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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

WORKSHOP AGENDA 
 

MONDAY, JULY 14, 2003, 7:00  P.M. 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 N. 5
TH

 STREET 

 

 

 

MAYOR'S INTRODUCTION AND WELCOME 
 

 

7:00  COUNCILMEMBER REPORTS 
 

7:10 REVIEW FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS      Attach W-1 
 

7:15 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT  
 

7:25 REVIEW WEDNESDAY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

7:30 PATRIOT ACT DISCUSSION:  The City Council was presented with a 
request to consider a “Bill of Rights Defense Resolution” Attach W-2 

 

7:45 GRAND MESA CENTER DEVELOPMENT REIMBURSEMENT 

 REQUEST:  City Manager Kelly Arnold will update Council on this 
request.        Attach W-3 

 

8:10 WEST SIDE DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN:  Planning Manager Kathy 
Portner will present options drafted for this area plan. 

          Attach W-4 
 

8:45 ADJOURN 



 

 

Attach W-1 

Future Workshop Agenda 
 
 
 

 

 AUGUST 4, MONDAY 11:30 AM 
11:30 City of Grand Junction hiring practices 
12:00 Riverside Bypass update 
 

AUGUST 4, MONDAY 7:00PM 

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW  

 FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 STRATEGIC PLAN UPDATE 

8:00 FIFTH STREET TRAFFIC CALMING 

8:35 DROUGHT RESPONSE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING  

 

 AUGUST 18, MONDAY 11:30 AM 
11:30 Cell towers update 
12:15 Cable franchise discussion 
 

AUGUST 18, MONDAY 7:00PM 

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW  

 FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 Strategic Plan report from Neighborhood Programs team 

8:00 Strategic Plan report from Code Enforcement team 

 

SEPTEMBER 1, MONDAY –LABOR DAY HOLIDAY 
 

 SEPTEMBER 15, MONDAY 11:30 AM 
11:30 Economic development – role of the City 
12:15 Strategic Plan Update 
 

SEPTEMBER 15, MONDAY 7:00PM 

7:00 COUNCIL REPORTS, REVIEW WEDNESDAY AGENDA AND REVIEW  

 FUTURE WORKSHOP AGENDAS 

7:25 CITY MANAGER’S REPORT 

7:30 OPEN 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

BIN LIST FROM CITY COUNCIL RETREAT (June 2003) 
 

 

1. Need to explain to residents how Council works, e.g. two readings of 

ordinances, public record issues, how issues are brought forward to Council, 

how zoning works in our community. 

2. Re-visit “Friendly Native” type program 

3. Discuss identifying specific uses for property tax, e.g. economic development 

or infrastructure. 

4. City Council meeting with the Parks & Recreation Board 

5. City Council meeting with the Riverfront Commission 

6. Options for undergrounding existing overhead utilities. 

7. Facilities and construction in the rights-of-way ordinance.



 

 

Attach W-2 

Defense Resolution 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

Attach W-3 

Grand Mesa Center Request 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Grand Mesa Center Development Reimbursement 

Meeting Date July 14, 2003 

Date Prepared July 10, 2003 File # 

Author Mark Relph Public Works & Utilities Director 

Presenter Name Kelly Arnold City Manager 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation  X Yes   No Name Jay Timon, AIG Baker 

 x Workshop  Formal Agenda  Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: AIG Baker has made a formal request to address the City Council 
concerning their request for the City to reimburse them for engineering and construction 
improvements related to their Grand Mesa Center project on Highway 6 & 50. 

 

 
 

Budget: No funds have been allocated for their request. 

 

 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: City Council discussion and direction. 

 

 
 

Attachments:   
o Memorandum dated July 10, 2003 from Mark Relph, Public Works Director 

addressed to City Council. (Attachment #1) 
o Exhibit A (July 11, 2001 City Council meeting minutes) 
o Exhibit B a copy of a letter dated January 5, 2003 from Cindy Enos Martinez to 

AIG Baker.  
o AIG Baker request titled “Partial Reimbursement Request for Redevelopment 

related Frontage Road and Intersection Improvements at Hwy 6/50 and 24-3/4 
Road”, dated July 9, 2003 (Attachment #2). 

 
 



 

 

Background Information: AIG Baker has made a formal request to address the 
Council at the July 14 Workshop regarding their request for City participation in their 
Grand Mesa Center project in the amount of $211,000. Staff has provided a memo 
(Attachment #1) that explains some of the history and background with the project. Also 
attached is the formal request from AIG Baker (attachment #2).  



 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: City Council, Kelly Arnold 
FROM: Mark Relph 
RE: Grand Mesa Center 
DATE: July 10, 2003 
 
CC: Dan Wilson, Bob Blanchard, John Shaver 
 

 
 

Purpose:  
The purpose of this memo is provide some background on the issue of the Grand Mesa 
Center and their request for a $211,000 City subsidy to their project, plus provide some 
response to the issues raised in their material they have submitted for the July 14, 2003 
City Council Workshop. 
 

Background: 
Below is a summary of the significant events relating to the Grand Mesa Center and 
their request for financial participation: 
 
The Preliminary Plan for the Grand Mesa Center Subdivision was approved on 
December 4, 2000.  
 
In March of 2001, AIG Baker inquired with City staff about the concept of creating a 
special improvement district as a way to pay for some of their infrastructure costs that 
other property owners would be benefiting. Several alternatives were discussed for the 
next couple of months, but the major requirement that was communicated to AIG Baker 
was that the SID would require the majority of the property owners to vote in favor of 
the district.  
 
The Final Plan for the subdivision was approved by City Council in May 2001. 
 
In June of 2001, the discussion with AIG Baker peaked over the issue of financial relief 
in order for them to close on the property and move forward with the construction of the 
project. AIG Baker began with a $900,000 cost over budget, but after working with City 
staff over a series of construction issues (e.g. landscaping, building façade & materials, 
etc.) the number was eventually reduced to $211,000. 
 
On July 3, 2001, a formal request from AIG Baker was submitted requesting the City to: 
1) pay for utility fees, transportation studies, offsite traffic signal improvements all of 
which totaled $66,000; 2) create a City funded special improvement district (SID) for 
improvements that benefit the Grand Mesa Center and surrounding properties. All of 
this was necessary from AIG Baker’s perspective in order to reach their goal of 
reducing their costs to $211,000. This was originally proposed as an executive session 
for Monday, July 9, 2001, but Council elected to have the discussion as a regular item 
at the Wednesday, July 11 Council meeting. 

ATTACHMENT #1 



 

 

 
In the day or two leading up to the July 11

th
 City Council meeting, AIG Baker began to 

realize that their request may not be approved by Council. Therefore, on July 11
th

, AIG 
Baker addressed Council at the meeting and read a letter from Mr. Milton Smith, 
president of the company. In summary, the letter stated AIG Baker was going to 
proceed with the project, but wanted consideration of the $211,000 request as part of 
City’s future infill and redevelopment policy. A copy of the meeting minutes is attached 
(exhibit A). 
 
In preparation for the July 11

th
 Council meeting, I prepared a memo dated July 10, 2001 

to City Council addressing some of the incentive issues raised by AIG Baker. A copy of 
that memo is attached within the materials AIG Baker has recently submitted for this 
workshop (Attachment 2). 
 
On July 12, 2001, AIG Baker did proceed with the closing on the properties and began 
construction shortly thereafter. 
 
In September of 2001, staff approved a request by AIG Baker to credit any excess 
Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP) against the second phase of the Grand Mesa 
Center. The value of the credit was approximately $51,000.  
 
On November 18, 2001, AIG Baker made another request for a SID. The City Manager 
relayed this information to Council on November 29 with Public Works analysis, and 
again the direction was only if the all of the adjacent property owners supported the 
SID. The value of the SID improvements was estimated at $280,000, of which the 
adjacent property owners would have to pay approximately $69,000. AIG Baker did not 
pursue the SID any further. 
 
On January 6, 2003, the then Mayor, Cindy Enos-Martinez, sent a letter to Mr. Milton 
Smith responding to their October 31, 2002 request to expeditiously adopted an infill 
and redevelopment policy so that their $211,000 request could be considered. The 
Mayor’s letter in summary stated that it was the Council’s schedule to adopt the policies 
sometime in the first quarter of 2004. A copy of the letter is attached (exhibit B). 
 

Response: 
The numbered comments on pages 1 and 2 of AIG Baker’s submittal lists a series of 
issues mainly related to safe ingress and egress of traffic. The City’s development 
process requires specific engineering criteria (TEDS) be met based upon the traffic 
being generated by the development as well as existing conditions. In this case, the 
developer also had to meet Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) 
requirements for access. The improvements constructed were necessary if this 
development was to occur at this location.  
 
It appears that AIG Baker’s main point is that by making the frontage road public, it 
limits them in access options for the out parcels and perhaps more importantly, allows 
adjacent parcels to utilize the improvements they constructed without any 
compensation. From staff’s perspective the frontage road must be public for several 
reasons. Over the course of time many of the existing frontage road access points must 



 

 

be redirected to eliminate the safety hazards. The existing condition does not meet any 
current City or CDOT engineering design standard and is simply dangerous. 
 
The elimination of access points focuses traffic to predetermined locations where traffic 
movements can be controlled in a safe and efficient manner. The location of the signal 
in front of the Grand Mesa Center is just such an example. These locations must be 
public (i.e. controlled by the City) and not left to individual property owners.  
 
The last numbered point (#9) suggests that the City required right-of-way dedication 
without just compensation or a clear nexus to their project. City staff would strongly 
disagree. There was an existing frontage road in public right-of-way and in order to 
meet TEDS and CDOT requirements, the frontage road had to be relocated.  While the 
extent of the improvements may benefit others, the scope of the improvements was the 
minimum required to meet the impacts of their development.  



 

 

 

Exhibit A 



 

 

 

Exhibit B 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT 2 
AIG BAKER 

SUBMITTAL TO CITY COUNCIL 
RECEIVED JULY 9, 2003 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

Attach W-4 

Westside Downtown Plan 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Presentation of the Westside Downtown Plan 

Meeting Date July 14, 2003 

Date Prepared July 7, 2003 File # 

Author Kathy Portner Planning Manager 

Presenter Name Kathy Portner Planning Manager 

Report results back 

to Council 
 No x Yes When October, 2003 

Citizen Presentation   Yes x  No Name  

X Workshop  Formal Agenda  Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: The Westside Downtown Study had its origins in a grant received by the 
Regional Transportation Planning Office from the Great American Station Foundation to 
study the feasibility and design of the Grand Junction Historic Depot site as an Inter-
modal Transportation Plaza…a hub for Amtrak, Greyhound, and Grand Valley Transit.  
Both the City of Grand Junction and Mesa County wanted to explore the traffic issues 
associated with such a facility, and the City also saw an opportunity to encourage and 
enhance the redevelopment of the lower downtown area.  Subsequently, the scope of 
the project expanded to become the Westside Downtown Redevelopment Study. 
 

Budget:   The total cost of the contract with Ciavonne and Associates, Centre Sky 
Architecture and Fehr and Peers is $76,655, with the City paying $44,645 and the 
County paying $32,010.  The contract and expenditures have already been approved.   
 
There will obviously be costs to implement the plan.  Those costs are not being 
considered at this time, but will be addressed in the final plan that will be proposed for 
adoption. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Council feedback on the proposed plan. 

 

Attachments:   
Excerpts from the draft plan 

 
 

Background Information:  
 



 

 

The Westside Downtown Redevelopment Study Area is bounded on the north by Main 
Street, on the east by 5

th
 Street, on the south by South Avenue, and on the west by the 

Railroad.  The area is anchored by the Historic Depot, the Mesa County Justice Center, 
the Two Rivers Convention Center, and the Museum of Western Colorado.  Vacant 
land, zoning, existing uses, potential uses, transportation issues, roads, automobiles, 
parking, pedestrians, historic structures, existing buildings, structures in disrepair, 
existing utilities…these are many of the elements that have been examined while 
identifying the highest and best uses for this area.   
 
Project Vision and Goals 
 
In order to develop a strongly supported plan for the area as a proactive approach to 
redevelopment, the following goals were identified through public input and charettes 
with the team: 

 to answer questions as to the feasibility and practicality of this site as an 
appropriate location for an Inter-modal Facility; 

 to provide a “map” for landowners, developers, and entrepreneurs wanting to 
proceed with development.  

 to provide a guide for potential future public investment in infrastructure and/or 
land; 

 to identify and support the highest and best use for the area; 

 to increase the value of the area and invigorate “life” through mixed use 
neighborhoods, linking commerce, residential, and cultural uses; 

 to reinforce an architectural and landscape theme throughout the area; 

 to support Grand Junction as the Urban and Cultural Center for Western 
Colorado. 

 
Land Use 
 
The team originally identified ten “concentrations” of land uses, ultimately combining 
them into the following six categories.  Although the majority of these uses fall under 
the broad spectrum of “Commercial”, the plan promotes the noted Land Use Centers or 
Districts, with the understanding that their borders may expand or contract as per 
market demand.   

 Cultural/Entertainment/Public Uses:  Museum, Art Center, Performing Arts, 
Botanic/Sculpture Gardens, Movie Theaters, Plays, Bandstands, Restaurants, 
DooZoo, Town Square, Two Rivers Convention Center, Mesa County Justice 
Center, Parking 

 Retail/Office/Mixed Use:  Typical Office, Retail, and Commercial uses, Housing 
(as a component of any) 

 Hotels:  Retail, Commercial, Hotels 

 Service Uses:  Carlson Memorial, Central Distributing, Scotty’s Automotive 
Services 

 Transportation Center:  Amtrak, Grand Valley Transit, I-70 B/HYW 50, 
Pedestrian/Bicycle 

 Parks, Open Space, and Identity Nodes:  Whitman Park, Entry 
Areas/Intersections, Urban Boulevards 



 

 

 
In the evolution of the above “Centers” it was realized that Historic Structures and 
Districts are independent of Land Use, and can occur anywhere.  The Study Area 
contains a number of excellent Historic Structures which are scattered through every 
proposed Land Use area. 
 
Conceptual Alternatives 
 
Three initial Transportation Plaza concepts focused on the facility needs that 
Greyhound bus would have on the Depot area, as well as additional circulation 
opportunities and constraints throughout the entire Study Area.  It was apparent from 
the onset of the study that the Historic Depot area was “isolated” by the Pitkin/Ute 
transportation corridor and that there was a shortage of vacant real estate around the 
Depot to expand transportation facilities.  This combined with public feedback and a 
reduced interest by Greyhound, resulted in the removal of Greyhound from the inter-
modal plaza program.  Although the “transportation plaza” aspects of the study were 
impacted, this was offset by a greater understanding of the importance of a 
redevelopment study addressing multi-modal facilities and roadways, land use, and 
aesthetics. 
 
Absent a true “transportation plaza” program element, three new concept plans were 
developed and presented to the public.  Public feedback and Team input resulted in two 
recommended plans.  One recommendation, labeled “Concept A—Improve Existing”, is 
generally a “do little” alternative, but is recommended as a minimal improvement plan or 
an interim plan.    This plan addresses the proposed zoning of the Study Area, leaving 
the current circulation system as is.  Entry, streetscape, and architectural improvements 
could still be implemented.   
 
The second recommendation, labeled “Preferred Plan with Pedestrian Circulation”, 
became the preferred plan of the public and the Team.  However, this plan creates 
ripples that expand beyond the Study Area boundaries into adjacent downtown areas. 
This concept includes the following: 

 it consolidates Ute and Pitkin (“Utekin Boulevard”) into a single Urban Boulevard, 
while improving traffic and pedestrian circulation; 

 it maximizes the potential area of Mixed Use, Cultural, and Retail real estate on 
the north side of “Utekin Boulevard”; 

 it eliminates the risk of establishing an “Anchor” use at the Depot area; 

 it allows and promotes significant streetscape improvements; 

 it strengthens the ability to create Architectural Design Guidelines and themes for 
“centers” within the plan (Loft District, Depot District, Cultural District). 

 
Roadway Improvements 
 
The single most significant roadway improvement assumed within the study area is the 
reconfiguration of the existing Ute Avenue/Pitkin Avenue one-way couplet (“Utekin”).  
There are significant circulation and other benefits related to the reconfigured “Utekin”, 
including the following: 



 

 

 Traffic circulation is focused on fewer roadway facilities, freeing up land for 
contiguous development opportunities; 

 Pedestrian crossings are simplified by consolidating high-volume, high-speed 
roadways within the study area; and 

 The combined Ute Avenue/Pitkin Avenue facility is expected to function 
acceptably with four travel lanes, primarily due to construction of the proposed 
Riverside Parkway. 

 
Since Ute Avenue and Pitkin Avenue represent a one-way couplet that extends from 
the study area eastward to 15

th
 Street, a transition will be required somewhere between 

6
th

 Street and 15
th

 Street, or the combined street section must continue all the way to 
15

th
 Street.   

 
Other significant roadway modifications include: 

 Removal of Ute Avenue between 3
rd

 Street and 4
th

 Street, allowing the 
assemblage of land for the cultural mega-block; 

 Modification of 2
nd

 Street to swing south and west from the current Ute Avenue 
intersection, resulting in a relocated intersection with the new combined “Utekin”; 
and 

 Connection of South Avenue directly into the multi-modal transportation area.   
 
Summary 
 
The study provides a foundation and consensus towards the future development and 
redevelopment of Downtown Grand Junction.  It will include land use, streetscape, 
transportation, landscaping and architectural components.  Also included will be an 
implementation plan with specific steps for making the plan a reality.   



 

 



 

 

 


