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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 
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SPECIAL JOINT SESSION WITH THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

MONDAY, JULY 30, 2001, 7:00  P.M. 

MUNICIPAL HEARING ROOM, CITY HALL, 250 N. 5
TH

 STREET 

 

 

  

 

MAYOR'S INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME 
 

7:00 REVIEW WEDNESDAY COUNCIL AGENDA  

 

7:10 ONE YEAR REVIEW OF THE ZONING & DEVELOPMENT CODE:  
Community Development staff will review the Zoning & Development 
Code adopted one year ago and any need for revisions.     Attach W-1  
 
Suggested format for the review is: 
1.  Summary of projects reviewed under the new Code. 
2.  The Review Process 
3.  Major Issues for Discussion 

        a.  Superstore/Big Box 
        b.  Public and Private Parks 
        c.  Minimum Density 
        d.  Off-Premise Signage 

4.  Direction from Planning Commission and City Council on the next 
steps in the amendment process. 

 

9:15 COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS  

 

9:20 CITY MANAGER'S REPORT 

 

9:25 REVIEW OF FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS            Attach W-2 

 

9:30 ADJOURN  
 

  



 

 

Attach W-1 

Zoning & Development Code Review 

 

CITY COUNCIL/PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL 

Subject: Zoning and Development Code Update 

Meeting Date: July 30, 2001 

Date Prepared: July 23, 2001 

Author: Kathy Portner Planning Manager 

Presenter Name: Kathy Portner Planning Manager 

x Workshop  Formal Agenda 

 

Subject: Joint workshop with the Planning Commission and City Council to discuss 
major issues for the Zoning and Development Code Update. 

 

Summary: The Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code was adopted on March 
7, 2000, with an effective date of April 22, 2000.  As requested by the City Council, this 
is a review of the Code provisions to determine whether any changes are needed.  
Over the last year the staff has made notes on sections that need further refinement or 
clarification.  In addition, we sent out over 700 notices to groups and individuals who we 
have worked with over the last year or who participated in the initial adoption of the 
Code requesting their input.  We also put a display ad in the Sentinel requesting 
comments.  We received feedback from only 12 individuals or groups, which are 
attached.   
 

Background Information: Since April of 2000 there have been 259 new projects 
reviewed under the new code.  Not all projects that were received after the effective 
date of the Code have been reviewed under the new code.  Projects for which pre-
application conferences occurred prior to the effective date of the Code were allowed to 
be reviewed under the old code.  Also, phased projects that had received some level of 
approval under the old code are allowed to continue with future phases under the old 
code.  Major project types  reviewed include: 

Growth Plan Amendments   4 
Site Plan Reviews   57 
Conditional Use Permits  24 
Subdivisions    22 
Annexations    19 

 
The majority of the amendments the staff is proposing are clerical corrections, format 
and clarifications.  Those will be presented to the Planning Commission and City 
Council separately.   Following is a summary of the major issues identified from the 
public.  On July 24, 2001 staff met with members of the original Code focus group to 



 

 

discuss some of the major issues.  General comments from the group are included in 
some of the following sections. 
 
1.  Pre-Application Conference (Section 2.3.B.2):  Prior to the adoption of the Code a 
new pre-application conference process was created by a steering committee working 
with staff.  That new process created the required General Meeting and the optional 
Pre-Application process.  The Pre-application process requires that the applicant submit 
information prior to the meeting for staff review so we are better able to give them 
guidance on the project prior to the submittal.  If sufficient information is provided prior 
to the Pre-app, the staff will make commitments on requirements the staff has final 
decision-making authority on.  Since the adoption of this process, we’ve only had 3 
developers choose the optional pre-application conference process.  Those were the 
Rump Subdivision, the Grand Mesa Center and a Mesa Mall pad site.   
 
The position paper presented by the Chamber and others indicates that they feel the 
process envisioned by the committee that created the new process is not being 
adhered to and they cite the recent Target application.  In fact, with only three projects 
having gone through the pre-application process it’s difficult to determine how well it is 
or isn’t working.  The Target ―application‖ they are referring to had an expired pre-app 
that was done under the old code and a new general meeting or pre-application 
conference was never scheduled, nor was an application made.  However, the 
applicant did continue to submit pieces of plans to get a reaction from the staff, which 
probably led to confusion.  We think we should consider a policy on how much review 
and feedback we offer on a project for which there has not been an official pre-
application conference or submittal.  
 
The Focus Group suggested that the development community just needed to be better 
informed that the pre-application process is an option, and for some projects, a strongly 
encouraged option.    
 

2.  Applicant’s Response (Section 2.3.B.5.b):  The position paper presented 

by the Chamber and others expresses a concern that the applicant’s response 

time to review comments is too short.  Section 2.3.B.5.b of the Zoning and 

Development Code allows the applicant to have a minimum of 5 calendar days to 

respond to comments.  It also states that the Director may permit up to an 

additional 60 calendar days to respond upon request by the applicant.  In reality, 

the applicant may get additional time to respond, depending on the deadlines 

established for any given month.  The length of time really depends on when the 

first Planning Commission hearing  of the month falls in the calendar.  The entire 

review schedule is very compressed to allow for the compressed time frame of 

getting from submittal to hearing.    
 
The option of lengthening the review process has been discussed in the past.  Giving 
the applicant more time to respond to comments will result in the project going to a later 
hearing date, which may be preferable to being pulled from an agenda for not 
responding or providing inadequate response.  Staff will be reviewing the process in the 



 

 

coming months, using a process similar to that used to create the Pre-application 
conference.  The Focus Group agreed with this tact. 
 
3.  Preliminary Plat Requirements (Section 2.8.B.2):  The position paper presented by 
the Chamber and others expresses a concern that ―Review Criteria‖ listed is redundant. 
 Staff will review the criteria and try to eliminate redundancy.  They also indicate a 
concern that more information is now required with the Preliminary Plat step, since the 
final review is administrative.  They specifically reference the geotechnical investigation. 
 While we think some level of geotechnical investigation is needed for preliminary plan 
stage, staff agrees that a complete study is not needed until final plat and design.  We 
are proposing to amend the Submittal Standards for Improvements and Development 
(SSID) checklist to include a preliminary geologic report and a final geotechnical report. 
  
 
The Focus Group agrees with our recommendation to revise SSID to include a 
preliminary and final report.  It was also suggested that the requirements for 
environmental audit be revised in SSID to allow for a more basic industry standard 
review at preliminary, which our staff concurs with.   
 
4. Superstore/Big Box Development Standards (Section 4.3.M):  Two responses 
indicate a concern that the big box standards may not work in Grand Junction, because 
costs cannot be supported by the rents retailers are willing to pay in our market.  The 
Chamber position paper also recommended that the 50,000 s.f. threshold be increased. 
 Other specifics were not provided.   
 
We’ve really not had much of an opportunity to test the big box standards.  The recently 
approved Grand Mesa Center was reviewed under the standards and has chosen to 
proceed.  The site improvements for the Conditional Use Permit for Rimrock were also 
reviewed under these standards and the proposed buildings will have to meet the 
standards.  At the public hearing for the CUP, the applicant indicated that he had no 
problem complying with the standards.  Given our limited experience with the 
provisions, staff recommends we not do any changes to the section at this time.  We 
also recommend leaving the threshold at 50,000 s.f. 
 
Generally, the Focus Group encouraged the continued use of the standards set forth in 
the Code for Big Box standards, but not everyone agreed.  After we’ve had the 
opportunity to apply the standards to more projects there may be other minor 
adjustments of the ordinance that are needed.   
 
5.  Public and Private Parks (Section 6.3):  The position paper presented by the 
Chamber and others states there opposition to the code provisions that require both a 
10% land dedication or fee in lieu and the $225.00 per unit parks fee.  The $225.00 per 
unit park fee has been in existence for 20 plus years with no increase.  The 10% land 
dedication or fee in lieu was a compromise put into the new code rather than requiring a 
sliding scale amount of private open space in every subdivision.  There was never any 
discussion that the 10% requirement would replace the $225.00 fee.   
 



 

 

They also state their preference that the fees be paid at the time of building permit 
rather than platting.  The 10% land dedication or fee in lieu must be made at the time of 
platting, since the fee is based on an appraised value.  It would, however, be possible 
to collect the $225.00 per lot fee at the time of Planning Clearance since it is a fixed 
fee.   
 
Another comment received on the 10% requirement is a request that developers be 
allowed to develop on-site open space rather than paying into the fund.  The 
connotation is that the 10% dedication or fee would be better used for neighborhood 
parks rather than regional.  Generally, the purpose of the 10% land or fee is for 
neighborhood parks, but it is not allocated to a specific area at this time. 
 
Staff has promulgated an Administrative Regulation clarifying that it is the City’s 
decision as to whether the 10% land dedication is required or the fee in lieu of 
dedication.  The Administrative Regulation will be incorporated into this amendment of 
the Code. 
 
The Focus Group felt this was a section of the Code that needed further discussion and 
analysis.  They were looking for a better link to fees paid and the provision of 
neighborhood parks, and perhaps just one fee that better represented the cost of 
providing parks if the fees were actually allocated to the area from which they were 
paid.   
 
6.  Landscaping Requirements (Exhibit 6.5.A):  Two respondents commented that the 
landscape requirements included on this exhibit are too onerous.  The analysis included 
in the position paper concludes that 16-acre site would require 11 acres of landscaping. 
 However, the analysis includes some calculation errors.  The total number of shrubs 
and trees is generally calculated correctly but there are miscalculations in the formula 
from there.  The correct analysis per Code is as follows: 

 
279 trees x 140 sf planting area per tree (not ―crown area‖)= 39,060 sf 
2,323 shrubs x 16 sf planting area per shrub                        = 37,168 sf 
 
Total Landscape Area Required                                           = 76,228 sf   
     or 1.75 acres 
                                                       or  11% of the 16 acre site 
 
 
New Code Requirement for a 1-acre site: 
 
43,560 sf / 2,500 sf per tree = 18 trees per acre (2,520 sf) 
43,560 sf / 300 sf per shrub = 146 shrubs per acre (2,336 sf) 
Total of 4,856 sf landscaping or 11% of the site 
 
 

Comparison of Projects:  Old Code vs. New Code 
 
 



 

 

Redlands Albertsons – Large Project, Old Code 
9.58 acres 
Required 162 trees and 969 shrubs 
Approximately 17 trees per acre and 102 shrubs per acre 
Total of 44,986 sf landscaping or 10.8% of the site 
 
Grand Mesa Center – Large Project, New Code (not constructed) 
17.6 acres (Lot 1 only, less public ingress-egress easement) 
Required 307 trees and 2,565 shrubs 
Approximately 18 trees per acre and 146 shrubs per acre  
Approximately 84,020 sf of landscaping or 11% of the site 
 
 
1

st
 and Grand Rite-Aid – Small Project, Old Code 

2.035 acres 
Required 56 trees and 540 shrubs 
Approximately 27 trees per acre and 265 shrubs per acre 
This site required more landscaping because it has four street frontages (upon which 
the Old Code requirement was based.  Additional plantings were also required to 
screen the site from the adjacent residential area to the north. 
Total of 16,120 sf landscaping or 18.2% of the site  
 
 
 US Tech – Small Project, Old Code 
.89 acres  
Required 16 trees and 120 shrubs  
Installed 67 shrubs due to increased size of trees planted and concern with keeping the 
easement for GVIC open. 
Approximately 15 trees per acre and 107 shrubs per acre 
Total of 4,132 sf landscaping or 10.6% of the site 
 
 
12

th
 Street Plaza – Small Project, New Code (under construction) 

1.3 acres 
Required 23 trees and 192 shrubs 
18 trees per acre and 148 shrubs per acre 
Total of 14,494 sf landscaping or 25% of the site 
This site included more landscaping for several reasons: there was more area on the 
parcel than needed to accommodate site requirements; in order to meet required 
setbacks; and provide buffering to the adjacent, existing residential area to the west  
 
Chili’s Restaurant – Small Project, New Code  
1.6 acres 
Plan included 35 trees and 311 Shrubs* 
22 trees per acre and 194 shrubs per acre 
Total of 13,068 sf landscaping or 18% of the site 
*Site required 28 trees and 232 shrubs.  Developer chose to exceed plant requirement. 
 



 

 

Board of Realtors Office – Small Project, New Code 
0.93 acres 
Plan included 30 trees and 161 shrubs* 
30 trees per acre and 161 shrubs per acre 
Total of 10,304 sf landscaping or 25% of the site 
*Site required 17 trees and 135 shrubs.  Per Code allowance, Developer substituted a 
greater number of small trees for large trees and provided additional landscaping in an 
area proposed for future expansion of the building. 
 
The Focus Group generally agreed that the landscaping provisions were working pretty 
well and that there weren’t specifics at this time that needed amending. 
 
7.  Minimum Density (Chapter 3):  The position paper by the Chamber and others 
indicates a concern with minimum density requirements.  They state that it has created 
problems with infill projects where adjacent lots are larger.  They request more 
flexibility.  Section 3.6.B.4 of the Code allows for flexibility in minimum density as 
follows: 

 Minimum density does not apply to simple subdivisions… 

 The density of development of 10 acres or less may be one-half of the otherwise 
required minimum density. 

 Minimum density shall not apply to two lots in a major subdivision if one of the two 
lots can reasonably be resubdivided in the future and the rest of the lots meet 
minimum density. 

 If minimum density of the zoning conflicts with minimum density of the Growth Plan, 
the minimum density shall be no lower than 80% of the minimum density 
established by the Growth Plan. 

 
The Focus Group discussed the pros and cons of minimum density, but didn’t really 
come to a consensus on the issue.  Staff recommends that we maintain the provisions 
in the Code for minimum density. 
 
8.  Zoning District Dimensional Standards (Table 3.2):  Several people commented that 
it appears to be impossible to build to the densities of the higher density zone districts 
because of the required dimensional standards.  It’s true that the densities cannot be 
met in the multifamily zone districts if the minimum lot size is used for each unit.  
However, the intent of the multifamily zones is not to provide individual lots but rather 
for true multifamily and mixed density projects such as multi-story and multi-unit 
apartments and condominiums.  The standard that then applies to this type of housing 
density is listed under the Intensity/Density section of each zone district.   

 
This section provides a minimum lot size (or area) for the first dwelling unit, and then 

adds additional square footage for each additional unit.  For example, RMF-24 states 
that the minimum lot size shall be 4,000 square feet for the initial dwelling unit plus 
1,000 square feet for each additional unit.  This determines an aggregate area upon 
which the proposed housing units must be sited.  If the definition of this area is clarified 
so that it includes some common area outside and around the units that overlap with 



 

 

the required landscaped and open space area, then the density can be achieved.  To 
illustrate this, the multifamily zone districts were analyzed for a 2-acre site as follows. 
 
2 Acres = 87,120 sf     Landscape Requirement per Code = 9,556 sf   (11% ) 
 

RMF-24:  48 units on 2 acres 
Lots:     51,000 sf (4,000 sf + 1,000 sf for each addn’l du) 
Parking (1.8/ du): 27,405 sf (315sf/sp incl aisles & 1/3 req landscape)  
Landscaping:   6,371 sf (remaining 2/3 required landscape) 
Req Open Space: 19,200 sf (200 sf/bedroom; all 2-bedroom units) 
 
TOTAL sf Required: 103,976 (2.39 acres) 
 

RMF-16:  32 units on 2 acres 
Lots:     50,500 sf (4,000 sf + 1,500 sf for each addn’l du) 
Parking (1.8/ du): 18,270 sf (315sf/sp incl aisles & 1/3 req landscape)  
Landscaping:   6,371 sf (remaining 2/3 required landscape) 
Req Open Space: 12,800 sf (200 sf/bedroom; all 2-bedroom units) 
 
TOTAL sf Required: 87,941 (2.02 acres) 
 

RMF-12:  24 units on 2 acres 
Lots:     50,000 sf (4,000 sf + 2,000 sf for each addn’l du) 
Parking (1.8/ du): 13,860 sf (315sf/sp incl aisles & 1/3 req landscape)  
Landscaping:   6,371 sf (remaining 2/3 required landscape) 
Req Open Space:  9,600 sf (200 sf/bedroom; all 2-bedroom units) 
 
TOTAL sf Required: 79,831 (1.83 acres) 
 
 

RMF-8:  16 units on 2 acres 
Lots:     64,500 sf (4,000 sf + 2,000 sf for each addn’l du) 
Parking:  0 sf (not required – parking met at each unit)  
Landscaping:   6,371 sf (remaining 2/3 required landscape) 
Req Open Space: 9,600 sf (200 sf/bedroom; all 3-bedroom units) 
 
TOTAL sf Required: 80,471 (0.92 acres) 
 
 
While the above calculations for RMF-16 and RMF-24 result in an area needed larger 
than the 2 acres, It is assumed that some of the lot area and open space requirement 
will include landscaping, therefore, there is some overlap in the square footage 
requirements.  It appears the densities could easily be accommodated with the 
standards. 
 



 

 

The Focus Group agreed that more experience using the standards was needed to 
evaluate how well they work.  Staff recommends not making any changes to these 
standards at this time. 
 
9.  Subdivision Standards—Sidewalks and Pathways:  The position paper by the 
Chamber and others states a concern that there doesn’t seem to be standard widths for 
sidewalks and pathway systems.  There are standard street sections that include 
standard sidewalk widths, but the inconsistencies have occurred with detached trails 
and trail connections.  The Cities standards include a detached path section that shows 
8’ minimum and 10’ typical.  That standard needs to be clarified to indicate where each 
width is required.  There have also been inconsistencies on the required width of 
connections to trails systems.  This is an issue that needs to be addressed with the 
future amendments to the Urban Trails Master Plan and Major Street Plan. 
 
The Focus Group agreed with the staff recommendation. 
 
10.  SSIDs and TEDs Manuals:  There was a concern raised that the SSIDs and TEDS 
Manuals have not been adopted and that staff is inconsistent in the application of the 
standards.  SSIDs has been adopted and is being used as adopted.  The concern that 
checklists in SSIDs are tailored for individual projects is a difficult one to address.  
SSIDs is a series of checklist that are all ―laundry lists‖ of everything that might be 
required for a report or type of application.  The intent always was to tailor each 
checklist for individual projects since requirements vary for different types and sizes of 
projects, as well as different locations.  The alternative is to require everything for every 
project, which doesn’t make sense. 
 
The original TEDS manual was never formally adopted, but has been used as a policy 
document.  The City has done a major revision to TEDS that will be discussed at a 
Council workshop on August 13

th
. 

 
The Focus Group agreed that the staff needed to continue to tailor the SSID checklists 
for various projects and were supportive of the efforts to get TEDS adopted and SSID 
updated.   
 
11.  Transportation Capacity Payment (TCP):  The position paper by the Chamber and 
others requests a review of the TCP since the City is now requiring road improvements 
to be installed in lieu of escrow or payment of the TCP.  The specific comment 
regarding TCP involves a shift in the collection of fees as a result of TABOR.  When the 
City exceeds the revenue limits, it is not prudent to collect or escrow TCP payments, so 
staff has suggested the improvements simply be constructed. Staff and City Council are 
re-evaluating the issue of transportation payments by participating with Mesa County, 
Fruita and Palisade in a valley wide study to understand transportation needs and 
associated costs.  Additionally, the City is developing policies that can be applied in 
public/private partnerships to improve the road system as development occurs.  The 
goal of this effort will be to develop a transportation improvement plan and fee structure 
that encourages continued growth and meets the needs of the transportation system.   
 



 

 

The Focus Group didn’t reach a conclusion on this topic but felt this was a major issue 
that needs to be addressed in the near future.  The Zoning and Development Code only 
provides a framework for requiring street improvements and TCP.  Future policy 
changes on TCP might require minor Code modifications, but none are proposed at this 
time.  
 
12.  Administrative Regulations:  The position paper by the Chamber and others 
questions administrative regulations and how they are implemented.  The City uses 
administrative regulations to clarify intent or procedure for adopted regulations.  By 
doing so, applications of regulations that are unclear or could be interpreted many ways 
can be more consistent. Staff will propose that Administrative Regulations be 
incorporated into the Code with the upcoming amendment.   Some examples of 
Administrative Regulations include:   

 Administrative Regulation No. 00-1—Clarification of Appeals Process 

 Administrative Regulation No. 00-2—Clarification of inconsistencies in Code 
regarding telecommunications facilities/towers 

 Administrative Regulation No. 00-3—Racing Pigeons and conditions for keeping 
these animals. 

 Administrative Regulation No. 01-1—Clarification of definition of ―Bar‖ 

 Administrative Regulation No. 01-2—Clarification of intent of open space 
requirement 

 Administrative Regulation No. 11-01—Lot grading and stormwater management 
 
The legal authority for administrative regulations is found in the Grand Junction Code of 
Ordinances (GJCO), section 2-61.  There is no specific notice procedure provided.  The 
section provides ―the department directors of the various departments of the City may 
promulgate, after public notice, administrative regulations for the purpose of 
interpreting, clarifying and effectuating the purposes of this Code.  A violation of an 
administrative regulation shall constitute a violation of this Code.‖ 
 
Administrative regulations were specifically authorized by the Council in 1994 with the 
re-codification of the GJCO.  The 1994 provision formalized what had prior to that been 
an informal, ad hoc process.  The administrative regulation process is very important to 
a fair and consistent application of the regulations.   
 
The Focus Group did not take exception to the use of Administrative Regulations, but 
suggested that proposed Admin. Regs. be posted on the City’s WEB site, which is a 
good suggestion. 
 
13.  Annexation and Persigo Requirements:  A concern was raised regarding the length 
of time it takes to get through the process when annexation is required.  The City allows 
project review to occur concurrent with the annexation process.  While the annexation 
process through completion takes up to 90 days to completion, the City takes land use 
authority with the acceptance of petition and first reading of the annexation ordinance, 
which generally occurs within 3 to 4 weeks of submittal.  After we have land use 
authority, the project is allowed to continue through the process concurrent with the 
remaining annexation process.   



 

 

 
14.  Sign Code (Section 4.2):  A request was made that the sign code be amended to 
increase the allowed size for real estate signs in the non-residential zones from 16 sf to 
20 sf.  That has, in fact, generally been the size of signs in existence for some time.  
Staff concurs with the requested change.  The Focus Group did not take exception to 
increasing the size. 
 
Mark Gamble, the owner of CWOA Outdoor Advertising has requested that the sign 
code be amended to allow off-premise signs (billboards) in the C-1 zone.  The prior 
code also did not allow off-premise signs in the C-1 zone.  Mr. Gamble argues that the 
new zoning map down-zoned many areas that previously allowed off-premise signs.  He 
would like the opportunity to provide his signage on the North Avenue and Horizon 
Drive corridors.   Except for a few blocks of North Avenue, those corridors did not allow 
off-premise signage previously.  The most notable changes in zoning that eliminated 
billboards as an allowable use were along the Ute/Pitkin  and 1

st
 Street corridors.   

 
Mr. Gamble would also like the ability to replace existing non-conforming billboard 
structures.  The purpose of the non-conforming status is to provide for the eventual 
elimination of the non-conforming site.   
 
Generally, the Focus Group was not in favor of allowing off-premise signage in the C-1 
zone district. 
 
15.  Expansion of the Downtown Parking Area:  The current Code identifies the 
downtown parking area as extending from 1

st
 Street to 8

th
 Street and Pitkin Avenue to 

Grand Avenue.  Within that boundary it is assumed that parking needs are met with 
existing public and private parking.  There has been a request to extend the special 
parking area west of 1

st
 Street to include the area around the Justice Center.  At the 

public hearing for a CUP for expansion of the Sports Page Restaurant, Planning 
Commission gave staff direction to look at including that area.  Staff concurs and 
proposes that the area be expanded to include that area zoned B-2 between 1

st
 Street, 

HWY 340 and the railroad. 
 
The Focus Group was supportive of expanding the downtown parking area to include 
the area west of First Street, but suggested that parking needed for any development 
west of First Street should be required to be west of First Street.  They felt First Street 
was too much of a barrier to assume people would park on one side to do business on 
the opposite side.   
 
16.  Required Right-of-Way dedication:  A comment was received on the policy specific 
to River Road where all of the needed right-of-way for the future road section is 
obtained from properties south of River Road because of the constraint of the railroad 
to the north.  The City has required that the needed right-of-way for River Road to 
accommodate the street section for the current classification of the road be dedicated 
all from the properties on the south because we cannot obtain additional right-of-way 
from the railroad.  That is similar to right-of-way requirements along the north side of 
sections of G Road where Leech Creek is a constraint on the south.  The value of the 
additional right-of-way dedicated can be considered as a TCP credit.   



 

 

 
17.  Integration of Low Income Housing into Neighborhoods:  The comments received 
on this topic included four major concerns.  One was notice to the neighborhood of 
proposed subdivision.  The new code does require neighborhood notice for any 
subdivision, including simple subdivisions where only one additional lot is created.  Two 
was the requirement for infrastructure improvements.  This probably falls under the 
TCP policy as it was described above as being something currently under study.  The 
policy and requirements have certainly varied over the years, but the policy was never 
based on whether it was for low income housing.  Third is the issue of density and 
compatibility with the surrounding area, which was also covered previously in the 
discussion of minimum density.  Finally, the issue of new housing being compatible with 
existing housing in design.  Architectural design of single family homes is not regulated 
in the Code, and is not something staff would recommend we include at this time.   
 
18.  Infill Policy/Infrastructure Improvement and Extension Policy:  A comment was 
received that the City needs an infill policy to encourage redevelopment in certain 
areas, as well as an infrastructure improvement and extension policy so the first 
development in does not have to bear all the cost of improvements.  City staff is 
working on formalizing the infrastructure improvement approaches that were identified 
in the 24 Road transportation study to bring back to Council for policy discussion.  The 
staff has also been given direction to begin a infill/redevelopment policy discussion. 
 
19.  Neighborhood Meeting Requirement:   Neighborhood Meetings are required for 
Growth Plan amendments or rezonings to a greater intensity/density and for a project 
creating 35 or more dwellings or lots.  Since the Code was adopted, there have only 
been 10 to 12 projects that have required neighborhood meetings.  Attendance has 
varied greatly, from two to forty interested citizens.  Generally, the planners think the 
meetings have been worthwhile for everyone involved.  Staff is proposing a clarification 
to the Code to require the notice for the neighborhood meeting be postmarked at least 
10 days prior to the meeting to give residents adequate notice. 
 
We received a comment on several aspects of the neighborhood meeting requirement. 
 One suggestion is that the neighborhood meeting should be held after the project has 
been submitted for review and has gone through at least one round of review 
comments, the rationale being that a project might drastically change between submittal 
and hearing.  The Code requires that the meeting be held prior to submittal so the 
applicant has the opportunity to modify the design to accommodate the neighbors 
concerns, if possible. Staff recommends leaving the requirement for the neighborhood 
meeting prior to submittal.  
 
It was also suggested that the developer send out a copy of the proposed plan with the 
notice, which we think is a good idea, but would suggest that that be a recommendation 
rather than a requirement.  The final comment was that the notice area for larger 
projects be increased from 500’ to 1000’ and 1500’ if more than 100 units.  The new 
Code increased our general notice requirement from 200’ to 500’ and also includes a 
requirement for homeowner’s associations on record with the City within 1000’.  For 
most projects that area seems to be adequate. 
 



 

 

20.  On-Street Parking:  A concern was raised that on streets with medium density 
single-family development, each with their own driveway cut, on-street parking is very 
limited or non-existent.  Standards could be incorporated into TEDS to include a 
requirement for shared driveways and/or additional parking, similar to what’s required 
on private streets, on streets where driveway cuts would eliminate on-street parking.  
This is a street design issue rather than a Zoning and Development Code issue and will 
be considered in the updated TEDS. 
 
21.  Multi-family Bedroom Count:  A comment was received suggesting that density be 
tied to number of bedrooms in a multi-family unit, allowing a lower density if more three 
and four bedroom units were provided in a development.  If density were tied to number 
of bedrooms, it would have to extend to single family units as well as multi-family units.  
A per unit count is a much more consistent method. 
 
22.  Clerical/Clarification Corrections:  The staff has a series of clerical and clarification 
corrections to propose.  All changes will be indicated by ―strike-outs‖ and ―underlining‖ 
of the text so you can review all proposed changes.  These have not been provided for 
this workshop.  Should Council direct taking any Code amendments to hearing, these 
changes will be included at that time.   
 
 
  

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Planning Commission/City Council direction on 
the next step on bringing the amendments forward through the hearing process.  
 
 

Citizen Presentation: X No  Yes        If Yes, 

Name:  

Purpose:  

 

Report results back to Council: X No  Yes When:  

 

Placement on Agenda:  Consent  Indiv. Consideration X Workshop 
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Attach W-2 

Future Workshop Agendas 

 

 

 

 

 

AUGUST 13, MONDAY 6:00 PM: (Cindy & Janet absent) 

6:00 TWO RIVERS CONVENTION CENTER CONSTRUCTION TOUR & FINAL 

COST UPDATE:  meet at TRCC 

7:00  COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA & 

 REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 MUNICIPAL COURT OPERATIONS:  Ron Lappi and Jodi Romero will 

update Council on the activities in this division. 

7:45 TRAFFIC STANDARDS:  Mark Relph will make a presentation 

about the Traffic Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual and 

changing the City’s approach to level of service standards for 

 traffic. 

 

SEPTEMBER 3, MONDAY 7:00 PM:  CANCELED LABOR DAY 

 

 

SEPTEMBER 5, WEDNESDAY 6:00 PM: 

6:00 GRAND MESA SLOPES UPDATE AND POLICY DISCUSSION: 

 

 

SEPTEMBER 17, MONDAY 7:00 PM: 

5:30 CIP MEETING 

 

 

OCTOBER 1, MONDAY 7:00 PM: 

4:00-8:00 Specific times to be determined. 

 

1. ANNUAL JOINT PERSIGO POLICY MEETING WITH THE MESA 

COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS: 

2. CELL TOWERS UPDATE BY CONSULTANT:  Mesa County, Fruita and 

Palisade are invited to attend. 

 

 

OCTOBER 15, MONDAY 7:00 PM: 

7:00  COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA & 

 REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 OPEN 



 

 

 

 

FUTURE WORKSHOP ITEMS  

1. DDA TIF UPDATE AND FINANCING OPTIONS:  to be discussed at annual 

dinner with DDA 

2. WATER PRESENTATION BY JIM LOCHHEAD:  October 

3. BOTANICAL SOCIETY MASTER PLAN 

4. DARE & SCHOOL RESOURCE PROGRAMS 

5. HAZARDOUS DEVICE TEAM 

6. FORESTRY OPERATIONS 

7. PARKS/SCHOOLS COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

8. ELECTRONIC RECORDS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM:  

9. LIQUOR LICENSING PROCEDURES 

10. TOUR OF NATURAL GAS FACILITIES: (After GMS overview) 

11. SOLID WASTE COLLECTION IN NEWLY ANNEXED AREAS 

12. CRIME LAB 

13. HAZMAT 

14. GOLF OPERATIONS 

15. CODE ENFORCEMENT OPERATIONS 

16. CABLE TELEVISION FRANCHISE  

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 


