     
 
Sue Harris, 214 Mira Monte, had pictures of the area that showed the natural drainages 
onto her property. She expressed her concerns regarding these issues and she referred 
to statements in the staff report.  
 
Bonnie Steele, 2499 Random Hills Lane, agreed there was no error made in the original 
plan, and that the designation is also supported by the Redlands Area Plan. Although she 
agreed the developer has been very cooperative, Pod 3 would generate 6 to 8 dwelling 
units which will have access off Random Hills Lane, thereby increasing the traffic by two-
fold.  
 
Bill Ogle, 116 Mira Monte, is against a change in the zoning. This has been a 
Conservation area longer than 1996, and he does not believe there is an error in the 
classification; it should remain the way it is. There is a large amount of development along 
Monument Road and Mariposa Lane. There is only one Three Sisters, and they need to 
keep it like it is, and should not allow access to Mira Monte.  

 
There were no other public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 10:16 p.m. 
 
Council President Doody called a recess at 10:16 p.m. 
 
The meeting was reconvened at 10:28 p.m. 
 
Bob Blanchard, the developer’s representative, said this development will not take any 
traffic to the east because there is no clear access. The ODP shows a potential of a 
stub street and the aerial appears to show right-of-way. The PD Code requires 
additional access which they have tried to resolve with City Staff. The stub street is 
adequate, and the additional right-of-way will only come as those properties develop. 
They are not required to improve that access. There are three documents that deal with 
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additional access requirements. The number threshold comes from three different 
documents. There are only 79 parcels that will access the single access and they can 
develop up to 100 with the stub street. If they go over 100 units they must have a fully 
developed second access. There is no doubt this area is unique. If this property stays 
private then the environmentally sensitive area can be designated. They are aware of 
the flooding issues, and agree that it is not an easy parcel to develop. Regarding traffic 
on Monument Road, it is a minor arterial that is at 55% of design capacity with all 
movements except for one being rated as C (acceptable). The corridor is still a visually 
attractive corridor and is an approach to the Monument. They agree there are drainage 
issues but the Code requires that they maintain historic run-off so there is no additional 
impact. He understands the concerns of the neighborhood and is not going to direct any 
traffic through that neighborhood.   
 
Councilmember Beckstein asked for clarification on the number of units for a second 
access. Mr. Blanchard replied that with only 20 units over the 60 they could get fire 
apparatus down the access way, and still provide that emergency opportunity. 
 
Councilmember Todd asked, regarding Pod 3, was there consideration given for access 
on Random Hills. Mr. Blanchard responded that it was physically impossible to get more 
than 2-3 homes there so there will not be 6-8 homes there. 
 
Tim Moore, Public Works and Planning Director, said that Mr. Blanchard did a nice job of 
explaining, from the Public Works perspective they would like to see no more than 100 
homes on one access, for service delivery sake, but really need to have the 
interconnectivity to adjacent lots to enhance emergency response. There has to be a real 
potential for a second access therefore the requirement for a stub street. 
 
Mr. Moore said that some discretion is used and the number of units accessing a dead- 
end street varies by community. They were comfortable with the 100 units as the 
threshold in Grand Junction. 
 
Chuck Mathis, Fire Department, said on a residential street, a dead-end cul-de-sac, a 
developer is allowed 30 houses, and up to 60 if the houses have sprinklers. They looked 
at what is reasonable, and determined the same limit as multi-family in the Fire Code 
when there is a second access.  He noted that such access is not strictly for the Fire 
Department, but it has to be access for everyone.  
 
Councilmember Hill asked about the zone designation of Conservation, the interpretation 
of the Code, and the densities that go with it. 
 
City Attorney John Shaver said Mr. Blanchard is correct and there is no ability to develop 
attached to it, only by the zone district of CSR. The Growth Plan doesn’t have to provide 
the ability to develop, there may be other reasons for the designation, and it could have 
been a holding zone, with the understanding that as growth patterns change it might be 
changed. CSR allows for something to be done so it isn’t a ―taking‖. It has to be some 
reasonable use that allows 1 unit per five acres. He is not compelled to say it was an 
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error, but there are other analyses for that designation being placed on the property. It is 
not unreasonable to say it was a holding zone. CSR is the zone that implements the 
designation.  
 
Councilmember Coons asked if there was a designation prior to 1996. City Attorney 
Shaver said he did not know.  
 
Councilmember Todd said the County zoning is R-4. She inquired about the zoning 
options. City Attorney Shaver said the City, by annexation, can zone to the County 
zoning, or to the zoning that would implement the Growth Plan designation.  
 
Councilmember Hill asked if CSR is one unit for 1-5 acres, Rural is one unit per 5 to 35 
acres, 2 to 4 is units per acre versus acres per unit, so what does .93 mean? Mr. 
Peterson said it was less than one dwelling unit per acre. CSR would be acres to dwelling 
unit. Rural is 5 acres per dwelling unit.   
 
Council President Doody asked for clarification of this as compared to conservation 
easement. City Attorney Shaver said a conservation easement is not a designation or a 
zone, but it is the sale of the development rights to an entity which will protect the 
property from development. They are two separate things, not necessarily tied together. 
 
Councilmember Thomason said a lot of the conservation easement land is AFT 
(agricultural/farming/transitional). 
 
Councilmember Todd said sometimes designations split the property. In this case the 
landowner did not ask for this designation. 
 
Councilmember Todd said regarding sprawl, this project is about as close in for a 
development as one can get. The City is working toward infill. The other designations in 
nearby properties are higher, and access was well addressed. This a good use of this 
property. The plan is preserving some of the aspects of the Three Sister points. There are 
underlying development rights, and the developer is looking at the aesthetics. There is a 
need for housing in the community. 
 
Councilmember Thomason said there is compelling discussions for both sides and he is 
very familiar with this area. He doesn’t view it as a pure conservation piece as it is 
privately owned, and able to be developed in a sensitive manner. The fact that it is going 
to be a residential low development and its proximity to shopping, he is in favor.  
 
Councilmember Beckstein lauded those that presented. Changes are never easy. Staff 
said there is no error, but other criteria were met. Issues such as traffic and roads have 
been looked at and there will be a harmonious blend of residential with natural landscape, 
so she can support it. 
 
Councilmember Hill said he is still hung up on the criteria. He holds the Growth Plan in 
high regard. The plan didn’t have a growth factor in it for criteria change. One doesn’t 
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designate Conservation on someone else’s property as it is a ―taking‖, and he has trouble 
finding that it was an error. The property is still developable and when looking at other 
criteria some can be met. Developments that only have one way in are uncomfortable for 
him from a safety standpoint. The issue tonight is whether the criteria have been met and 
he doesn’t think it has been. 
 
Councilmember Coons said Conservation should not allow any development. This 
property can be developed reasonably, and there is development on the south side. She 
said she was struggling with this one. She said there is something wrong with the 
Conservation definition if it allows development, and it sounds like an error. 
 
Council President Doody said he does not know how this project was designated 
Conservation, or how it happened. One side of the hill used to be a shooting range, so he 
doesn’t know how it was made Conservation. He appreciated everyone’s input.  
 
Resolution No. 25-08—A Resolution Amending the Growth Plan of the City of Grand 
Junction to Designate Approximately 101.7 Acres for a Portion of Property Located at 
2431 Monument Road from Conservation to Residential Low (1/2 – 2 Ac./Du.) 
 
Ordinance No. 4187—An Ordinance Zoning Approximately 148.3 Acres to PD, Planned 
Development, with R-2, Residential – 2 Units/Acre as the Default Zone District for the 
Three Sisters Planned Development Located at 2431 and 2475 Monument Road 
 
Councilmember Todd moved to adopt Resolution No. 25-08, and Ordinance No. 4187, 
and ordered it published. Councilmember Beckstein seconded the motion. Motion 
carried by roll call vote with Coucilmember Hill voting NO.  
 
Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 
David Mueller thanked Council for their careful analysis and consideration of the issues. It 
is his belief that Mira Monte will be a defacto access, and the neighborhood will be 
destroyed, and there will be inter-neighborhood conflicts that they were trying to avoid. 
 
Other Business 
 
Councilmember Todd advised Mitch and Catherine Godsman wanted to express their 
appreciation to the Council for the time and effort they put into their positions.  
 
Adjournment 
 

The meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 
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