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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2014 

250 NORTH 5TH STREET 

6:30 P.M. – ADMINISTRATION CONFERENCE ROOM 

7:00 P.M. – REGULAR MEETING – CITY HALL AUDITORIUM 
 

To become the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025 
 
 

Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance 
(7:00 P.M.)   Invocation – A Moment of Silence 
 
 

Presentation 

 
Economic Development Report                                              Supplemental Documents 

 

 

Proclamation 

 
Proclaiming December 18, 2014 as “International Day of the Migrant” in the City of Grand 
Junction                                                                                                              Attachment 

 

 

Appointments 

 
To the Historic Preservation Board 

 

***Ratify the Appointment to the Grand Junction Regional Airport Authority Board 

 

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

http://www.gjcity.org/


City Council                December 17, 2014 

 2 

Citizen Comments                                                                Supplemental Documents 

 

 

Council Comments 
 
 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * *® 
 
 

1. Minutes of the Previous Meetings                                                             Attach 1 
 

Action:  Approve the Summary of the December 1, 2014 Workshop and the 
Minutes of the December 3, 2014 Regular Meeting 

 

2. Setting a Hearing on the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone for 

Baker’s Boutique, Located at 726 24 Road [File #CPA-2014-418 and RZN-
2014-419]                                                                                                      Attach 2 

 
Request approval to change the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
designation for property located at 726 24 Road (0.86 +/- acres) from "Park" to 
"Village Center" and to rezone from CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 
to B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district in anticipation of future 
neighborhood business commercial development.  The proposed resolution to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan will be considered with the second reading of 
the rezone ordinance. 
 
Proposed Ordinance Rezoning the Baker’s Boutique Property from CSR 
(Community Services and Recreation) to B-1(Neighborhood Business), Located at 
726 24 Road  
 
Action:  Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for January 7, 
2015    

 
 Staff presentation: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
 

3. Setting a Hearing on Rezoning and Approving an Outline Development Plan 

for the Grand Junction Housing Authority Senior Living Planned 

Development, Located at 805 Bookcliff Avenue [File #PLD-2014-447]  Attach 3 
 

The Grand Junction Housing Authority is requesting approval to rezone 3.763 
acres from R-16 (Residential – 16 units per acre) to PD (Planned Development) 
with a default zone of R-24 (Residential – 24 units per acre) and 
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recommendation to City Council of approval of an Outline Development Plan 
(ODP) for the Grand Junction Housing Authority (GJHA) Senior Living Planned 
Development, Highlands Apartments. 
 
Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Approximately 3.763 Acres from R-16 to PD 
(Planned Development) and Approving the Outline Development Plan (ODP), 
Grand Junction Housing Authority Senior Living Planned Development – 
Highlands Apartments (aka The Epstein Property), Located at 805 Bookcliff 
Avenue 
 
Action:  Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for January 7, 
2015    
 
Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
   Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner 
 

4. Rates and Fees Effective January 1, 2015                                                Attach 4 
 

Proposed rate/fee increases which would be effective January 1, 2015 are for 
Water, Wastewater, Solid Waste, Two Rivers Convention Center, Avalon 
Theatre, and Fire Ambulance Transport. 
 
Resolution No. 46-14—A Resolution Adopting Fees and Charges for Water, 
Wastewater, Solid Waste, Two Rivers Convention Center, Avalon Theatre, and 
Fire Ambulance Transport 
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 46-14 
 
Staff presentation: Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 
 

***5. Design and Implementation of a Firefighter Heart and Circulatory 

Malfunction Benefit Fund Program                                                       Attach 5 
 
Senate Bill 14-172, codified as C.R.S. 29-5-301 et. seq. requires that any 
municipality, special district, fire authority, or county improvement district 
employing one or more firefighters to provide benefits for heart and circulatory 
malfunctions for full time firefighters, as long as the state provides sufficient 
funding to cover the cost. The employer may purchase accident insurance, self-
insure, either separately or as part of a pool, or participate in a multiple employer 
trust in order to provide benefits required by law to firefighters eligible to receive 
the benefit(s).  The law is effective January 1, 2015. 
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Resolution No. 47-14 –A Resolution Authorizing the City Manager to Design and 
Implement a Firefighter Heart and Circulator Malfunction Benefit Fund Program 
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 47-14 
 
Staff presentation: Elizabeth Tice, Management and Legislative Liaison 
   Ken Watkins, Fire Chief 
 

***6. Urban Trails Committee Re-Establishment and Adoption of Bylaws Attach 6 
 

The Urban Trails Committee has served as a sub-committee of the Riverfront 
Commission since 1994.  The proposed Resolution will re-establish the 
committee as an advisory board to the City Council on matters pertaining to the 
safe, convenient, and efficient movement of pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages 
and abilities, as well as other forms of transit.     
 
Resolution No. 48-14 –A Resolution Re-Establishing the Urban Trails Committee 
and Adoption of Bylaws 
 
®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 48-14 
 
Staff presentation: Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager 
 

***7. Construction Management/General Contractor Services Contract for Fire 

Station No. 4                                                                                            Attach 7 
 
This request is for authorization from the City Council to purchase pre-
construction and construction management/general contractor (CM/GC) services 
from FCI Constructors Inc., for a new fire station to be constructed at 2880 B 1/2 
Road. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with FCI 

Constructors, Inc. to Provide Construction Management/General Contractor 
Services for an Estimated Total Price of $2,621,904 

 
 Staff presentation: Ken Watkins, Fire Chief 
    Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 

 

* * * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 
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_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

8. Public Hearing—Patterson Place Rezone, Located at 2562/2566/2570 

Patterson Road [File # RZN-2014-262]                                                       Attach 8 
 

A request to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-8 (Residential 8 
du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone 
districts. 

 
 Ordinance No. 4647—An Ordinance Rezoning Patterson Place from R-8 

(Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use 
Shopfront), Located at 2562/2566/2570 Patterson Road 

 
®Action:  Adopt Ordinance No. 4647 on Final Passage and Order Final 
Publication of the Ordinance in Pamphlet Form 
 
Staff presentation: Senta Costello, Senior Planner 

 

9. Public Hearing—2014 Second Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance and 

the 2015 Budget Appropriation Ordinance                                              Attach 9 
 
                                                                                                  Supplemental Documents 

 
This request is to appropriate certain sums of money to defray the necessary 
expenses and liabilities of the accounting funds of the City of Grand Junction 
based on the 2014 amended and 2015 proposed budgets. 

 
 Ordinance No. 4649—An Ordinance Making Supplemental Appropriations to the 

2014 Budget of the City of Grand Junction 
 
 Ordinance No. 4650—An Ordinance Appropriating Certain Sums of Money to 

Defray the Necessary Expenses and Liabilities of the City of Grand Junction, 
Colorado and the Downtown Development Authority for the Year Beginning 
January 1, 2015 and Ending December 31, 2015  

 
®Action:  Adopt Ordinance Nos. 4649 and 4650 on Final Passage and Order 
Final Publication of the Ordinances in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Staff presentation: Rich Englehart, City Manager 
    Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 
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10. Public Hearing—Extension of the Downtown Grand Junction Business 

Improvement District (DGJBID)                                                               Attach 10 
 

Consideration of the extension of the DGJBID for 20 years effective on the date 
of adoption of an ordinance amending Ordinance No. 3815. 

 
 Ordinance No. 4651—An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 3815 to Extend 

the Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District for 20 years 
 

®Action:  Adopt Ordinance No. 4651 on Final Passage and Order Final 
Publication of the Ordinance in Pamphlet Form 

 
 Staff presentation: Harry Weiss, DDA/DGJBID Executive Director 
    John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

11. Municipal Recreation Agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation – Green 

Mountain Reservoir Water                                                                       Attach 11 
 

A 40 year agreement between the City of Grand Junction, Town of Palisade, City 
of Fruita (municipalities), and the Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of 
surplus water from Green Mountain Reservoir for recreational purposes in the 
Colorado River between Palisade and Loma, Colorado. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the Mayor to Sign a Forty Year Agreement with the Bureau of 

Reclamation for Diversion of Water from Green Mountain Reservoir 
 
 Staff presentation: Greg Lanning, Public Works and Utilities Director 
    John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

12. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

13. Other Business 
 

14. Adjournment 



 

 



 

 

 
Minutes 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL WORKSHOP SUMMARY 
December 1, 2014 – Noticed Agenda Attached 

 

Meeting Convened:  5:10 p.m. in the City Auditorium 
 
Meeting Adjourned:  7:29 p.m. 
 
Council Members present:  All Council except Susuras.  Staff present:  Englehart, Shaver, 
Moore, Tice, Valentine, Lanning, Kovalik, Dackonish, and Tuin. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Agenda Topics 1 and 2.  Meet with State Legislators and Municipal Legislative Issues 
 
In attendance were State Representative Elect for District 54 Yeulin Willett and State 
Representative Elect for District 55 Dan Thurlow.  Council President Phyllis Norris thanked the 
legislators for coming and introduced Management and Legislative Liaison Elizabeth Tice.   
 
Ms. Tice distributed a summary of legislative topics that the City Council watches and a 
legislative policy document from the Colorado Municipal League (CML).  She explained the 
City’s reliance on lobbying efforts of CML as well as the information they provide.  Topics 
included severance tax, local control, and broadband.  Specific issues discussed were the 
Construction Defects bill, unionization of police and fire departments, worker’s compensation 
mandates, regulations on homeowners associations, State grant funding (specifically for parks), 
affordable housing, job creation (and the need for $16+/hour jobs), unfunded mandates, 
biogas/CNG, stormwater management rights, and economic development.  The underlying 
themes for the City Council were local control, differentiating the issues here from those in the 
metro area, the lack of familiarity front range has with the western slope and particularly 
Grand Junction, and the need for assistance in improving the economic picture on the western 
slope as it still has not really come out of the recession yet. 
  
Ms. Tice also distributed a report on the Action Items and Information and Discussion Items 
being taken up by CML.  Some of those were briefly discussed and explained.  
 
Councilmember McArthur asked about the remote testimony option being available this next 
session.  Representative Elect Thurlow said the infrastructure is not complete but they are 
working on it. 



  

Agenda Topic 3.  David Ludlam, Western Colorado Oil and Gas Association 
 
The topic on which Mr. Ludlam was going to report on has been settled (Roan Plateau 
settlement) so this item has been removed from the agenda.  City Manager Englehart advised 
that the Oil and Gas Task Force is meeting in Rifle on December 10th and 11th.  
 
Agenda Topic 4.  2015 Persigo Budget Calendar  
 
Based on a letter received from Mesa County Commission Chair John Justman, a resolution has 
been drafted that outlines the expectations for next year in reviewing policy and budget for the 
Persigo Waste Water System.  It is written as a joint resolution and there are no concerns that 
the County will not accept the resolution as written.  The City Council agreed to place the 
resolution on the December 3rd City Council agenda under the Consent Calendar. 
 
There was a discussion regarding a review of the Persigo Agreement as it has been in place 
since 1998 and many things have changed.   
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein raised concerns about allowing any new individual sewer 
treatment systems noting that all new development should be required to hook onto sewer. 
 
Agenda Topic 5.  Economic Development Marketing Update 
 
Ms. Tice provided an update to the Economic Development Marketing Plan contract work 
laying out the proposed timeline.  The contractor, North Star, will be working with the 
Economic Development (ED) Partners in order to become familiar with current plans and 
information that is available.  The next step is a Vision Survey and the contractor is asking the 
ED Partners to provide names and email addresses for business and community leaders to 
participate in the survey.  They are looking for about 400-plus names total.  Councilmember 
Traylor Smith suggested that some of the names need to be for people that are outside this 
current effort so that fresh ideas and comments can be captured.   
 
The time frame for the plan is no more than 36 weeks.  In the meantime the City and the other 
ED Partners will continue to work on things already in the works like improvements to wireless 
and broadband, the North Avenue Catalyst project, the new website, Grand Junction Economic 
Partnership (GJEP) projects, and Incubator projects. 
 
Councilmember Chazen said that all the Partners should be discussing how to implement the 
Plan so that once the Plan is received they can begin implementation right away.   
 



  

Councilmember Traylor Smith suggested that the Request for Proposals (RFP) for the marketing 
implementation plan should be sent out early so that can also get off the ground as soon as the 
Plan is received. 
 
Agenda Topic 7.  Other Business 
 
City Manager Englehart asked the City Council to review the CML Action Items and to get him 
any comments.  He noted Ms. Tice will be traveling over to Denver to share the City’s 
comments and concerns.  
 
 
Agenda Topic 6.  Board Reports 
 
Councilmember McArthur said the 521 Drainage Authority will not be meeting again this year 
but will be finalizing the end of year business with an electronic meeting and electronic voting. 
 
Councilmember Chazen said the Associated Governments of Northwest Colorado (AGNC) will 
be hiring a new Executive Director now that their current director was elected into office.  The 
Downtown Development Authority Board (DDA) has been discussing the use of a line of credit 
for their TIF funding rather than using bond issues.  A line of credit will provide more flexibility. 
 
Councilmember Traylor Smith attended the National League of Cities (NLC) Conference in 
Austin, Texas and said she thought the Conference provided a wealth of information.  She 
noted that NLC does a lot of legislative work on behalf of municipalities at the national level 
and encouraged Councilmembers to consider attending the legislative visit to Washington D.C. 
in March.   Two items she mentioned she learned about was forming a “Millennial Board” in 
order to get input from that age group on what is needed in this community and the use of a 
service called opengov.com that opens up financials for public viewing. 
 
Councilmember Boeschenstein advised that the Riverfront Commission wrote a letter 
protesting the Yellow Bill Cuckoo habitat designation.  He attended the Horizon Drive 
Association Business Improvement District‘s unveiling of artwork for the new roundabout.  He 
mentioned the Incubator’s upcoming Holiday Open House.  He attended the Museum’s focus 
group which put forth a lot of ideas.  Regarding the Vagrancy and Homeless Committee, they 
haven’t met recently but he attended the gathering at Grand Valley Catholic Outreach. 
 
Councilmember Traylor Smith advised she has been asked and has accepted an appointment to 
the Workforce Center Board. 
 
Councilmember Doody advised that the Parks and Recreation Advisory Board continues to 
brainstorm about Whitman Park. 



  

 
Councilmember McArthur said he went on an assisted housing tour.  
 
Council President Norris said the Grand Valley Regional Transportation Committee (GVRTC) is 
working on the 2040 vision.  There is not a lot of change from the 2035 Vision.  The City’s 
contribution to GVRTC will remain the same for next year. 
 
Councilmember Traylor Smith mentioned that the Golf Division is hosting an open house on 
December 8th at 4:00 p.m. to possibly look at changes to Lincoln Park. 
 
City Manager Englehart said that and other possibilities can be discussed at the next workshop 
under the topic of visioning. 
 
 
Agenda Topic 7.  Other Business continued 
  
There was no other business.  
 
With no other business, the meeting adjourned. 
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GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 

December 3, 2014 

 

The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 3
rd

 

day of December, 2014 at 7:05 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were 

Councilmembers Bennett Boeschenstein, Martin Chazen, Jim Doody, Duncan 

McArthur, Barbara Traylor Smith, and Council President Phyllis Norris.  Absent was 

Councilmember Sam Susuras.  Also present were City Manager Rich Englehart, City 

Attorney John Shaver, and City Clerk Stephanie Tuin. 

Council President Norris called the meeting to order.  The audience stood for the Pledge 

of Allegiance led by Councilmember Traylor Smith followed by an invocation from David 

Eisner, Congregation Ohr Shalom Jewish Community. 

Presentation 

Jacquie Chappell-Reid and Miffie Blozvich, representing the Legends of the Grand 

Valley Committee, and Committee member Sam Baseler were present.  Ms. Chappell-

Reid briefly described the book about the Enstrom Family to be presented.  The book 

titled "Chet” by authors Ann Enstrom Scott and Ken Johnson has been signed by Mr. 

Johnson.  Ms. Blozvich and Mr. Baseler gave two copies of the book to each 

Councilmember.  Ms. Chappell-Reid and Ms. Blozvich thanked Council for their support 

of the Legends of the Grand Valley Sculpture Project. 

Citizens Comments 

Bruce Lohmiller, 445 Chipeta Avenue, #25, and a guest were present.  Mr. Lohmiller 

thanked his church for publishing an article that asked for donations for the night patrol. 

 He listed the following topics:  a discussion about a tape, poisonings at School District 

51, and sex education classes.  Mr. Lohmiller introduced John, no last name given.  

John asked for contributions of blankets, food, etc. for the night patrol; donations are 

accepted at the Collective near the library.  



  

Vara Kusal, 675 34 Road, and Darshann Ruckman, no address provided, members of 

the Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District, thanked City Council for 

placing the “Spare Change Doesn’t Make Change” signs on the I-70/Horizon Drive exit 

ramps.  Ms. Kusal said there had been a regular group of panhandlers at those 

locations with "out of gas" signs; since the signs have been up this organized band of 

panhandlers has not been back.  She then mentioned the desire for a hiking and biking 

trail between Horizon Drive and the golf course.  This idea has been brought up before; 

they would like to pursue it and are willing to work with the City to find the best location. 

 Ms. Ruckman, General Manager of the Clarion, said their customers would stay an 

extra day if they had something to do and some would return for vacations.  A walking 

trail would be a nice addition. 

Council Comments 

Councilmember Traylor Smith went to the National League of Cities (NLC) Conference 

that was held in Austin, TX in November.  The conference offered many workshops and 

a wealth of information.  Topics that stood out were government transparency and 

efficiency, how to best use government funds, economic development, and 

homelessness.  Councilmember Traylor Smith appreciated the opportunity to network 

and find out what solutions other cities have used.  Grand Junction is considered a mid-

size city. 

Councilmember Doody attended the BioCNG (Compressed Natural Gas) Project 

groundbreaking that was held at the Persigo Waste Water Treatment Plant on 

December 2
nd

.  He mentioned he has been on Council since 2005 and recognized 

those who were instrumental in the original CORE (Conserving Our Resources 

Efficiently) group:  Kathy Portner (Community Services Manager), Dan Tonello 

(Wastewater Services Manager), Darren Starr (Street Systems Manager), Terry 

Franklin (former Water Services Manager), and many others.  He congratulated the City 

on this project and for continuing to be a CNG leader; he is looking forward to the 

project completion. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein attended the Mesa County Partners’ (MCP) Annual 

Thanks for Giving Dinner at Colorado Mesa University on November 20
th

.  MCP is a 

wonderful organization; they do a lot of work in the community to maintain and improve 

parks and open spaces.  Also on November 20
th

 he attended the Grand Valley Coalition 

for the Homeless meeting at the newly-remodeled homeless shelter on North Avenue.  

There are a lot of facilities in the Grand Valley for the homeless.  On December 1
st
 



  

Councilmember Boeschenstein met with State Legislators and on December 2
nd

 he 

attended the Grand Junction Incubator meeting; they will be scheduling a Holiday Open 

House soon.  Councilmember Boeschenstein also congratulated Staff on the BioCNG 

Project; this project will put Grand Junction on the map. 

Council President Norris recommended Ms. Kusal and Ms. Ruckman contact the Urban 

Trails Committee regarding the hiking and biking trail they would like built along Horizon 

Drive. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

Councilmember Doody read Consent Calendar items #1 through #7 and then moved to 

adopt the Consent Calendar.  Councilmember Boeschenstein seconded the motion.  

Corrections were put forward by City Attorney John Shaver who also noted the additional 

Item #8.  Councilmember Doody made the amendments in his motion to include Item #8 

and Councilmember Boeschenstein accepted the amendments and seconded the 

amended motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

1. Minutes of the Previous Meeting 

Action:  Approve the Minutes of the November 19, 2014 Regular Meeting 

2. Setting a Hearing on the 2014 Second Supplemental Appropriation 

Ordinance and the 2015 Budget Appropriation Ordinance 

This request is to appropriate certain sums of money to defray the necessary 

expenses and liabilities of the accounting funds of the City of Grand Junction 

based on the 2014 amended and 2015 proposed budgets. 

Proposed Ordinance Making Supplemental Appropriations to the 2014 Budget of 

the City of Grand Junction 

Proposed Ordinance Appropriating Certain Sums of Money to Defray the 

Necessary Expenses and Liabilities of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado and 

the Downtown Development Authority for the Year Beginning January 1, 2015 and 

Ending December 31, 2015 

Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinances and Set a Public Hearing for 

December 17, 2014 



  

3. Property Tax Resolutions for Levy Year 2014 

The resolutions set the mill levies of the City of Grand Junction (City) and the 

Downtown Development Authority (DDA).  The City and DDA mill levies are for 

operations.  

 Resolution No. 42-14 — A Resolution Levying Taxes for the Year 2014 in the City 

of Grand Junction, Colorado 

 Resolution No. 43-14 — A Resolution Levying Taxes for the Year 2014 in the 

Downtown Development Authority 

 Action:  Adopt Resolution Nos. 42-14 and 43-14 

 

4. Setting a Hearing on the Patterson Place Rezone, Located at 2562/2566/2570 

Patterson Road [File #RZN-2014-262] 

A request to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-8 (Residential 8 

du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone 

districts. 

Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Patterson Place from R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to 

MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront), Located at 

2562/2566/2570 Patterson Road 

Action:  Introduction of Proposed Zoning Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for 

December 17, 2014 

5. Setting a Hearing on the Extension of the Downtown Grand Junction 

Business Improvement District (DGJBID) 

Consideration of the extension of the DGJBID for 20 years effective on the date 

of adoption of an ordinance amending Ordinance No. 3815. 

Proposed Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 3815 to Extend the Downtown 

Grand Junction Business Improvement District for 20 years 

Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Public Hearing for 

December 17, 2014 



  

6. Power Transfer Switch for Generator Backup at Persigo Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (WWTP) 

Backup power to the head works and raw sewage pump station is currently 

provided by two generators.  In the event of a power outage the generators are 

manually switched to power these facilities.  This purchase will allow automatic 

switching and transfer of backup power. 

Action:  Authorize the Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract with C.A.M. 

Electric, Inc. to Provide and Install Power Auto Transfer Switches for Backup 

Generators at Persigo WWTP, in the Amount of $69,160 

7. Revocable Permit for RRB Holdings, Inc. to Display Vehicles within the F ½ 

Road Right-of-Way, Adjacent to 651 Market Street [File #RVP-2014-378] 

RRB Holdings, Inc. is requesting a Revocable Permit to display vehicles within a 

portion of the F ½ Road right-of-way, in connection with its proposed use of the 

adjacent property at 651 Market Street as a car dealership. 

Resolution No. 44-14 — A Resolution Concerning the Issuance of a Revocable 

Permit to RRB Holdings, Inc. Adjacent to Property Located at 651 Market Street 

 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 44-14 

  8. 2016 Persigo Sewer System Policy Development and Budget  

In order for the City Council and the Mesa County Board of Commissioners to 

most efficiently and effectively consider and decide policy matters regarding the 

Persigo Waste Water Treatment Facility and adopt a joint annual operating 

budget, the proposed resolution states the expectations for 2015 meetings/2016 

budget development. 

Resolution No. 45-14 — A Joint Resolution Concerning 2016 Persigo Sewer 

System Policy Development and Budget 

 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 45-14 

ITEMS FOR INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 

Public Hearing Amending the Zoning and Development Code (Title 21, Grand 

Junction Municipal Code) to add Section 21.04.030 Regarding Short-Term Rentals 



  

The proposed ordinance amends the Zoning and Development Code, Title 21, of the 

Grand Junction Municipal Code (GJMC), to add a section regarding Short-Term 

Rentals, to establish development standards and procedures for Short-Term Rentals, 

and to amend the table in Section 21.04.010 (Use Table) to add a row for the principal 

use of “Short-Term Rentals”. 

The public hearing was opened at 7:27 p.m. 

Senta Costello, Senior Planner, introduced this item and noted that the Visitor and 

Convention Bureau (VCB) Manager Barb Bowman was present to address questions.  

She described the request and the reason behind the request.  Short-term rentals are 

allowed in a number of other communities and Staff researched many of these.  They 

asked what type of issues arose with this type of use.  Some of the concerns were 

parking impacts on a neighborhood, added trash, noise, and the need for a local 

contact person to address issues.  Some similar standards were incorporated into this 

proposed ordinance to address some of these issues.  The proposal calls for an annual 

permit and an administrative review so that any issues can be addressed to maintain 

the quality of the neighborhoods at the time and at the renewal. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein asked how these issues would be enforced and if 

additional enforcement staff will be needed to verify owners are meeting the 

requirements.  Ms. Costello said the administrative review will be complaint driven; the 

City will have the ability to revoke permits if the owners are not in compliance.  

Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if lodging tax would be collected, how often, and 

by whom.  Ms. Costello said the property owner would collect taxes for each rental.  

Councilmember Boeschenstein asked what the penalty will be for not collecting the tax. 

 Ms. Costello said that would be grounds for revoking the permit. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked when the lodging tax would be due.  Ms. Bowman 

said it would follow the same collection schedule as hotels, bed and breakfasts (B & B), 

and recreational vehicle campgrounds.  Councilmember Traylor Smith asked if they had 

considered collecting this less often since this business would not pay as much in taxes.  

City Manager Englehart commented it is a good suggestion and it could be looked at. 

Councilmember Doody asked if this request was proposed because Staff had seen an 

increase in this type of rental.  Ms. Bowman said this is a new trend and Staff 

anticipates it will increase.  The goal is to keep travelers safe and allow them to live like 

a local; this request will put Grand Junction ahead of other communities in terms of 

regulating this type of rental.  Ms. Bowman said this was a huge topic at the annual 



  

conference she attended in July; there is a large number of short-term rentals 

advertised on-line. 

Council President Norris asked what types of inspections are required for hotels and B 

& B’s.  Ms. Costello said they are inspected only if there is a specific complaint. 

Councilmember Chazen asked if anything other than the lodging tax will be collected.  

Ms. Costello said sales, lodging, and possibly state taxes will need to be collected.  

Councilmember Chazen asked if the sales tax is based on the rental price.  Ms. 

Costello answered yes.  Councilmember Chazen then asked if the sales and lodging 

tax could be filed on the same form.  Ms. Costello was not sure, but she thinks they are 

on the same form.  Councilmember Chazen asked if there will be a fee for the permit 

and if so, how much will it be.  Ms. Costello said there will be a fee; the amount has not 

been finalized.  Fee updates will be reviewed in the near future and this permit fee will 

be included in that discussion.  Councilmember Chazen asked what other communities 

charge for permits.  Ms. Costello said fees ranged from zero up to $450.  This request 

proposes a fee only for the initial permit, not the renewal.  Councilmember Chazen 

asked what the penalty would be to operate without a permit.  City Attorney Shaver said 

presently there is none; the purpose of these discussions is to ascertain the Council’s 

expectations in order to establish policy and to determine the appropriate level of 

regulation.  Staff is currently feeling their way through this process.  For example, B & 

B’s are required to adhere to specific regulations based on the business’s activities.  

The difficulty lies in learning the different expectations and activities for this type of 

rental.  Therefore Staff is not proposing anything at this time, but rather looking for 

policy direction from Council.  

Councilmember Chazen asked if people currently operating a short-term rental are 

violating City Code.  City Attorney Shaver said there are no clear answers.  The City 

Code does have a family provision relative to the number of people who can occupy a 

home which makes it difficult to determine the category of a home that someone uses 

for economic benefit.  Short-term rentals do not neatly fit into the category of a lodging 

property because renting is not the sole use of the property.  

Councilmember McArthur asked if the purpose of this request is to collect lodging tax.  

Ms. Costello said there is a dual purpose of tax collection and bringing this type of rental 

up to the same standards as other short-term rentals in the community.  Councilmember 

McArthur noted the definition of “short-term” in this request is less than 30 days.  He 

presented a scenario of an owner avoiding taxes by writing rental contracts for 31 days.  

Ms. Costello said her research did not show that to be an issue. 



  

City Attorney Shaver said the 30 day limit was drawn from the City’s current lodging tax 

ordinance and applies to all lodging properties.  Anything over that limit is considered an 

extended stay and is occupancy, not lodging.  Councilmember McArthur asked if stays 

over 30 days are subject to the lodging tax.  City Attorney Shaver said they are not.  

Councilmember Doody asked if this permit would require additional licensing or 

insurance.  City Attorney Shaver said this is a concern of his; there is no required 

protection for owners against the potential risks.  This is why Staff is asking Council for 

direction on the level of regulation for this type of permit, knowing there will not be a lot of 

enforcement.  The policy direction Staff is recommending is to move slowly, see what 

comes up, and deal with issues as they arise. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked if training sessions would be offered to review all of 

the different aspects involved.  City Attorney Shaver said the VCB has held meetings and 

looked closely at the variety of issues regarding this.  He noted short-term rentals are an 

emerging trend with many variations which makes things more complicated. 

Ms. Bowman said meetings have been held with Vacation Home Rentals; they helped 

draft some of these regulations.  Each time a new property comes through, the VCB 

offers guest relations services:  information on what the VCB offers and how they can 

help the business.  Additionally, contact is made annually with each lodging group.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith said she knows people who have thought about offering 

short-term rentals.  She feels it would be helpful to offer classes that go over the 

operating details of this type of business within the City limits.  She noted this ordinance 

would apply only to those within the City limits; has Staff had any discussion with the 

County? 

Ms. Bowman said the VCB has an “Expand the Tent” program which allows lodging 

properties within Mesa County to participate in the VCB’s marketing programs for a cost 

of 3% of their gross; this will also be available to these rentals.  Ms. Bowman clarified this 

would not extend to Airbnb’s, only full residences. 

Councilmember Chazen asked how many short-term rentals are in the community.  Ms. 

Bowman said at last count there are over 30 full residence rentals.  She has not tracked 

Airbnb’s although they too are a growing trend in the industry. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked for clarification on what an Airbnb is.  Ms. Bowman 

said an Airbnb is a rental of a room within a residence. 



  

Councilmember Chazen asked if people are buying houses specifically for this purpose or 

are they renting their own house.  Ms. Bowman said it is a combination of both.  

Councilmember Chazen then asked if any of these property owners have voluntarily 

contacted the VCB.  Ms. Bowman said they have; they see the advantage of participating 

in the VCB’s strong marketing program.  

City Attorney Shaver mentioned that Staff discussed having an occupancy threshold, but 

decided it would be too cumbersome to have owners report the amount of time they were 

not living at the property.  

Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if Staff had received input from local hotels, 

motels, or B & B's.  Ms. Bowman said they have and they are in favor of the regulations.  

Since this aspect of the industry is in direct competition with their businesses, they feel 

these regulations will help keep them on the same level. 

Council President Norris asked for public comment. 

LeeAnn Unfred, 638 Horizon Drive, Owner of Castle Creek B & B and member of the 

Colorado West B & B Association, reiterated what Ms. Bowman stated, the B & B’s would 

like industry parity.  Ms. Unfred said it took three years to acquire the needed permit for 

her B & B and she feels the short-term rental properties should be held to the same 

requirements and standards for property occupation and guest safety, and be assessed 

the same taxes.  Ms. Unfred asked how the County will be informed these businesses are 

present in order to adjust their property tax rate. 

City Attorney Shaver said this information will be made available to the County Assessor’s 

Office and the Assessor will make those determinations. 

Ms. Unfred said some requirements with which she had to comply were paving her 

parking lot, having a Fire Department inspection, and obtaining feedback from the 

neighborhood; will these properties have the same requirements?  She feels they should. 

Julie Commons, 3694 F Road, Owner of Dreamcatcher B & B and treasurer for the 

Colorado West B & B Association, said other concerns are guest safety, the high cost of 

required insurance, and the condition to have an owner on site.  She added Airbnb’s do 

not pay any local lodging taxes and therefore do not contribute to the local infrastructure. 

John, no last name given, no address provided, said anybody not paying their fair share 

of taxes is not doing enough for the cause.  He then stated the previous comment simply 

reeks of white privilege. 



  

Scott Miller, no address provided, said his son bought a couple of units in the St. Regis 

Hotel; one for himself and the other to rent out on a short-term basis.  Mr. Miller said the 

discussion did not make it clear whether a small unit in a developed building would qualify 

as a short-term rental property.  Any requirements put in place should be for all properties 

so people aren’t confused. 

Amy Lentz, no address provided, said she and her husband own and operate two 

vacation rentals in town and charge $16 more per room for their Airbnb rentals in order to 

pay the taxes. 

There were no other public comments. 

The public hearing was closed at 8:02 p.m. 

Councilmember Chazen asked if there are Internal Revenue Service (IRS) regulations on 

residences becoming businesses.  City Attorney Shaver said he did not look at IRS 

regulations; the problem is how short-term rentals will interface with the Zoning Code.  

Most of these properties are presumed residential and are in residential zones, so the 

question is what to do when the activities do not match the zoning.  Staff has been 

looking at this from a land use perspective, not a tax perspective.  Councilmember 

Chazen then asked if there are any timeshare properties in the City and how are those 

treated.  Ms. Bowman said the City does not have any; Powderhorn has some through 

RCI. 

Councilmember Chazen asked if there is an occupancy limit for short-term rentals.  City 

Attorney Shaver said there are occupancy limits; two persons per bedroom plus an 

additional two persons.  Councilmember Chazen asked if City Attorney Shaver knew the 

County Assessor’s threshold for determining whether a property is residential or 

commercial.  City Attorney Shaver believes it is based on the period of owner occupancy. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein noted the City has a provision for rooming and boarding 

houses in the Zoning Code and asked if this request falls under this provision.  Ms. 

Costello said there are similarities, but the primary difference is rooming and boarding 

houses allow occupancy longer than 30 days.  City Attorney Shaver stated rooming and 

boarding houses do not have self-contained facilities such as a kitchen and/or bathroom 

in the area rented to the occupant. 

Council President Norris mentioned if the amount of taxes are not known, there is no way 

to know if this ordinance will create parity with the other lodging properties.  City Attorney 

Shaver said it will not establish the same standards, but in terms of the lodging and other 



  

taxes within the City’s control, it is a step in the right direction.  In response to a previous 

question, he said there would not be a neighborhood notice process because it would be 

a residential occupancy in a developed residential neighborhood.  There are still gray 

areas to be addressed. 

Councilmember Doody asked where they are looking to get more guidance.  City 

Attorney Shaver answered that from Staff’s perspective this is the first step and it won’t be 

perfect because things are still evolving.  This proposal is to see if Council would like to 

take this step, see how it goes, and then refine it through time.  

Councilmember Chazen said he is wrestling with this; he doesn’t disagree with the 

concept, but feels it is not fleshed out enough.  He would like to see some of the issues 

being discussed now resolved, for example will the properties be zoned residential or 

commercial, and what will the consequences be for noncompliance.  At this time, he will 

not support this.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith referenced her trip to the NLC Conference and regretted 

not being able to attend the workshop, “The Sharing Economy (Airbnb, Uber, Lyft, etc.): 

Challenges and Opportunities in the Regulatory Environment”.  The workshop focused 

on economic benefits, current approaches cities are taking, and regulatory challenges 

these industries may introduce.  Councilmember Traylor Smith agreed with 

Councilmember Chazen; she would like to see the details of this request flushed out more 

before a decision is made.  She suggested getting information from the NLC regarding 

the different ways communities have addressed this issue.  She feels more information 

and definitions are needed before moving an ordinance forward. 

Council President Norris also agreed more information is needed before moving forward. 

 She believes in free enterprise and good competition, but a level playing field is needed.  

She feels this may be more of a real estate issue and the City should get more 

information on how other communities around the world are handling this.  She will not 

support this ordinance at this time. 

Councilmember Doody is concerned about the lack of liability and safety.  A lot of things 

can happen and it is bothersome there are no answers to these questions.  

Councilmember Chazen suggested more work be done and bring it back in a work 

session for discussion.  He would also like information regarding the IRS regulations on 

residences becoming businesses. 



  

Councilmember Boeschenstein said he stayed in a vacation rental in Washington state; 

they are wonderful when inspected and adequate protection exists.  Since there are a lot 

of unanswered questions, he is not ready to approve.  He would like to see inspection 

procedures and tighter regulations included. 

Councilmember McArthur understood the opinions of the other Councilmembers.  He also 

understood what City Attorney Shaver said, but he believes the City won’t know if the 

ordinance will work if it is not tried and there would be an option to amend it.  If this is too 

much of a burden, people will find a way not to do it, so caution needs to be exercised.  

There are some benefits like marketing and he would like to see this process move more 

in the direction of education.  He feels until the ordinance is tried, the City will not know 

how the market will respond.   

Councilmember Chazen agreed and said he did not want to snuff out a market 

opportunity, but still felt more research is needed.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith commented since this is a new and developing industry the 

City does need to be mindful of putting regulations in place.  There have been enough 

questions expressed to show the need to consider more information.  She will try to get a 

transcript from the NLC workshop to find out what information was offered and how other 

communities have dealt with this.  Perhaps questions were raised that City Council has 

not thought of yet.  

Councilmember McArthur said he will contact some people in the property management 

business, but the City should be sensitive to existing businesses since there is no parity.  

Right now, there is no way of knowing if existing businesses are losing customers.  

Councilmember Chazen asked how to proceed and if there was a motion on the table. 

Council President Norris asked if the Councilmembers are not in agreement, can the 

ordinance be sent back. 

City Attorney Shaver said the City is in the position of having a public hearing at this time. 

 If Council would like to significantly change this ordinance, it should be voted down; if 

only slight amendments are being requested, the hearing can be extended and Staff can 

amend the language, but the Planning Commission would not be able to review the 

changes.  The cleanest option is to have a motion and vote on it.  City Attorney Shaver 

asked Council to identify which constituency (those occupying, the neighbors, or those in 

related industries) they would like Staff to research more. 



  

Ordinance No. 4647 — An Ordinance Amending the Zoning and Development Code, 

Grand Junction Municipal Code adding Section 21.04.030, Short-Term Rentals 

Councilmember Doody moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4647 on final passage and 

ordered it published in pamphlet form.  Councilmember McArthur seconded the motion. 

 Motion failed with Councilmembers Chazen, Doody, Traylor Smith, Boeschenstein, and 

Council President Norris voting NO.  Each provided the following direction to Staff:  

Councilmember Chazen said all areas need to be researched as it is a balance of the 

three constituencies.  Councilmember Doody agreed and added public safety and liability 

as areas of concern.  Councilmember McArthur would like to implement this and flesh 

out issues as they arise as well as get input from those in the real estate industry.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith agreed with Councilmembers Chazen and Doody but 

also wanted to clarify with the County Assessor on what ways there can be parity.  

Councilmember Boeschenstein said he is in favor of this with the right conditions in 

place like protecting the public by having safety standards in place, regulatory parity 

with related industries, and liability issues addressed.  Council President Norris agreed 

with the other Councilmembers but again questioned if this is an issue to be regulated 

or if it is a real estate rental issue. 

Public Hearing- Amending the Zoning and Development Code (Title 21, Grand 

Junction Municipal Code), Section 21.06.080 Regarding Outdoor Lighting 

Request to amend the Zoning and Development Code regarding outdoor lighting, 

specifically lighting under fueling station canopies, Section 21.06.080(c)(7). 

The public hearing was opened at 8:27 p.m. 

Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner, presented this item.  She described the request.  She 

reviewed the history of bringing this request forward.  It started with a request from City 

Market for a variance for lighting that was denied.  She has reviewed lighting 

ordinances in over 23 communities.  She described the maximum foot-candles 

recommended by the Illuminating Engineering Society (IES).  She detailed some of the 

other research she did with the Dark Sky Society and with a lighting engineer.  By 

increasing the City's Code to a 30 foot-candle maximum it will bring all existing stations 

into conformance.  Adding a light loss of one foot-candle will account for the difference 

between lab results and real life illumination.  The Planning Commission recommends 

approval; the important things are downcasting and reducing glare. 



  

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked how much it will cost for existing businesses to 

come into conformance.  Ms. Bowers said most are already in that range.  City Attorney 

Shaver said some businesses have less illumination; there is no requirement for those 

businesses to increase illuminiation. 

Councilmember McArthur asked for clarification on what the recommended 1.0 foot-

candle loss factor is.  Ms. Bowers said it is a dimming factor that comes with the aging 

of a bulb. 

Councilmember McArthur then asked if the local astronomy club is for or against this 

amendment.  Ms. Bowers said they are in favor of it; they are just concerned about 

glare and want the lights downcast to protect the night sky. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein asked if the City has a requirement for downcasting.  

Ms. Bowers answered that is in the Code already. 

Councilmember Chazen asked for the definition of a foot-candle.  Ms. Bowers said a 

foot-candle equals 10.76 lumens and is the brightness of a candle from the distance of 

one foot.  Councilmember Chazen asked if the astronomy club addressed specific wave 

lengths of light that would be disruptive to night viewing.  Ms. Bowers said they did not.  

Councilmember Chazen noted the current requirement is half of this recommendation 

and encouraged Staff to review other codes to see if more updates should be made.  

City Attorney Shaver clarified a foot-candle is based on a one foot radius and a lumen s 

based on one foot square and although there is variation, it is the amount of light it 

takes to cover these dimensions.  Light intensity is the casting of the light. 

Councilmember McArthur read these definitions from the internet. 

Council President Norris wanted clarification that this has nothing to do with City 

Market; this is a Zoning Code change.  Ms. Bowers said this Zoning Code change 

resulted from a request by the Planning Commission to review the City’s lighting 

standards.  She added some communities have extensive lighting ordinances and 

some have none; the City’s are simple with an emphasis on downcasting.  

There were no public comments. 

The public hearing was closed at 8:40 p.m. 

Ordinance No. 4648 — An Ordinance Amending the Grand Junction Municipal Code, 

Section 21.06.080 (c)(7) Concerning Outdoor Lighting 



  

Councilmember Chazen moved to adopt Ordinance No. 4648 on final passage and 

ordered it published in pamphlet form.  Councilmember Traylor Smith seconded the 

motion.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

Professional Architect and Landscape Architect Services for Las Colonias 

Amphitheater Area 

Parks and Recreation is seeking approval to complete final design and construction 

documents for the Las Colonias Park Amphitheater.  The services will include 

architectural and landscape architectural services to prepare schematic design services 

for the complete amphitheater project in addition to construction documents for the first 

phase of construction that would include the stage, lawn seating, essential support 

services, utilities, and parking. 

Rob Schoeber, Parks and Recreation Director, introduced this item and explained the 

request.  Two significant parts of this project design are the amphitheater and the 

landscaping; each has its own dimension and importance, so two different requests for 

proposal (RFP) were sent out.  There were six respondents for the amphitheater and 

three for the landscaping.  Staff recommends Method Studios for the amphitheater 

design in the amount of $102,503, and Design Workshop for the landscaping design in 

the amount of $81,955.  Some of the funding will be from a Department of Local Affairs 

(DOLA) grant that was secured earlier this year in the amount of $180,000, plus a 

donation of $10,000 from the local Lions Club and $15,000 from the Parks Open Space 

account. 

Councilmember McArthur said Council recently learned of a critical habitat designation 

along the Colorado River for the Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo; he asked whether this 

facility will be in or outside of this designated area.  Mr. Schoeber said the facility will be 

within the area being considered for the habitat.  Nationally, half a million acres across 

ten western states have been identified as potential critical habitat.  The U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife (F&W) Service comment period has been extended until January 15
th

; it is 

hoped a decision will be rendered in 2015.  Staff feels the best approach is to request 

sections, to include Las Colonias Park, be excluded from this designation.  

Councilmember McArthur asked, since the designation is still up in the air, isn’t this a 

risky investment.  Mr. Schoeber said it could be, but this request is only for the design.  

Before funds are made available for construction, Staff should have a better idea of the 

direction this designation may take.  Also, it is important to have plans in place and be 



  

shovel ready because it is unknown when funding may become available.  

Councilmember McArthur asked if Staff has had any discussions with F&W.  Mr. 

Schoeber said they have talked to the local office, but have not spoken to anyone at the 

Federal level.  The local F&W office will continue to be involved with the planning for 

Las Colonias Park along with those at the Federal level when possible.  Councilmember 

McArthur said he would like a better feel for being able to build the amphitheater before 

funds are allocated for the design. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein said he understood Councilmember McArthur 's 

concerns.  He congratulated Mr. Schoeber and Staff for bringing this forward and 

obtaining all of the grants.  He mentioned the Colorado Division of Natural Resources 

does not think it is justifiable to create a huge critical range for this bird; only one 

Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo has been found in the Grand Valley within the last twenty 

years.  This property was a uranium mill tailings pile for many years, not a wildlife 

habitat.  In the Las Colonias Master Plan there is a large area that will be created for 

natural habitat; the City should move ahead with this project as it will be great for the 

City as a whole and the south downtown area in particular.   

Councilmember Chazen noted the bulk of funding is from DOLA.  He then asked if the 

Western Yellow Billed Cuckoo concern had been raised at the time this request was 

submitted to DOLA.  If not, has the City contacted DOLA to see if they have any 

concerns or new information that would impact the grant? 

Mr. Schoeber does not believe this concern was known at the time the application was 

submitted.  However, it would be worth a call to DOLA; Ms. Portner may have a better 

feel for this since she applied for the grant. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked what will become of the project if the area is 

designated as a critical habitat after the project has been started, and does DOLA have 

any provisions in the terms of the grant if the project cannot be completed.  

Council President Norris asked if the DOLA grant can be used for anything other than 

the amphitheater.  Mr. Schoeber said the grant is specifically for the amphitheater.   

City Manager Englehart clarified the grant was awarded before the concern of the 

Cuckoo bird habitat was raised.  Staff feels the best approach is to move forward with 

the project for a couple of reasons.  Since Staff and Council don’t feel the designation 

should take place and if the City has plans in place, it should help the City’s cause to 

proceed.  Also, once the design has been approved the City is able to start seeking 

future grant dollars for the building phase.  Therefore the City would not gain much by 



  

putting this project on hold and DOLA may allow an extension until this issue is 

resolved. 

Councilmember McArthur asked how long the design period will take.  Mr. Schoeber 

estimated it will take about three to four months.  Councilmember McArthur noted the 

F&W comment period ends on January 15
th

.  He suggested consulting with F&W 

biologists regarding the possible designation and find out what the impact to Las 

Colonias will be and what the City will need to do to get the amphitheater approved.  

Councilmember McArthur previously asked F&W Biologist John Toolen what the benefit 

would be of establishing this habitat.  He noted the current habitat was created by the 

community through the Riverfront Commission and this legislation may actually de-

incentivize the process; the habitat will be better off if the legislation does not move 

forward.  Mr. Toolen answered because it is the law.  The City needs to ask how to 

operate within the guidelines that will probably be imposed and bring it back to the next 

meeting. 

Councilmember Chazen said he likes the project and would like to proceed, but Council 

has a fiduciary responsibility to the taxpayers, the Lions Club, and DOLA.  A few 

answers are needed before this can proceed.  He asked about the $27,332 from the 

expenditure side; he asked if this is for work done internally or for outside contracts.  

Mr. Schoeber said this remaining balance has been set aside for smaller projects that 

may need to be done, within the larger contract, like soil testing.   

Councilmember Doody said he feels it is safe to move forward with the design; 

everything is in place and this is for the City’s park.  In spring/summer of 2015 the 

design will be ready.  Councilmember Doody feels if this does not move forward, it 

could be a local campaign issue. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith expressed concern about using the current funding, but 

then not being able to build the park.  City Attorney Shaver said the grant is not 

conditioned on the build; the grant is for the planning stage.  He also mentioned there 

are opportunities for habitat banking which are habitat conservation plans that move the 

habitat to another area.  The likelihood of completely stopping this designation is 

remote.  

Councilmember Chazen asked if the City already has the grant and donation funds.  

Mr. Schoeber said the City will be reimbursed upon submission of invoices.  

Councilmember Chazen then asked when the project contracts were to be let.  Mr. 

Schoeber said as soon as possible.  Councilmember Chazen asked if there is any 



  

wording in the contract that would allow the City to stop the project midstream and not 

pay the full amount. 

City Attorney Shaver said that language is not in the current contract, but it could be 

added to the terms.  Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager, said the RFP language 

does include those terms but it also states the price is only good for 30 days and if 

there is a delay the contractor has the option to withdraw completely or change the 

price.  If this case is the case, the City could renegotiate with the architect or send out 

another RFP. 

Council President Norris asked when the 30 day timeline would begin.  Mr. Valentine 

said the 30 day timeline begins when the RFP’s are opened.   

Councilmember Boeschenstein said some Councilmembers met with Biologist John 

Toolen and the Mesa County Commissioners to discuss Las Colonias.  He remembers 

Mr. Toolen saying this designation would not impede Las Colonias Park, but the City 

may need to apply for a Section 7 waiver; he never said this will scuttle Las Colonias.  

He feels the City should move ahead.  

Councilmember McArthur stated he doesn't understand the reluctance to ask Mr. Toolen 

directly how this may impact the project.  He doesn’t feel it is responsible to commit 

money without knowing the answer. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein said the question was asked and Mr. Toolen said it 

would not harm the Park. 

Councilmember Chazen asked if Staff contacted Mr. Toolen for a definitive answer.  Mr. 

Schoeber said Staff has been working with the local F&W office all along; they have 

been guiding Staff on water quality issues and are on board. 

Councilmember McArthur asked if the F&W office is addressing issues in reference to 

fish or the Cuckoo, because the impact on a bird is different than a fish.  Mr. Schoeber 

said he can't answer that specific question. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein said he distinctly remembers Mr. Toolen saying this 

would not upset Las Colonias.  This area is not the natural habitat for the Cuckoo and 

one of the great things about the Riverfront Project is that is has brought back habitat 

for species like the Bald Eagle which was endangered and is now nesting there.   

Councilmember McArthur agreed with Councilmember Boeschenstein, but commented 

the area is under Federal jurisdiction and they can establish a critical habitat there. 



  

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked if this could be passed with a request for contact to 

be made with Mr. Toolen regarding the specifics of the project. 

City Manager Englehart said he understands Council’s concerns, but explained that 

there can't be any specifics until the City has design plans.  He is not sure how Mr. 

Toolen will react regarding the overall designs since they have not been made yet.  

Also, he doesn’t believe the criteria for the habitat has been established. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith stated the local F&W office is not in charge of this; they 

will provide information to the federal level and that is from where the designation and 

guidelines will come.  She then asked if the Federal government had worked with the 

City on habitat banking in the past.   

City Attorney Shaver said they have worked with the City on habitat banking for the 

endangered fish.  

Councilmember Chazen said before spending the money it would be wise to talk to Mr. 

Toolen.  

Council President Norris mentioned Councilmember Traylor Smith’s point that it’s not 

the local office that decides these policies; it is Washington.  She agreed with 

Councilmember McArthur to give it a couple of weeks to get more information. 

Councilmember Traylor Smith asked what the 30 day window is.  Mr. Valentine said he 

wasn’t sure and would contact the architect; they are usually amenable to holding the 

price. 

Councilmember Boeschenstein mentioned there is an advantage to moving forward 

with this contract because the work will be done under today’s dollars.   

Councilmember Doody moved to authorize the Purchasing Division to enter into a 

contract with Method Studios for Architect Services in the amount of $102,503; and 

Design Workshop for Landscape Architect Services in the amount of $81,955 for the 

Proposed Amphitheater Project at Las Colonias Park.  Councilmember Boeschenstein 

seconded the motion.  Councilmember Traylor Smith offered an amendment to the 

motion for Mr. Schoeber to contact Mr. Toolen but the motion maker declined.  Motion 

failed with Councilmembers McArthur, Chazen and Council President Norris voting NO. 

CouncilmemberTraylor Smith moved to authorize the Purchasing Division to enter into a 

contract with Method Studios for Architect Services in the amount of $102,503; and 

Design Workshop for Landscape Architect Services in the amount of $81,955 for the 



  

Proposed Amphitheater Project at Las Colonias Park with the condition that Parks and 

Recreation Director Schoeber visit with the local Fish and Wildlife Staff to determine if 

there are significant impediments to this project.  Councilmember Doody seconded the 

motion.  Councilmember Chazen inquired who will make the determination as to 

whether the impediments rose to the level of having to return to City Council.  

Councilmember Traylor Smith indicated Mr. Schoeber and Mr. Valentine would make 

that determination.  Motion carried by roll call vote. 

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 

John, no last name given, no address provided, said he was amazed Council spent 15 

minutes to decide if an item should be postponed.  He noted the Federal government 

makes decisions that “rip in your face” yet Council still holds its hand out for dollars.  He 

thanked Council and quoted Thomas Jefferson who said, “I prefer dangerous freedom 

over peaceful slavery” and said he was probably an idiot.  He looks forward to seeing 

Council in two weeks. 

Other Business 

Councilmember McArthur said he attended a F&W presentation that morning on the 

Cuckoo and Sage Grouse.  He will request the F&W representative who made the 

presentations to the Associated Members for Growth and Development to save the two 

presentations and send them to Council. 

Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:19 p.m. 

 

Stephanie Tuin, MMC 
City Clerk 
 
 



 

 

 
Attach 2 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

Subject:  Baker’s Boutique - Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Rezone, Located 
at 726 24 Road 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Public Hearing for January 7, 2015    

Presenters Name & Title:  Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 

 

Executive Summary: 
 
Request approval to change the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
designation for property located at 726 24 Road (0.86 +/- acres) from "Park" to "Village 
Center" and to rezone from CSR (Community Services and Recreation) to B-1 
(Neighborhood Business) zone district in anticipation of future neighborhood business 
commercial development.  The proposed resolution to amend the Comprehensive Plan 
will be considered with the second reading of the rezone ordinance. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options: 
 
The existing property located at 726 24 Road is located adjacent to Canyon View Park 
and contains a single-family detached home and an accessory building.  The applicant, 
Baker’s Boutique, desires to operate a retail business on the property, and therefore 
requests a change in the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation from 
"Park" to "Village Center" and a rezone from CSR (Community Services and 
Recreation) to B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district.  The applicant currently 
operates a bakery and retail store at 2478 Patterson Road, Suite 19, and desires to re-
locate the business to the subject property.  The applicant anticipates to remodel the 
interior of the home to make it a commercial retail business. The application for a 
Change of Use/Site Plan Review from residential to commercial is being 
administratively reviewed separately (City file number COU-2014-420) by City staff and 
will be required to meet all applicable Code requirements for building, fire, access, 
signage and site plan. 
 
The subject property is surrounded on three sides by the City owned Canyon View Park 
but has been in private ownership since the Park’s inception.  In 1993, the City Council 
adopted Resolution #67-93 authorizing the purchase of land surrounding the subject 
property for the Park and also a Right of First Refusal agreement between the City and 
the landowner, Leonard Long (recorded at Book 2032, Page 621) giving the City the 
right to purchase the subject property at 726 24 Road.  The City declined to exercise its 
rights under that agreement however, and in 2014 the property was purchased by the 
applicant, Callie Ash.  
 

Date:  December 5, 2014 

Author:  Scott D. Peterson 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior 

Planner/1447 

Proposed Schedule: 1
st
 Reading: 

  December 17, 2014 

2
nd

 Reading:  January 7, 2015 

File #:  CPA-2014-418 & RZN-

2014-419 



  

If the property is to be rezoned for a commercial land use, B-1 (Neighborhood 
Business) would be the preferred option because that zone district limits the hours of 
operation from 5 AM to 11 PM, prohibits outdoor storage and permanent display, 
carries a minimum lot size of 10,000 sq. ft. and allows land use(s) that could be 
considered compatible with and would reasonably protect the adjacent Canyon View 
Park.   
 
Generally speaking, rezones that are consistent with a community’s comprehensive 
plan are not considered “spot zoning” and so do not violate the tenets of zoning law.   
 

Neighborhood Meeting: 
 
The applicant held a Neighborhood Meeting on October 22, 2014, however no one from 
the public attended the meeting nor provided written comments as of this date. 
 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 
 
Granting the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment and Rezone will 
allow the applicant to utilize the property for a neighborhood business operation and 
supports the following goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

Goal 3:  The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and spread 
future growth throughout the community. 
 

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

 

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

Goal 6:  Land Use decisions will encourage preservation of existing buildings and their 
appropriate reuse. 
 

Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy.    
 

Policy B:  The City and County will provide appropriate commercial and industrial 
development opportunities. 
 

Economic Development Plan: 

 
The purpose of the recently adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to 
present a clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and 
retaining employees.  The proposed Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment and Rezone meets with the goal and intent of the Economic Development 
Plan by supporting and assisting an existing business within the community as its 
expands their business offerings at a new larger location to serve area residents.          



  

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 
 
The Planning Commission recommended approval of the applications at their 
December 9, 2014 meeting. 
 

Financial Impact/Budget: 
 
No financial impact for these items. 
 

Legal issues: 
 
City Legal Staff has reviewed the requested Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map 
Amendment and Rezone application. 
 

Other issues: 
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed: 
 
These items have not been presented or discussed at a previous City Council meeting 
or workshop. 
 

Attachments: 
 

1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
3. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map / Existing Zoning Map 
4. Ordinance 



  

 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 726 24 Road 

Applicant: 
Baker’s Boutique 
Callie Ash, Owner 

Existing Land Use: Single-family detached home 

Proposed Land Use: Retail business 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

North Canyon View Park 

South Canyon View Park 

East Canyon View Park 

West Vacant land – zoned Mixed Use 

Existing Zoning: CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

Proposed Zoning: B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

North CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

South CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

East CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

West M-U (Mixed Use) 

Future Land Use Designation: Park 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 

Sections 21.02.130 & 140 of the Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code: 
 
The City may rezone and amend the Comprehensive Plan if the proposed changes are 
consistent with the vision (intent), goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan and 
meets one or more of the following criteria: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings;  

 

The current zoning and land use designation anticipated that the property might be 
incorporated into the adjacent Canyon View Park, which surrounds it on three sides.   
The City had retained a right of first refusal to purchase the property when it became 
available; but the City declined the option to purchase and the property remains in 
private ownership. To make optimum use of the property, the owner wishes to up-zone 
and develop the property as a neighborhood retail business. Therefore subsequent 
events have invalidated the original premise for the future land use and zoning 
designations. Changing the property to Village Center and zoning B-1, Neighborhood 
Business will allow the applicant to use the property as a commercial business to serve 
the users of the park and the growing commercial development within the area of 24 
Road and G Road by the construction of Community Hospital and adjacent medical 
clinic, thereby supporting Goals 3, 6 and 12 of the Comprehensive Plan.       



  

Therefore, this criterion has been met.  

 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is 
consistent with the Plan;  

 

The character of the area has changed in that commercial development has extended 
from the Patterson Road area north toward Canyon View Park, and west along G Road 
(Community Hospital and the medical office building).  Since the property will remain in 
private ownership rather than being incorporated into Canyon View Park, the character 
of the property and surrounding areas are more commercial in nature.  It is also likely 
that at some point in the future, the vacant properties across 24 Road will also develop 
into commercial and/or multi-family residential mixed-use development.  Changing the 
subject property to Village Center and zoning the property B-1, Neighborhood Business 
will allow the applicant to use the property as a commercial business to serve the 
adjacent users of the park and the growing commercial development also within the 
area of 24 Road and G Road by the construction of Community Hospital and adjacent 
medical clinic, thereby supporting Goals 3, 6 and 12 of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

 

(3) Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land 
use proposed;  

 
Adequate public and community facilities and services are available to the property and 
are sufficient to serve the proposed land use associated with the B-1 Neighborhood 
Business zone district.  Ute Water is available in both 24 Road and within Canyon View 
Park, City sanitary sewer is available within Canyon View Park.  Property is being 
served by Xcel Energy electric and natural gas.  Obviously, Canyon View Park is 
adjacent and within a short distance is Community Hospital and medical clinic, while a 
little further to the south is Patterson Road for availability of public transit connections, 
Mesa Mall, grocery store, restaurants and additional retail opportunities. 

 
Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

 
(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as 
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use;  

 

While there are other vacant commercially zoned properties within the area of 24 Road, 
most are large acreage and would require additional development and construction 
costs.  There is very little B-1 zoned properties within the City limits (273 parcels total = 
132.6 acres) and no B-1 zoned properties within the 24 Road corridor area, therefore 
there is an inadequate supply within this area of the city.   

Therefore, this criterion has been met. 

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



  

 

The community and area will derive benefits from the proposed amendment and rezone 
by the reuse and utilization of an existing building with existing infrastructure in place as 
encouraged by Goal 6 of the Comprehensive Plan.  The proposed rezone to 
neighborhood business is compatible with and will benefit the users of Canyon View 
Park by providing a business that could potentially serve the public by serving light 
refreshments, coffee and pastry items. 

Therefore, this criterion has been met. 
 

Alternatives: In addition to the zoning that the petitioner has requested, the following 
zone districts would also be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan proposed 
designation of Village Center for the subject property. 
 

a. R-8 (Residential – 8 du/ac) 
b. R-12 (Residential – 12 du/ac) 
c. R-16 (Residential – 16 du/ac) 
d. R-24 (Residential – 24 du/ac) 
e. R-O (Residential – Office) 
f. C-1 (Light Commercial) 
g. Form Based Zone Districts of MXR, MXG & MXS 
h. M-U (Mixed Use) 

 
In reviewing the other zoning district options, the residential zone districts of R-8 and 
the mixed use zone district of R-O do not allow commercial retail land uses.  The C-1 
zone district could be an option but other allowed land uses within this zoning district 
and the possibility of 24 hour operations, might not be compatible with the adjacent 
park.  The Form Based Zone District’s are intended for new development with buildings 
adjacent to the front property line and is more appropriate when a site is being 
redeveloped and the developer wants to use the Form District zone.  The M-U Mixed 
Use zone district would not be applicable as the minimum lot size is one acre.  City 
Project Manager feels that the B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district would be the 
desired option as it limits the hours of operation to be from 5 AM to 11 PM, prohibits 
outdoor storage and permanent display and allows a minimum lot size of 10,000 sq. ft. 
 
If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend one of the alternative zone 
designations, specific alternative findings must be made as to why the Planning 
Commission is recommending an alternative zone designation the City Council. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Baker’s Boutique application, CPA-2014-418 and RZN-2014-419, 
request for a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation from "Park" to 
"Village Center" and Rezone from CSR (Community Services and Recreation) to B-1 
(Neighborhood Business) zone district, the following findings of fact and conclusions 
have been determined: 
 



  

1. The requested Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment and 
Rezone is consistent with the goals and polices of the Comprehensive Plan, 
specifically, Goals 3, 6, and 12.   

 
2. The review criteria, items 1 through 5 in Sections 21.02.130 and 140 of the 

Grand Junction Zoning and Development Code have been met. 
 



 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING THE BAKER’S BOUTIQUE PROPERTY   

FROM CSR (COMMUNITY SERVICES AND RECREATION) TO 

B-1(NEIGHBORHOOD BUSINESS) 
 

LOCATED AT 726 24 ROAD 
 

Recitals: 
 

The applicant, Baker’s Boutique, wishes to rezone an unplatted 0.86 +/- acre 
parcel of land from CSR (Community Services and Recreation) to B-1 (Neighborhood 
Business) in anticipation of future commercial development for the purpose of 
establishing a retail business.   
 

The existing single-family detached home and accessory structure on the 
property will ultimately be remodeled to accommodate the proposed business for 
Baker’s Boutique.  The property owner is requesting review of the rezone application in 
order to determine if the business can be located and zoned on this property.  
 

The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map designation is Park but as part 
of this rezone request the Future Land Use Map is requested to be changed to Village 
Center.   

 
After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 

and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of rezoning the Baker’s Boutique property from CSR (Community Services and 
Recreation) to the B-1 (Neighborhood Business) zone district for the following reasons: 
 

The zone district meets the recommended land use category as shown on the 
future land use map of the Comprehensive Plan, proposed Village Center and the 
Comprehensive Plan’s goals and policies and/or is generally compatible with appropriate 
land uses located in the surrounding area. 
 

After the public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the B-1 zone district to be established. 
 

The Planning Commission and City Council find that the B-1 zoning is in 
conformance with the stated criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

THAT: 
 
The following property shall be rezoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business). 



  

 
Beginning at the SW corner of Lot 31 and running thence North along the West boundary 
of said Lot 31, a distance of 145.80 feet; thence East 258 feet; thence South 145.80 feet 
to the South boundary of Lot 31; thence West 258 feet to the point of beginning. 
 
All in Pomona Park, County of Mesa, State of Colorado. 
 
Introduced on first reading this ______day of _________, 2014 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2015 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 



 

 

Attach 3 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Rezoning and Approving an Outline Development Plan for the Grand 
Junction Housing Authority Senior Living Planned Development, Located at 805 
Bookcliff Avenue 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Introduce a Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Public Hearing for January 7, 2015  

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
                                               Kristen Ashbeck, Senior Planner 

 

Executive Summary:   
The Grand Junction Housing Authority is requesting approval to rezone 3.763 acres 
from R-16 (Residential – 16 units per acre) to PD (Planned Development) with a default 
zone of R-24 (Residential – 24 units per acre) and recommendation to City Council of 
approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for the Grand Junction Housing 
Authority (GJHA) Senior Living Planned Development, Highlands Apartments. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   
The Housing Authority purchased the subject property in August 2013.  The property 
has been known as the Epstein property for many years as the previous owner was 
Emanuel Epstein. The parcel was annexed into the City in 1964 as the McCary Tract 
Annexation.  Air photos dating back as far as 1937 show the property as vacant.      
 
The Housing Authority proposes to construct 128 apartment dwelling units on the 
parcel.  The rezone to Planned Development will allow the flexibility to subdivide the 
parcel into two separate lots and to construct two buildings in two phases, with the 
buildings sharing a wall along the shared lot line.  This is flexibility which the Housing 
Authority needs to secure its funding.  The two lots will share common elements as well 
such as common interior recreation, meeting and office space, parking and outdoor 
walkways and open space.  A side setback of zero is not an available bulk standard in 
an R-16 or R-24 zone district.   The public benefits supporting the PD zoning include 
needed housing types, more efficient use of existing public infrastructure and infill. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 

Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.

Date: December 3, 2014 

Author:  Lori V. Bowers 

Title/ Phone Ext:  Sr. Planner / 256-

4033 

Proposed Schedule: PC-Dec 9, 2014 

CC-1
st

 reading Dec 17, 2014 

2nd Reading: Jan 7, 2015 

File #: PLD-2014-447 



 

 

  
The proposed project will provide needed affordable housing on an infill site within the 
City Center, taking advantage of making efficient use of existing infrastructure and 
amenities in the area.  

 

Goal 5: To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs 
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages. 
   
The proposed project will provide affordable senior apartment living in an area where 
needed services are readily available.     
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

Goal: Continue to make strategic investments in public amenities that support Grand 
Junction becoming “the most livable community west of the Rockies by 2025.”   
 
The proposed project is a quality development and will provide visual appeal through 
attractive architectural design and public spaces throughout the Planned Development. 
 It will also provide a needed housing type and housing close to medical, shopping, 
public transportation routes and downtown.   

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   
The Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval to the City Council 
after their public hearing held on December 9, 2014. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   
No financial impact can be identified at this time.  
 

Legal issues:   
There are no legal issues identified at this time. 
 

Other issues:   
No other issues have been identified.  
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
This item has not been previously presented or discussed. 
 

Attachments:   
Staff Report 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Comprehensive Plan Map / Existing Zoning Map 
Neighborhood Meeting Notes with Sign In Sheet 
Outline Development Plan 
Planned Development Rezone Ordinance 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 805 Bookcliff Avenue 

Applicants:  
Grand Junction Housing Authority, owner and 
developer.  Rich Krohn, representative. 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North 
St Mary’s Hospital property and Colorado West 
Senior Citizens housing 

South Tope Elementary School and Grounds 

East Apartment building and single-family residences 

West Business offices 

Existing Zoning: R-16 (Residential – 16 units per acre) 

Proposed Zoning: PD (Planned Development) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North 
PD (Planned Development) & R-16 (Residential – 
16 du/ac) 

South R-8 (Residential – 8 units per acre) 

East R-16 (Residential – 16 units per acre) 

West B-1 (Neighborhood Business) 

Future Land Use Designation: Business Park Mixed Use 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

Background 
 
The proposed project is located on the south side of Bookcliff Avenue between 7th 
Street and 9th Street across from the south terminus of Little Bookcliff Avenue.  The 
Grand Junction Housing Authority purchased the subject property in August 2013.  The 
parcel was annexed into the City in 1964 as the McCary Tract Annexation.  Air photos 
dating back as far as 1937 show the property as vacant.      
 
The property consists of 3.763 acres.  The half street right-of-way at the  north 
boundary of the subject property is 30 feet by 550 feet (16,500 square feet) or .379 
acres, making the total acreage for density calculation 4.142 acres.  The applicant 
proposes to develop the property into 128 units of multi-family residential units for 
seniors in two phases, with each phase consisting of 64 residential units, resulting in an 
ultimate proposed density of 30.9 units per acre.  In addition, an area for indoor 
amenities such as offices for resident service provider visits (such as home health care 
and Veterans Administration) together with common fitness, wellness, and socializing 
areas is anticipated to be constructed as part of the first phase. 
 
 



 

 

 

Common open space is to be provided to be shared by Phase 1 and Phase 2, including 
planned shared active open space between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 buildings and a 
walking trail around the west, south, and east perimeters of the property. The south and 
east boundaries of the property have existing fencing.  The Zoning and Development 
Code requires a fence as a buffer between residential and commercial 
properties/zones. This requirement would affect the west boundary of the property 
which abuts an office building.  The commercial neighbor, however, has indicated it 
would prefer no fence, but possibly some other landscaped buffer or berm or open 
fencing design, on that property line to preserve the open feel of the area.  As part of 
the PD zone, staff recommends including flexibility in this requirement. 
 
The public will benefit from the development, construction, and operation of affordable 
multi-family housing for low to moderate income seniors on this property, which will be 
facilitated by PD zoning.  PD zoning will allow for the possibility of a greater quality and 
quantity of private open space and other recreational amenities appropriate for seniors, 
including a private walking trail around the property.  Additional housing is needed in 
our community for low to moderate income seniors, particularly in a location such as 
this near St. Mary’s Hospital and other services, businesses, transportation and 
amenities necessary or desirable for this demographic. 
 
A neighborhood meeting was held on November 24, 2014.  There were approximately 
eight interested neighbors, along with the representatives and staff who attended the 
meeting.  The notes are attached to this report. 
 

Consistency with the Comprehensive Plan 
 
The proposed ODP is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan goals stated below: 
 
Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City Center 
into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.   
 
Goal 5:  To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet the needs 
of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.   
 
The Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan shows this area to develop with 
the designation of Business Park Mixed Use.  Applicable zones that implement this 
designation include R-8, R-12, R-16, R-24, R-O, B-1, CSR, BP and I-O.  R-24 is the 
requested default zone for the proposed Planned Development. 
 

Review criteria of Chapter 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
Requests for an Outline Development Plan shall demonstrate conformance with all of 
the following: 
 
The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 21.02.150(b): 
 

a) The Comprehensive Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted 
plans and policies. 

 



 

 

 

The project meets the Comprehensive Plan Goals stated below. 
 

Goal 4.  “Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City 
Center into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions.” 
The proposed project will provide needed affordable housing on an infill site 
within the City Center, taking advantage of making efficient use of existing 
infrastructure and amenities in the area.  
 

Goal 5.  “To provide a broader mix of housing types in the community to meet 
the needs of a variety of incomes, family types and life stages.”  The proposed 
project will provide affordable senior apartment living in an area where needed 
services are readily available.     
 
The Grand Valley Circulation Plan defines Bookcliff Avenue as a minor collector. 
There are no major improvements required for Bookcliff Avenue with the 
proposed use. All other access will be internal with the use of drive aisles and 
parking areas.   

 
b) The rezoning criteria provided in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction 

Municipal Code (GJMC). 
 

(1)    Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 

and/or 

The original premise has not been invalidated.  The rezone request meets the 

goals and criteria of the Comprehensive Plan and the zoning that supports the 

future land use designation of Business Park Mixed Use. The PD zone 

designation will allow the applicant a higher and better use of this infill site. 

(2)    The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the 

amendment is consistent with the Plan; and/or 

The subject parcel has been vacant since it was annexed into the City in 1964.  

Growth has taken place on all surrounding properties, and some properties have 

re-developed in this area as the subject parcel remained vacant.  This is an infill 

project in an area where all support and public amenities exist, particularly for 

this type of proposed use. 

(3)    Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of 

land use proposed; and/or 

The vicinity of the subject property contains a variety of uses.  St. Mary’s Hospital 

property is located directly north and to the northwest of the subject property. 

Tope Elementary School and grounds is located immediately to the south. The 

property to the west is zoned B-1 and developed for business uses.  There are 

restaurants within walking distance to the property and Grand Valley Transit has 

stops located nearby on Bookcliff Avenue. 



 

 

 

(4)    An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the 

community, as defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed 

land use; and/or  

This is one of the last vacant parcels of land in this highly desirable area in the 

City Center. To accommodate a Planned Development on the site will allow for 

better design and utilize the amenities and services of this area more efficiently. 

(5)    The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive 

benefits from the proposed amendment. 

The community will benefit by a housing type that is needed.  This is an ideal 

location for this type of housing since it is near the hospital, medical offices, 

restaurants and bus service. 

c) The planned development requirements of Section 21.05.040(f) GJMC;  
 

1. Setback Standards – The applicant is requesting the setbacks for the 
property to be the same as those in the R-24 zoning district except for 
the allowance of zero setbacks for the side setbacks interior to the 
parcel.  It is anticipated that the parcel will need to be split for financing 
reasons for development of Phase 2. The development plan anticipates 
that the buildings constructed in Phases 1 and 2 will be attached, sharing 
the common interior spaces that are constructed with Phase 1. 

 
2. Open Space – Common open space is to be provided to be shared by 

Phase 1 and Phase 2, including planned shared active open space 
between the Phase 1 and Phase 2 buildings and a walking trail around 
the west, south, and east perimeters of the property. 

 
3. Fencing/Screening – The south and east boundaries of the property have 

existing fencing.  The west boundary of the property will be fenced for B-
1 zone compatibility.  The Owners Association of the B-1 zoned property 
request that the required fencing be an open style of fence or provide a 
landscaping screen/berm for the buffer required by the Zoning and 
Development Code. 

 
4. Landscaping – Landscaping will be provided as part of the development 

in compliance with city requirements. 
 

5. Parking – On-site parking will be constructed to meet code requirements 
for R-24 zoning. 

 
6. Street Development Standards – This requirement is not applicable.  All 

access to the property will be directly from existing street improvements 
on Bookcliff Avenue.  Interior drive aisles and parking areas will be the 
only vehicular travel improvements. 

 



 

 

 

d) The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in Chapter 21.07. 
 

The subject parcel does not fall in any overlay district or is it subject to any 
corridor guidelines. 

 
e) Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with the 

projected impacts of the development. 
 

There are existing bus stops on Bookcliff Avenue. City water and sanitary sewer 
are available within the street and can be extended through the site from 
Bookcliff Avenue for service.  There is also a storm sewer located in Bookcliff 
Avenue.  The parcel is within the Grand Valley Drainage District which includes 
the Buthorn Drain sub basin.  Drainage detention will be addressed with the 
review of the site plan, which may include detention features on site. 
 

f) Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all development 
pods/areas to be developed. 

 
Access will be from Bookcliff Avenue.  Internal drive aisles and parking will 
accommodate circulation for residents, visitors and employees.  Adequate fire 
access will be provided by the drive aisles. 

 
g) Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall be 

provided; 
 

Fencing and/or a landscape screen or berm will be provided along the western 
edge of the property as a buffer between the subject parcel and the adjacent 
property zoned B-1 (Neighborhood Business).  The fencing will be open in 
character so the adjacent property can see through to avoid a walled-in effect.  

 
h) An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each development 

pod/area to be developed; 
 

The existing parcel is 3.763 acres.  By adding in the allowed 1/2 Right-of- Way 
(30' x 550') an additional 16,500 square feet or .379 acres may be added to the 
property for the purpose of calculating the allowed density.  The total acreage for 
calculating the density is then 4.142 acres.  The applicant is proposing 128 units, 
resulting in a density of 30.9 units/acre. The applicant requests, and staff 
supports, an overall density of between 24 and 32 units per acre. 

 
i) An appropriate set of “default” or minimum standards for the entire property or 

for each development pod/area to be developed. 
 

The default zoning for the Planned Development will be R-24.  The setback 
requirements for R-24 will be utilized with one deviation being the side setback 
for the interior of the parcel.  A zero lot line is requested for the purpose of 
subdividing the parcel in the future for funding purposes.   

 



 

 

 

j) An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire property or for 
each development pod/area to be developed. 

 
Development is anticipated to consist of two phases.  Financing efforts and 
design planning are already underway. It is anticipated that construction of 
Phase 1 can begin in late 2015. Timing for Phase 2 will be prior to December 1, 
2020. Staff proposes the following phasing/development schedule: 
 

Phase 1:  Planning Clearance shall be pulled no later than December 1, 2015. 
Phase 2:  Planning Clearance shall be pulled no later than December 1, 2020. 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Grand Junction Housing Authority application, PLD-2014-447 for a 
Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, staff makes the following findings of 
fact and conclusions: 
 

3. The requested Planned Development, Outline Development Plan is 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
4. The review criteria in Section 21.05.040 of the Grand Junction Municipal 

Code have all been met.  
 
5. The review criteria in Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal 

Code (rezoning) will be met.    
 

4.  The review criteria in Section 21.02.150 of the Grand Junction Municipal  
Code have been met. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 
 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO.  
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING APPROXIMATELY 3.763 ACRES FROM R-16 TO PD 
(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) AND APPROVING  

THE OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (ODP) 
 

GRAND JUNCTION HOUSING AUTHORITY SENIOR LIVING  
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT – HIGHLANDS APARTMENTS  

(AKA THE EPSTEIN PROPERTY) 
LOCATED AT 805 BOOKCLIFF AVENUE 

 
Recitals: 
 
 A request for a Rezone and Outline Development Plan approval has been 
submitted in accordance with the Grand Junction Municipal Code.  The applicant has 
requested that approximately 3.763 acres, located at 805 Bookcliff Avenue, be rezoned 
from R-16 (Residential - 16 units per acre) to PD (Planned Development) with a default 
zoning of R-24 (Residential – 24 units per acre).  The applicant proposes to develop the 
property into 128 units of multi-family residential units for seniors in two phases, with 
each phase consisting of 64 residential units, resulting in an ultimate proposed density 
of 30.9 units per acre.  In addition, an area for indoor amenities such as offices for 
resident service provider visits (such as home health care and Veterans Administration) 
together with common fitness, wellness, and socializing areas is anticipated to be 
constructed as part of the first phase. 
 
 This PD zoning ordinance will establish the default zoning, including uses and 
deviations from the bulk standards.   
 
 In public hearings, the Planning Commission and City Council reviewed the 
request for the proposed Rezone and Outline Development Plan approval and 
determined that it satisfied the criteria as set forth and established in Section 21.02.140 
of the Grand Junction Municipal Code and the proposed Rezone and Outline 
Development Plan is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Comprehensive 
Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS REZONED FROM R-
16 TO PD WITH THE FOLLOWING DEFAULT ZONE AND DEVIATIONS FROM THE 
DEFAULT ZONING: 
 

Property to be Rezoned: 
 
All that part of the N1/4 of the SW1/4NE1/4 of Section 11, Township 1 South, 
Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, lying East of the center line of North Seventh 
Street;  
EXCEPT the West 450 feet of said tract; 
AND ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM all roads, easements and rights of way 
of record in Mesa County, Colorado. 



 

 

 

 
Containing 3.763 acres, more or less. 

 
See Attached Exhibit A, Outline Development Plan.   

 
A. Deviation of Uses  
 
The following uses shall also be allowed: 

 
Management office with residential unit for on-site manager, including support 
offices for resident service providers such as home health care and Veterans 
Administration, together with fitness, wellness, and socializing areas.  Other indoor 
amenities may include a coffee shop and/or sandwich shop. 
 
In lieu of a solid fence the required fence buffer on the west side of the property can 
be open style fencing (to see through) or a landscaping berm. 
 
B. Deviations from Bulk Standards  

 
A zoning density range of 24 to 32 dwelling units per acre. 

 
Minimum side yard setbacks shall be zero for the interior of the lot, to allow for 
future subdivision of the lot for financing reasons.  This will allow attached buildings, 
sharing the common area. 

 
 

 

 INTRODUCED on first reading on the ___ day of __, 2014 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 

 ADOPTED on second reading this _____ day of _______________, 2015. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 

_____________________________  
                                President of Council 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 



 

 

Exhibit A 



 

 

  

  
AAttttaacchh  44  

  

  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

Executive Summary:  

 
Proposed rate/fee increases which would be effective January 1, 2015 are for Water, 
Wastewater, Solid Waste, Two Rivers Convention Center, Avalon Theatre, and Fire 
Ambulance Transport for 2015. 

 

Background and Analysis:  

 

City Water System: Recommended $1.00 increase in the minimum water rate per 
3,000 gallons. Recommended increase in the commodity rates for the three levels of 
water consumption above the minimum 3,000 gallons; increase $0.10 for each level. 
The increases, which include a water conservation rate, will be used by the Water 
Funds for major capital waterline replacement program.   
  

Wastewater: Recommended increase of 10 cents per single family residential 
equivalent unit (EQU) to cover the cost of on-going operating expenses, including 
energy and debt service, and to fund the Waste Water capital sewer line replacement 
program.   
 
The $124 increase in the plant investment fee (PIF) per EQU reflects a 3% increase in 
the system value and was recommended during the last sewer rate study which was 
performed during 2006.   The PIF is established on the “buy in method” in which new 
development pays for existing capacity in the waste water plant and collection system 
based on a current value of that infrastructure. 
 

Solid Waste: Recommended increases in Solid Waste rates ranging from $.40 for 1-64 
gallon trash container to $5.64 for an 8 cubic yard dumpster.  Increases are needed to 
cover the costs of ongoing operating expenses.   
 

Two Rivers Convention Center:  Recommended $.25 increase to service club lunch 
meals to offset increased cost of food. 

 

Subject:  Rates and Fees Effective January 1, 2015 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt the Fees for Water, Wastewater, Solid Waste, 
Two Rivers Convention Center, Avalon Theatre, and Fire Ambulance Transport for 2015 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 
 

Date: 12/8/14 

Author: Jodi Romero 

Title/ Phone Ext:  1515 

Proposed Schedule: December 17th  

2014 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):   



 

 

 

Avalon Theatre:  The only requested change to the fees and charges per Resolution 
No. 25-14  (adopted August 6

th
, 2014) is changing the language regarding the collection 

of a damage deposit before an event. 
 

“*Please note that a damage deposit will not be collected prior to the event 
however, if there are any damages or excessive cleaning, the lessee will be 
billed for repairs, replacement costs, and or labor.” 
 
Replaced with- “A $500 damage deposit may be collected prior to the event at 
the discretion of the General Manager.” 

 

Fire Ambulance Transport:  By prior resolution the City Council established 
ambulance transport fees in accordance with and pursuant to the Mesa County EMS 
standards.  For 2015 the City Council affirms the prior action of that resolution. 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies: 

 
This action is needed to meet the plan goals and policies of the Public Work and 
Utilities Department, Two Rivers Convention Center, Avalon Theatre, and the Fire 
Department Department. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The Board of County Commissioners approved the 2015 Persigo budget December 8

th
, 

2014. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:  

 
The impact of these rate increases are reflected in the 2015 proposed revenue budgets 
for the Water Fund, Joint Sewer Fund, and Solid Waste Fund. 

 

Legal issues: 

 
The City Attorney has reviewed and approved of the form of the resolution. 
 

Previously presented or discussed: 

 
Utility rates were discussed with City Council on June 30

th
 and November 17

th
. 

 

Attachments: 
 
Proposed Resolution 



 

 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ___-14 

 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FEES AND CHARGES FOR WATER, WASTEWATER, 

SOLID WASTE, TWO RIVERS CONVENTION CENTER, AVALON THEATRE, AND 

FIRE AMBULANCE TRANSPORT   

 

 

Recitals: 

 
The City of Grand Junction establishes rates for utility service and ambulance 
transports on a periodic basis, and by this resolution, the City Council establishes these 
rates to implement decisions made in the long-term financial plans for the Utilities and 
Fire Departments. 
 

Now, therefore, be it resolved that: 
 
Effective January 1, 2015 rates for utility services, ambulance transports, Two Rivers 
Convention Center, Avalon Theatre, and Fire Ambulance Transport change according 
to the following schedule.  
 
 

Water 

System-Description 
2014 

Current 
2015 

Proposed Change 

City Water System       

0 - 3,000 Gallons $14.00 $15.00 $1.00 

3,000 - 10,000 Gallons (per 1,000) $2.05 $2.15 $0.10 

10,000 - 20,000 Gallons (per 1,000) $2.45 $2.55 $0.10 

>20,000 Gallons (per 1,000) $2.85 $2.95 $0.10 
 

Wastewater 

Description 
2014 

Current 
2015 

Proposed Change 

Per Residential Equivalent Unit (EQU) $19.50 $19.60 $0.10 

Plant Investment Fee Per EQU $4,120.00 $4,244.00 $124.00 



 

 

 

 

    

Solid Waste 

 Automated Monthly Container Prices 
2014 

Current 
2015 

Proposed Change 

1-64 Gallon Container $10.45  $10.85 $0.40  

1-96 Gallon Container $13.25  $13.75 $0.50  

2-64 Gallon Container $16.00  $16.61 $0.61  

1-64, 1-96 Gallon Container $18.80  $19.51 $0.71  

2-96 Gallon Container $21.60  $22.42 $0.82  

 Commercial Monthly Dumpster Prices   
 

  

1-2 Cubic Yard - Pick-Up 1 Time Per Week $55.75  $57.88 $2.13  

1-4 Cubic Yard - Pick-Up 1 Time Per Week $90.32  $93.75 $3.43  

1-6 Cubic Yard - Pick-Up 1 Time Per Week 
$122.2

0  $126.84 $4.64 

1-8 Cubic Yard - Pick-Up 1 Time Per Week 
$153.6

8  $159.52 $5.84  

 

Two Rivers Convention Center 

Facilities Rental 
2014 

Current 
2015 

Proposed Change 

Service Club Weekly Lunch/Person $12.75  $13.00  $.25 

Service Club Monthly Lunch/Person $13.25  $13.50  $.25 

Service Club Monthly Dinner/Person $17.25  $17.50  $.25 

 

Avalon Theatre:   
 
“A $500 damage deposit may be collected prior to the event at the discretion of 
the General Manager.” 

 

Fire Ambulance Transport:  See the current (2014/2015) fee schedule (attached).  
The 2015/2016 fees will be established by the County on or about April 1, 2015 and will 
be adopted according to City law and policy. 
 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this ____ day of ___________, 2014. 
 
 
 

       
President of the Council 

Attest: 
 
 
 
       
City Clerk 



 

 

 

  
Current (2014/2015) Fee Schedule: 

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  55  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 
 

Subject:  Design and Implementation of a Firefighter Heart and Circulatory 
Malfunction Benefit Fund Program 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Proposed Resolution Authorizing the 
City Manager to Design and Implement a Firefighter Heart and Circulatory Malfunction 
Benefit Fund Program 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Elizabeth Tice, Management and Legislative Liaison 
                                               Ken Watkins, Fire Chief 
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
Senate Bill 14-172, codified as C.R.S. 29-5-301 et. seq. requires that any municipality, 
special district, fire authority, or county improvement district employing one or more 
firefighters to provide benefits for heart and circulatory malfunctions for full time 
firefighters, as long as the state provides sufficient funding to cover the cost. The 
employer may purchase accident insurance, self-insure, either separately or as part of a 
pool, or participate in a multiple employer trust in order to provide benefits required by 
law to firefighters eligible to receive the benefit(s).  The law is effective January 1, 2015. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
This new state statute requires that full-time firefighters of certain employers be 
provided this benefit if specific eligibility criteria are met.  The benefit can be provided 
through accident insurance, self-insure (either separately or as part of a pool) or 
participate in a multiple employer trust. 
 
Senate Bill 14-172 also created the Firefighter Benefits Cash Fund.  The Colorado 
Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) is responsible for administering this fund and 
receives annual appropriations from the State General Fund to be used to reimburse 
employers for the direct costs of maintaining coverage benefits.  Beginning January 1, 
2015, DOLA will reimburse the City for the direct cost of maintaining the coverage 
benefit(s)/self-insurance plan for qualifying firefighters as required, provided and 
specified by Senate Bill 14-172.  If funding for the benefits required under this bill are 
insufficient to cover the costs of the benefits, then maintaining the benefits becomes 
optional for the City. 
 
The City staff has carefully reviewed the law and all options currently available to 
provide the prescribed benefit(s) and recommends to the City Council that it self-insure 
for the provision of the benefit(s) in accordance with and as provided by law. 

Date: December 16, 2014  

Author:  Ken Watkins  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Fire Chief/5801 

Proposed Schedule: Dec. 17, 2014 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):  

   

 



 

 

 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
This item does is not related to any Comprehensive Plan goals or policies. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
Public Safety is one of the Guiding Areas of Emphasis in the 2014 Economic 
Development Plan and a goal is to create and maintain a safe community through 
professional, responsive and cost effective public safety services.  The specific action 
step provides for the safety and effectiveness of firefighters by supporting employees if 
they have a work related cardiac or circulatory event with a goal to return the injured 
employee back to service as soon as possible.  Reimbursement by DOLA for the costs 
of this program allows this benefit without use of City funds earmarked for other uses.  

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
The City formed a Senate Bill 14-172 Committee to evaluate options for this program.  
The Committee has recommended that the City self-insure this coverage.  

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
Funds have been budgeted in the 2015 General Fund Budget to cover the cost of this 
benefit.  The City will apply for reimbursement from DOLA of these funds upon opening 
of the reimbursement period in January 2015. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
The City Attorney has evaluated the requirements of Senate Bill 14-172 and created the 
attached resolution.  Any and all agreements related to the design and implementation 
of a Firefighter Heart and Circulatory Malfunction Benefit Fund Program will be 
reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues:   
 
No other Issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This issue has been discussed with City Council during legislative updates, most 
recently on December 15, 2014. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Proposed Resolution    



 

 

 

 
CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

RESOLUTION NO. __-14 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO DESIGN AND IMPLEMENT A 

FIREFIGHTER HEART AND CIRCULATORY MALFUNCTION BENEFIT FUND PROGRAM 

RECITALS. 

Senate Bill 14-172, codified as C.R.S. 29-5-301 et. seq. requires that certain employers of 

firefighters shall maintain accident insurance, self-insure, either separately or as part of a pool, 

or participate in a multiple employer trust in order to provide benefits required by law to 

firefighters eligible to receive the benefit(s).  The law is effective January 1, 2015. 

The Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA), according to law and for so long as there is 

sufficient funding, will reimburse the City for the direct cost of maintaining the coverage 

benefit(s)/self-insurance plan for qualifying firefighters as required, provided and specified by 

Senate Bill 14-172 and the interpretations thereof by DOLA, the Colorado Department of 

Regulatory Agencies (DORA) and Colorado Courts.  If/when the State funds required to 

maintain the coverage benefit(s)/self-insurance plan are depleted then the City Council may 

elect to terminate the benefit fund authorized by the resolution.  State funding is deemed to 

be an express condition to the provision of the benefit fund program authorized by this 

resolution. 

The City staff has carefully reviewed the law and all options currently available to provide the 

prescribed benefit(s) and recommends to the City Council that it self-insure for the provision of 

the benefit(s) in accordance with and as provided by law. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand Junction 

authorizes the City Manager to design and implement a firefighter heart and circulatory 

malfunction benefit fund program in accordance with and pursuant to the recitals stated 

above, which authorization shall include the creation of a self-insurance fund and the 

promulgation, in consultation with the City Attorney and the various Departments of the City, 

of the procedures necessary or required for the administration of claims/benefits for the 

qualifying firefighters; and,  

FURTHERMORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Manager shall take the steps necessary or 

required to apply for the reimbursement and provide to the Council an annual report on the 

funding provided by the State of Colorado with the express understanding that the 

continuation of that funding shall be a pre-condition to the continuation of the benefit 

program.   

DATED this     day of      , 2014. 



 

 

 

__________________________ 

Phyllis Norris  

Mayor and President of the City Council 

ATTEST: 

_______________________________ 

Stephanie Tuin  

City Clerk  

 

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  66  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 
 

Subject:  Urban Trails Committee Re-Establishment and Adoption of Bylaws 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  A Resolution Re-establishing the Urban 
Trails Committee and Adopting Bylaws 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Kathy Portner, Community Services Manager 
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
The Urban Trails Committee has served as a sub-committee of the Riverfront 
Commission since 1994.  The proposed Resolution will re-establish the committee as 
an advisory board to the City Council on matters pertaining to the safe, convenient, and 
efficient movement of pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities, as well as 
other forms of transit.     

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
Resolution No. 48-94 created the Grand Junction Trails Board in 1994 to serve as the 
principal coordinating body for the development of a trails and pathway system 
throughout Grand Junction and connecting to trail systems outside the City; to plan, 
develop and promote such a path system and help coordinate the implementation of 
the Multi-Modal Plan; and to actively pursue the development of new trails both in the 
City and in areas which may be annexed.   
 
Since 1994, the Urban Trails Committee (UTC) has participated in transportation 
planning through the Regional Transportation Planning Organization (RTPO), including 
all modes, and review of development projects, as well as promoting safe and efficient 
active transportation through a number of programs and projects.  With the City’s recent 
focus on Safe Routes to School projects and other bicycle/pedestrian planning efforts, 
the City Council has requested that UTC be a committee of the City rather than a 
subcommittee of the Riverfront Commission.  To that end, UTC has been working on a 
strategic plan and an active transportation project priority list and is recommending 
adoption of the proposed bylaws.   

Date: December 16, 2014  

Author:  Kathy Portner  

Title/ Phone Ext:  1420  

Proposed Schedule: Dec. 17, 2014 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):  

   

 



 

 

 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
Goal 9:  Develop a well-balanced transportation system that supports automobile, local 
transit, pedestrian, bicycle, air, and freight movement while protecting air, water and 
natural resources. 
 
UTC is the advisory board to the City on bicycle and pedestrian issues, with a goal to 
promote, plan for and construct safe and efficient bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as 
well as other forms of transit.     
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
1.4 Providing Infrastructure that Enables and Supports Private Investment 
Goal:  Continue to make investments in capital projects that support commerce and 
industry and provide for long-term economic competitiveness. 
 
Providing for all modes of transportation is an important component of the community 
infrastructure. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
The Urban Trails Committee recommends approval of the proposed bylaws. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
None. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
A complete set of bylaws is important to the proper and lawful functioning of committee. 
 The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the form of the bylaws. 
 

Other issues:   
 
No other issues. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
The City Council had a briefing by the Urban Trails Committee at a workshop in the 
summer of 2014 and discussed this proposal at the workshop on December 15, 2014. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Resolution with attached bylaws 



 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

RESOLUTION NO.  ___-14 

 

A RESOLUTION RE-ESTABLISHING THE URBAN TRAILS COMMITTEE AND 

ADOPTION OF BYLAWS 

 

RECITALS. 
 
Resolution No. 48-94 created the Grand Junction Trails Board in 1994 to serve as the 
principal coordinating body for the development of a trails and pathway system 
throughout Grand Junction and connecting to trail systems outside the City; to plan, 
develop and promote such a path system and help coordinate the implementation of 
the Multi-Modal Plan; and to actively pursue the development of new trails both in the 
City and in areas which may be annexed.   
 
Since 1994, the Urban Trails Committee (UTC) has participated in transportation 
planning through the RTPO, including all modes, and review of development projects, 
as well as promoting safe and efficient active transportation through a number of 
programs and projects.  With the City’s recent focus on Safe Routes to School projects 
and other bicycle/pedestrian planning efforts, the Council has requested that UTC be a 
committee of the City rather than a subcommittee of the Riverfront Commission.  To 
that end, UTC has been working on a strategic plan and an active transportation project 
priority list and is recommending adoption of the proposed bylaws.  
 
The purpose of the Urban Trails Committee is to plan and promote the City Council’s 
goals for an interconnected network of sidewalks, paths and routes for active 
transportation and recreation throughout the Grand Junction urbanized area.   The 
Urban Trails Committee will act in an advisory capacity to the Grand Junction City 
Council on matters pertaining to the safe, convenient and efficient movement of 
pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities throughout the community, as well as 
other forms of transit.     
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the City Council of the City of Grand 
Junction does hereby adopt the attached Urban Trails Committee Bylaws and Re-
establish UTC with the appointments as follows, with the two vacant positions to be 
determined by the City Council: 
 
        Term Expiration 
Julie Sabin       06-30-16 
Dr. Scott McBrayer      6-30-16 
Daniel Fitzgerald      6-30-16 
Dr. Kristin Heumann     6-30-17 
Eric Marchese      06-30-17 
Jeff Kuhr, Ph.D.      06-30-17 
Elizabeth Collins      6-30-18 
Vacant       06-30-18 
Vacant       06-30-18



 

 

 

 
Adopted and approved this    day of      , 
2014. 
 
 
       
Phyllis Norris 
President of the Council 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
      
Stephanie Tuin 
City Clerk 

 



 

 

 

GRAND JUNCTION URBAN TRAILS COMMITTEE 
BYLAWS 

 
Article 1.  Purpose. Committee. Place of Business.   

(a) The purpose of the Urban Trails Committee is to plan and promote the City 

Council’s goals for an interconnected network of sidewalks, paths and routes for 

active transportation and recreation throughout the Grand Junction urbanized 

area.   The Urban Trails Committee will act in an advisory capacity to the Grand 

Junction City Council on matters pertaining to the safe, convenient and efficient 

movement of pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities throughout the 

community, as well as other forms of transit.       

(b) The business and affairs of the Committee shall be managed by its members, 

comprised of seven (7) to nine (9) persons appointed by the Grand Junction City 

Council, consistently with the rules and these bylaws adopted by said City 

Council for such Committee. 

(c) The place of business of the Grand Junction Urban Trails Committee shall be in 

Grand Junction, Colorado with a mailing address of 250 N. 5
th

 Street, 81501 

Article 2.  Ethical Conduct. 
Committee members shall comply with City of Grand Junction Resolution No. 79-06 

(and as amended by Resolution No. 46-13) which establishes ethical standards for 

members of the City’s boards, commissions and similar groups. 

Article 3.  Appointment of Members.   
(a) The Urban Trails Committee shall consist of seven (7) to nine (9) members. 

(b) Composition and selection: 

1. The members of the Committee shall be appointed by the Grand Junction 

City Council for individual terms of three (3) years.  

2. Members shall be selected without regard to race, color, religion, sex, 

age, sexual orientation, national origin, marital status, or physical handicap. 

3. Qualifications shall include either (1) residence within the city limits of the 

City of Grand Junction; or (2) employed in a business that operates within the 

city limits of the City of Grand Junction.   

(c) If requested by the Grand Junction City Council, the Committee shall make a 

recommendation to the appointing body as to the expertise needed.  The 

appointing body may consider this recommendation when making appointments. 

Article 4.  Terms.  Conditions. 
(a) The term of each individual committee member shall be three (3) years and the 

terms shall be staggered.  No Committee member shall be appointed for more 

than two (2) consecutive full terms.  

(b) Members shall hold office until their successors have been appointed and 

qualified, unless the member is no longer a city resident or employed within the 

city limits.  A member may be appointed for one or more terms subject to any 

term limitations as cited in Article 3 and 4(a).  An appointment to fill a partial term 

shall only be for the remainder of the full term.   



 

 

 

 

Article 5.  Vacancies 
In the event of death, resignation, or removal of any member, his/her successor 

shall be appointed in the manner prescribed in Article 3 above, for the duration of 

the unexpired term. 

Article 6.  Removal 
(a) The Committee may petition to the City Council, by formal two-thirds vote of the 

membership, to remove any member who is failing to fulfill the duties and 

responsibilities of office, provided the individual is notified of such action and is 

given the opportunity to address the Committee prior to tendering of such petition 

for removal to the Council for consideration. 

(b) Failure to attend two-thirds (2/3) of the regularly scheduled Committee meetings 

within any twelve (12) month period shall result in a recommendation to the City 

Council for removal of the member. 

Article 7.  Officers 
(a) The officers of the Committee shall be Chair and Vice Chair, elected annually in 

October by the members. 

(b) The Chair shall preside at meetings of the Committee, serve as ex-officio 

member of all committees, serve as the official spokesperson for the Committee, 

work with the City Community Development staff to develop meeting agendas 

and serve as the Committee liaison to the City. 

(c) No member shall serve more than two consecutive years as Chair or Vice Chair. 

(d) In the absence of the Chair, the Vice Chair shall assume the duties of the Chair. 

(e) The Vice Chair shall be assigned other specific duties by the Chair as required to 

assure efficient operation of administrative functions of the Committee. 

Article 8.  Meetings.  Notice.  Open Meetings. 
(a) Regular meetings shall be held the second Tuesday of each month at 5:30 p.m. 

and shall go no later than 7:00 p.m. unless agreed to by a majority of members 

present.   

(b) The Committee shall conduct all meetings in accordance with generally accepted 

parliamentary procedures. 

(c) Notice of any meeting of the Committee, including the purpose thereof, shall be 

given to each member by mail, facsimile, e-mail or in an equivalent manner at 

least 72 hours before the scheduled meeting.  Attendance by a member at any 

meeting of the Committee shall be a waiver of notice by him/her of the time and 

place thereof.  Any lawful business of the Committee may be transacted at any 

meeting for which proper notice has been given. 

(d) Any meeting, or member participation, may be held by telephone or video 

conference call.   

(e) Meetings and affairs of the Committee shall be subject to the Open Meetings Act 

and the Open Records Acts, as amended, as though the Committee is a local 

government under those acts. 



 

 

 

(f) Minutes of each meeting shall be recorded and retained in accordance with the 

City’s record retention policy. 

(g) Notice of meetings shall be posted at City Hall at least 24 hours in advance of 

the meeting. 

Article 9.  Conflicts.  Compensation.  Expenses. 
(a) No compensation shall be paid to any member of the Committee for their 

services.  The Committee shall not enter into any contract with any member nor 

pay or authorize any remuneration to any member.  The rules and requirements 

of the City Charter and state law that apply to members of the City Council 

regarding conflicts of interest, disclosure, gifts and appearances of impropriety 

shall likewise apply to each member of the Committee. 

(b) In accordance with the rules and requirements of the City, a member may be 

reimbursed for his/her reasonable expenses incurred in the performance of 

his/her duties as a member, provided however that all such expenses are 

approved in advance by the City and shall be paid by the finance director of the 

City. 

Article 10.  Quorum. 
A majority of the authorized number of members of the Committee shall constitute a 

quorum for the transaction of business.  However, if at any meeting a quorum is no 

longer present whether due to conflict of interest or otherwise, a majority of those 

present may adjourn the meeting.  The act of a majority of the members present at a 

meeting in which a quorum is present shall be the act of the Committee.   

Article 11.  Action of Members without a Meeting. 
Any action that could have occurred at a meeting of the members can also be 

accomplished without a meeting if all of the members entitled to vote with respect to 

the subject matter thereof sign a written consent or provide an electronic proxy 

specifying the action. 

Article 12.  Ex-Officio Members.  Support. 
(a) The City Manager, or designee(s), shall be ex-officio, non-voting members of the 

Committee.  

(b) The City Manager’s designee(s) shall provide support services for the Committee 

as needed, to include keeping a full and accurate account and record of all 

meetings of the Committee, correspondence, files and records. 

Article 13.  Amendment of Bylaws. 
The Committee may, by the affirmative vote of a majority of its members, 

recommend amendments to these Bylaws.  Proposed amendments approved by the 

Committee must be considered and approved by the City Council.   

 

 

Adopted by the City Council this ________ day of ______________________, 2014 

by Resolution No.       . 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 
      _____________________________________ 
       President of the City Council 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
Note:  The City’s insurance provides coverage for its volunteers and will defend 
members of the Committee against losses, costs and expenses, including legal counsel 
fees, reasonably incurred by reason of his/her being or having been a member of the 
Committee, so long as the member does not act or has not acted maliciously, 
criminally, with deliberate intent to violate a law or regulation or with intent to injure.  A 
committee member must immediately contact the City Attorney in the event a claim is 
made, and may contact the City Attorney if he or she has any questions or concerns 
about liability. 
 
City Attorney:  244-1508, at City Hall, email johns@gjcity.org 
City Clerk:  244-1511, at City Hall, email stepht@gjcity.org 
 
 
 

mailto:johns@gjcity.org
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AAttttaacchh  77  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

Subject:  Construction Management/General Contractor Services Contract for Fire 
Station No. 4 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to 
Enter into a Contract with FCI Constructors, Inc. to Provide Construction 
Management/General Contractor Services for an Estimated Total Price of $2,621,904 
 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Ken Watkins, Fire Chief 
                                               Jay Valentine, Internal Services Manager 
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
This request is for authorization from the City Council to purchase pre-construction and 
construction management/general contractor (CM/GC) services from FCI Constructors 
Inc., for a new fire station to be constructed at 2880 B 1/2 Road. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
In 2008, the Fire Department conducted a study to determine future fire station 
locations and coverage areas.  Research determined that the relocation of Fire Station 
No. 4 was a cost effective way to increase coverage on Orchard Mesa while still 
meeting response time goals.  City Council has previously authorized the purchase, 
zoning, and annexation of property at 2880 B 1/2 Road and further authorized a 
contract for architect design services for this project.  This request is a continuation of 
the process to relocate Fire Station No. 4.   
 
A formal Request for Proposal was issued via BidNet (an on-line site for government 
agencies to post solicitations), posted on the City’s Purchasing website, sent to the 
Grand Junction Chamber of Commerce and the Western Colorado Contractors 
Association, and advertised in The Daily Sentinel.  Five companies submitted formal 
proposals, which were found to be responsive and responsible as follows: 
 

Firm Location 

FCI Constructors, Inc. Grand Junction, CO 

Asset Engineering Grand Junction, CO 

Shaw Construction Grand Junction, CO 

PNCI Construction Grand Junction, CO 

JBlanco Enterprises Sheridan, CO 

Date: November 18, 2014 

Author:  J. Bright  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Deputy 

Chief/5802 

Proposed Schedule:  Dec. 17, 2014 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):   

   

File # (if applicable):  

   



 

 

 

After careful evaluation of the proposals received, the top two rated firms were FCI 
Constructors Inc., and Asset Engineering.  These two firms were interviewed, and their 
submitted fees reviewed (see fee breakdown below). 
 

Firm Contractor Overhead & 

Profit (OH&P) % 

Contractor General 

Conditions (GC’s) 

Total Cost Estimates 

for OH&P and GC’s 

FCI Constructors 4% (equates to 
approximately 

$112,000) 

$220,000 $332,000 

Asset Engineering 2% (equates to 
approximately $56,000) 

$136,650 $192,650 

 
FCI Constructors of Grand Junction, CO was chosen as the preferred proposer based 
on their extensive experience in fire station construction and experience working with 
the project architect and City staff on previous projects.  
 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   
 

Goal 11: Public facilities and services for our citizens will be a priority in planning for 
growth. 
 
Policy A: The City will plan for the locations and construct new public facilities to serve 
the public health, safety and welfare, and to meet the needs of existing and future 
growth.  
 
Relocating Fire Station No. 4 to a more central location will better serve the Orchard 
Mesa and Pear Park areas now and as the population of these areas grow in the future. 
The relocation site reduces the large redundant coverage areas between the current 
Fire Station No. 4 and Fire Station No. 1, allowing for a greater overall coverage area 
and meeting response time goals. Additionally, with the construction of the 29 Road 
Bridge, this site provides a better interconnect of fire station coverage areas on the east 
side of the City. 

 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
Public Safety is one of the Guiding Areas of Emphasis in the 2014 Economic 
Development Plan and one of the roles of the City is to invest in the development of 
public amenities with a goal of creating and maintaining a safe community through 
professional, responsive and cost effect public safety services.  The specific Action 
Step of contracting with FCI Constructors, Inc., provides the ability to meet these public 
safety goals with an experienced firm that has constructed fire stations in this 
community and others.  In addition, FCI Constructors Inc. will be utilizing local 
subcontractors as part of their team, helping to keep economic development funding in 
the community. 

 



 

 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
A selection committee consisting of the project architect and City staff evaluated the 
proposals and recommended FCI Constructors, Inc., as the selected bidder.  This 
selection was based on FCI Constructors, Inc., extensive experience in fire station 
construction and experience working with the project architect and City staff on previous 
projects.  

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The 2015 Capital Improvements Fund has $2,621,904 budgeted for construction of this 
new station.  This budget was contingent on receiving a Department of Local Affairs 
(DOLA) Energy Impact grant of $1,966,000. DOLA has granted $1,500,000 of the 
$1,966,000 original request and the budget breakdown is as follows: 
 

Sources 
DOLA Energy Impact Grant       $1,500,000 
Sale of Existing Fire Station #4               560,000 
2015 Sales Tax CIP Funding             95,476 

 Total Budgeted Project Sources       $2,155,476 

  

Expenditures 

  Estimated Construction Contract FCI    $2,621,904 

 Funding Deficit          $466,428 

 

Additional sources to fund the deficit could come from the following: 
Project Savings (Land Acquisition)        $144,914 
2014 Sales & Use Tax Above Projections         200,000 
2014 Audit Revenue Above Projections          100,000 
Other Sources                 21,514 

 Total Potential Funding Sources        $466,428 
 

Legal issues:   

 
If the City Council authorizes the award, the form of any and all agreements will be 
reviewed and approved by the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues:   

 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
This project and funding has been discussed at City Council retreats and budget 
workshops over the last two years, most recently on December 15, 2014. 



 

 

 

Attachments:   
 
None 
 
 



 

 

 

 
Attach 8 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 

Subject:  Patterson Place Rezone Request, Located at 2562/2566/2570 Patterson 
Road 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt Proposed Ordinance on Final Passage 
and Order Final Publication of the Ordinance in Pamphlet Form 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Senta Costello, Senior Planner 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
A request to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 
to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

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

Date: November 18, 2014   

Author:  Senta Costello   

Title/ Phone Ext:  Senior Planner / x1442 

Proposed Schedule:  1
st

 Reading  

December 3, 2014    

2nd Reading (if applicable):  December 17, 2014  

File # (if applicable):  RZN-2014-262  

Mixed Use Opportunity 
Corridor 



 

 

 

however, they also have the Opportunity Corridor overlay allowing the request for a 
Form Based district which allow for both residential and commercial uses. 

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

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
This project is consistent with the following Goals and Policies of the Comprehensive 
Plan: 
 

Goal 1 – To implement the Comprehensive Plan in a consistent manner between 

the City, Mesa County and other service providers. 

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

The request is in conformance with the Future Lands Use Map. 

 

Goal 3 – The Comprehensive Plan will create ordered and balanced growth and 

spread future growth throughout the community. 

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

 
The request will create opportunities for businesses along the corridor that will be 
accessible to the surrounding neighborhoods that will limit or eliminate the need to drive 
to take advantage of businesses located on these properties. 

 

Goal 7 – New development adjacent to existing development (of a different 

density/unit type/land use type) should transition itself by incorporating 

appropriate buffering. 

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

 



 

 

 

The request proposes buffering the residential to the north from the busier uses and 
streets to the south by using the different proposed zone districts; keeping the less 
intense office/professional service uses/zoning closer to the residential uses and the 
more intense commercial/retail uses/zoning closer to Patterson Road. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
The purpose of the recently adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to 
present a clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and 
retaining employees.  The proposed rezone for Patterson Place meets with the goal 
and intent of the Economic Development Plan by creating construction jobs through the 
development for both public infrastructure and commercial buildings and adding 
shopping opportunities and locations for professional businesses. 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
Planning Commission forwarded a recommendation of approval at their November 12, 
2014 meeting. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The provision of municipal services will be consistent with adjacent properties in the 
City.   

 

Legal issues:   

 
The City Attorney’s office has reviewed the proposal and found no issues. 
 

Other issues:   
 
None. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
Item has not been previously discussed. 
 

Attachments: 
 
Staff Report 
Letters/Emails from neighbors 
Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
Future Land Use Map / Existing City Zoning Map 
Blended Residential Map 
Zoning Map Exhibit 
November 12, 2014 Draft Planning Commission Minutes 
Ordinance 



 

 

 

 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2562/2566/2570 Patterson Road 

Applicants: DRK Investing - Masi Khaja 

Existing Land Use: Single Family Residential 

Proposed Land Use: Commercial 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 

North Single Family Residential/Multi-Family 

South Single Family Residential/School 

East Single Family Residential/Commercial 

West Single Family Residential/Medical office 

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

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

Surrounding Zoning: 

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

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

East R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) 

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

Future Land Use Designation: Residential Medium High 8-16 du/ac 

Blended Residential Land Use 
Categories Map (Blended Map): 

Residential Medium 4-16 du/ac 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
 

Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code 
 
Zone requests must meet at least one of the following criteria for approval: 
 
(1) Subsequent events have invalidated the original premise and findings; 

 
The adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 2009 with the Future Land Use Map, 
which included a Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor along major transportation 
corridors, created new opportunities for potential development.  The 
Comprehensive Plan was followed by a revised Zoning and Development Code 
in 2010 which included Form Based districts to implement the Opportunity 
Corridor.  These occurrences offered new options. 

 
This criterion has been met. 



 

 

 

 
(2) The character and/or condition of the area has changed such that the amendment is 
consistent with the Plan; 

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

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

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

st
 Street and Patterson 

intersection. There are also stops on 25 ½ Road, north and south of Patterson 
Road. 

 
This criterion has been met. 
 
(4) An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as 
defined by the presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use; 

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

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

 



 

 

 

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

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

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

 



 

 

 

From:  Chuck Wiman <chuck.wiman@gmail.com> 

To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/14/2014 4:15 PM 

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

 



 

 

 

From:  Nyla Kladder <nkladder@gmail.com> 

To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/9/2014 9:35 AM 

Subject:  RZN-2014-262-Patterson Place Rezone 
 
I went to the meeting on this rezoning and saw the proposed plat.  We have no objection to 
the rezoning - it is inevitable.  Our objection is the City’s requiring that the entrance to the 
area is placed opposite our entrance.  It is difficult enough gaining access to Patterson 
without the competition directly opposite our drive.  Why couldn’t their entryway be moved to 
the West so it does not compete with ours. 
 
Colony Park Homeowners Association  Nyla Kladder, President, and Nyla Kladder 
individually as a homeowner. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  <yogjo@aol.com> 

To: "sentac@gjcity.org" <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/15/2014 3:12 PM 

Subject:  RZN-2014-262 - Patterson Place Rezone 
 
Hi Ms. Costello, 
A concern I have for safety is the main entrance to the Patterson Place Rezone being 
directly opposite Cider Mill Road. I see this as being a serious health safety concern with 
people turning onto Cider Mill Road from the east or the west of Patterson Rd. as others are 
turning into Patterson Place from Patterson Rd. again from the east or west. Meanwhile, 
people would be turning out of Cider Mill Road going east or west on Patterson and others 
will be turning out of Patterson Place going east or west. Moving the entrance to Patterson 
Place, so that it is not directly across from Cider Mill Road would alleviate some of those 
issues. Additionally, not allowing a left-hand turn out of Patterson Place would eliminate 
some of the safety issues. I do not feel the residents on Cider Mill Road should have to be 
limited by a left or right hand turn due to the development/rezone of Patterson Place. 
Thank you for your considerations. 
Joanie Cherp 



 

 

 

From:  "Sherry Opp" <opp618@bresnan.net> 

To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/16/2014 12:40 PM 

Subject:  Land development at 25 1/2 Road and Patterson 
 
I live at 618 Eldorado Drive and am writing regarding the plans for development at 25 1/2 
Road and Patterson.  I am very concerned regarding ANY access on Dewey Place.  The 
street has become very busy both in the AM as well as the PM in regard to commuter 
traffic.  Any additional traffic would become a hazard for our children, pets and 
homeowners.  PLEASE try to find a way to do the development that we know will happen in 
such  a way that we are able to maintain our privacy, our safety, protect our children, and 
retain our home values ($300,000 range).  Your help and consideration on this matter would 
be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Sherry Opp 
618 Eldorado Drive 

 

From:  "Julie Nealon" <jvela@bresnan.net> 

To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/16/2014 4:18 PM 

Subject:  Proposed Development Plans 
 
Hello Senta, 
 
This is in reference to the proposed development plans to rezone parcels on Patterson 
Road and Dewey Ct.  RZN-2014-262-PATTERSON PLACE REZONE-2570,2566 and 2562 
PATTERSON ROAD 
 
A notice posted on our mail receptacle in the Fall Valley Subdivision indicated this rezoning 
is dependent on allowing a north commercial access through the project to Dewey Ct and 
that the flow of commercial traffic would then continue west to the Dewey Ct intersection or 
though to the Fall Valley Subdivision. 
 
The reason for this email is that I do oppose this proposed rezoning as this specific 
intersection and area currently has a heavy traffic flow.  Any new commercial development 
in this area will only add to this existing problem.  In my mind, the only development or 
change that should be considered to the 25 1/2 Road and Patterson intersection is to build a 
right turn lane on 25 1/2 Road for the traffic turning west on Patterson.  This would indeed 
help the current gridlock. 
 
Senta, thank you again for returning my call and for your time in explaining the process. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Julie Nealon 
Telephone:  970-434-1396 
Fax:  970-434-3528 
E-mail:  jvela@bresnan.net 



 

 

 

From:  Nicole Byrnes <umber_39@yahoo.com> 

To: Senta Costello <sentac@ci.grandjct.co.us> 

Date:  7/17/2014 6:46 AM 

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

 



 

 

 

 

From:  "Cameron Law" <CameronLaw@bresnan.net> 

To: <sentac@gjcity.org> 

Date:  7/8/2014 8:03 PM 

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



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

 November 12
th

  

 

6. Patterson Place Rezone - Rezone 
Forward a recommendation to City Council to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres 
from a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 
(Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts.  

FILE #:  RZN-2014-262 

APPLICANT: Ted Ciavonne - Ciavonne Roberts & Associates 

LOCATION: 2570 Patterson Road 

STAFF:  Senta Costello 
 

Staff’s Presentation 

 
Ms. Costello gave a slide presentation regarding the applicants request for City Council 
to rezone three properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to 
MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zone districts in the 
2500 block of Patterson Road. 
 
Ms. Costello stated that the properties are located approximately halfway between 25 ½ 
Road and N 1

st
 Street.  Currently several single family homes are located on these 

properties.  The current future land use designation for these properties is Residential 
Medium High (18-16 du/ac).  Ms. Costello pointed out that there is a mix of future land 
use designations surrounding these properties.  To the South, where Pomona 
Elementary is located, is a Park designation, to the east is a mix of Residential Low, 
Residential Medium and Village Center.  To the northwest is Residential High Mixed 
Use. 
 
Ms. Costello explained that the current zoning of the properties is R-8 and like the 
future land use, the surrounding properties are a mix of different zone districts.  Directly 
to the east is also R-8, and further to the east there is R-1, R-4 and B-1 zone districts.  
To the west is R-0, PD, R-8 and R-24.  To the north and south there are some Planned 
Development zones that have a variety of townhome type homes as well as single 
family. 
 
Ms. Costello explained that the Blended Residential Map is Residential Medium, 
therefore has a range of up to 16 du/ac with the low end is 4 du/ac.  To the northwest is 
Residential High (24+ du/ac). 
 
Ms. Costello stated that the applicant is interested in rezoning roughly the northern third 
to MXG-3 which is a zone district that allows for professional office and medical type 
uses that typically have day time hours.  The applicant wished to zone the southern two 
thirds of the property MXS-3 which has more retail type components. 
 
Ms. Costello stated that a neighborhood meeting was held and well attended.  Ms. 
Costello also noted that several of the neighbors were in attendance at this evening’s 



 

 

 

meeting.  The primary concerns voiced at the meeting were regarding site development 
and not the rezoning. 
 
Ms. Costello noted that the properties are in the Mixed Use Opportunity Corridor 
Overlay, which allows for form based zoning opportunities as well as zone districts that 
specifically implement the future land use designations.  After staff review, Ms. Costello 
stated that she recommends the rezone. 
 
Chairman Reese asked if there were any question for staff.  With no questions for staff, 
Chairman Reese asked if the applicant would wish to make a presentation.  Noting that 
there were several neighbors in attendance that wished to speak before the 
Commission, Ted Ciavonne, representative for applicant, indicated that he wished to 
reserve his time for rebuttal. 
 
Chairman Reese opened the Public Hearing portion of the meeting and asked for 
anyone opposed the zoning change to please line up at the podium to speak. 
 
Commissioner Eslami stated that he had reviewed the letters provided, and the majority 
addressed secondary issues such as traffic or safety.  Commissioner Eslami reminded 
everyone that the item for the public hearing was to rezone and not a plan review.   
 
Mr. Chuck Wiman, 618 Saffron Way, stated that he was representing himself and the 
Board of Directors of the Beehive Estates Subdivision as well as several of his 
neighbors that were not in attendance.  Mr. Wiman stated that had been informed a few 
days prior, that the public hearing was only for the rezone and therefore, he would not 
be addressing numerous concerns he had regarding any future development.  Mr. 
Wiman asked if he was correct in understanding that future development plans would 
not come before the Planning Commission. 
 
Chairman Reese stated that Mr. Wiman was correct and site plan reviews would be 
done by the Planning Department.  Chairman Reese clarified that the rezone 
recommendation would move on to be heard at the City Council meeting in a month or 
two. 
 
Commissioner Wade informed Mr. Wiman that he would be able to address the City 
Council as well. 
 
Commissioner Ehlers clarified that although he would be able to address the City 
Council, he would have the same parameters, and could only address issues of the 
rezone and not on a future site plan. 
 
Mr. Wiman expressed his frustration with the neighborhood meeting.  He said the 
presentation drawing did not give much detail and had hoped that the applicant would 
get back with them to go over it with more detail.  Mr. Wiman said without a detailed 
plan, he didn’t see how the Commission could move forward with a recommendation. 
 



 

 

 

Chairman Reese thanked Mr. Wiman for his comments and asked anyone else would 
like to comment in opposition. 
 
Ted Jackson, 602 Saffron Way, stated that he had discussions with the Army Corp of 
Engineers, the City and others and his concern was a waterway that flows nearby.  Mr. 
Jackson said that, according to his discussions with the Army Corp of Engineers, 
Ranchman’s ditch is a free flowing form of water and it is a designated wetland.  Mr. 
Jackson noted that there is a variety of wildlife that use the wetlands and was told that 
there is are some fairly rare ducks that winter in this area. 
 
Chairman Reese stated that she would ask the applicant to address that topic. 
 
Commissioner Ehlers reassured Mr. Jackson that any rezone approval would not 
supersede laws or development regulations. 
 
Chairman Reese asked the applicant to address the Planning Commission with a 
rebuttal. 
 
Ted Ciavonne, Ciavonne, Roberts and Associates, stated that he was representing the 
developers on the property.  Mr. Ciavonne stated that the intent of this rezone was to 
transition density on the site from higher to lower.  It would be desirable to utilize the 
MXS toward Patterson and the MXG toward the residential neighborhood.  It was noted 
that at the neighborhood meeting, most comments were in favor of the rezone, 
however, it was not a detailed project at the time.  Mr. Ciavonne noted that the 
waterway, he believed, was Beehive Drain verses Ranchman’s Ditch that runs along 
the east side of the property.  It was noted that if a project was proposed that would 
disturb the wetlands, they would be going through a Corps. process.  It was stated that 
they are not at that point yet. 
 
Commissioner Deppe asked what was on the drawing that was presented as she had 
not seen one.  Mr. Ciavonne explained that a basic drawing is presented as a courtesy 
to help the neighbors understand what they are proposing to do. 
 
Chairman Reese asked if there were any more questions.  With no further questions, 
the public hearing portion of the meeting was closed. 
 
Commissioner Eslami stated the he felt this area, along Patterson, was not suited for R-
8 zoning and was more conducive to retail.  For this reason, the proposed zoning made 
sense. 
 
Commissioner Eslami stated that he would be in favor of the rezone for these reasons. 
 
Commissioner Wade stated that this rezone appears to be a good fit for the property.  
Commissioner Wade stressed that there is a forum, with the Planning Department 
review, for neighbors to raise their concerns during the administrative process. 
 



 

 

 

Chairman Reese stated she was open for a motion. 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Wade)  “Madam Chairman, I move that we forward a 
recommendation to City Council to rezone properties totaling 3.523 acres from a City R-
8 (Residential 8 du/ac) to MXG-3 (Mixed Use General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use 
Shopfront) zone districts file number RZN-2014-262.” 
 
Commissioner Tolle seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by 
a vote of 5-1. 



 

 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING PATTERSON PLACE 

FROM R-8 (RESIDENTIAL 8 DU/AC) TO 

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

LOCATED AT 2562/2566/2570 PATTERSON ROAD 
 

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

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



 

 

 

 The Planning Commission and City Council find that the MXG-3 (Mixed Use 
General) and MXS-3 (Mixed Use Shopfront) zoning is in conformance with the stated 
criteria of Section 21.02.140 of the Grand Junction Municipal Code. 
 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

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



 

 

 

 
Said parcel having an area of 0.100 Acres, as described. 
 
MXS-3: 
 
A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (SW¼ 
SE¼) of Section 3, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian being more 
particularly described as follows: 
 
Commencing at the South Quarter (S¼) corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3, whence 
the Southeast corner of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3 bears South 89°54'56" East, a 
distance of 1319.14 feet for a basis of bearings, with all bearings contained herein 
relative thereto; thence South 89°54'56" East, a distance of 527.54 feet, along the 
South line of said SW¼ SE¼ of Section 3; thence North 00°04’49” East, a distance of 
30.00 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
 thence North 00°02'56" East, a distance of 267.64 feet; thence South 89°57'24" East, a 
distance of 408.17 feet; thence South 00°08'56" East, a distance of 267.94 feet; thence 
North 89°54'56" West, a distance of 409.10 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel having an area of 2.512 Acres, as described. 
 
 
Introduced on first reading this 3rd day of December, 2014 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of ______, 2014 and ordered published in 
pamphlet form. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
_______________________________ ______________________________ 
City Clerk Mayor 
 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  99  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  2014 Second Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance and the 2015 Budget 
Appropriation Ordinance 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt Proposed Ordinances on Final 
Passage and Order Final Publication of the Ordinances in Pamphlet Form 

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Rich Englehart, City Manager 
                                               Jodi Romero, Financial Operations Director 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
This request is to appropriate certain sums of money to defray the necessary expenses 
and liabilities of the accounting funds of the City of Grand Junction based on the 2014 
amended and 2015 proposed budgets. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   
 
The first 2014 supplemental appropriation was required in order to appropriate 
additional funds for the completion and scope expansion of the Avalon Theatre Core 
Renovation Project and 2013 carry-forward of projects.  The first supplemental was 
passed by Council on April 2, 2014.   
 
This is the second 2014 Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance for:    
 

 the General Fund due to an increase in the operating subsidy for Two Rivers 
Convention Center; 

 

 the Visitor & Convention Fund due to an increase in the operating subsidy for 
Two Rivers Convention Center;  
 

 the DDA Operations Fund for the Legends project; 
 

 the Community Development Block Grant Fund for the carry forward of prior year 
awarded projects completed in 2014; 
 

 the Major Projects Capital Fund due to allocation of contingency for the hearing 
loop and fuel tank remediation; 

 

 the Parking Fund due to unanticipated repairs to the parking garage;  

Date:   12/8/14   

Author:  Jodi Romero  

Title/ Phone Ext:  Financial 

Operations Director 

Proposed Schedule: December 3rd, 

2014  

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):  December 17th, 2014 

File # (if applicable):  ______

   

   

    



 

 

 

 

 

  
The 2015 appropriation ordinance is the legal adoption of the City’s budget by the City 
Council for the upcoming fiscal year.  The components of the 2015 budget have been 
reviewed and discussed during several City Council workshops.  In accordance with the 
Charter the City Manager shall prepare the annual budget and upon approval of it and 
the appropriation ordinance expend sums of money to pay salaries and other expenses 
for the operation of the City.  The documentation of the proposed revenue and 
expenses prepared and maintained by the Financial Operations Director in support of 
the budget and ordinance are incorporated by this reference as if fully set forth.  

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
This action is needed to meet the plan goals and policies. 
 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
The appropriation ordinances provide the legal authority for the spending budget of the 
City.  The budget supports and implements the City Council’s economic vision and in 
particular the roles of “providing infrastructure that fosters and supports private 
investment” as well as “investing in and developing public amenities.” 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation: 

 
The City Council has informally deliberated these matters; at the second reading and 
public hearing the Council will formally consider adoption of the Ordinance as 
established by the Charter.   

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The supplemental appropriation ordinance, the 2014 appropriation ordinance and 
budget are presented in order to ensure sufficient appropriation by fund to defray the 
necessary expenses of the City.  The appropriation ordinances are consistent with, and 
as proposed for adoption, reflective of lawful and proper governmental accounting 
practices and are supported by the supplementary documents incorporated by 
reference above.   
 

Legal issues:   

 
The ordinance has been drawn, noticed, and reviewed in accordance with the Charter. 
 

Other issues:   
 
None known at this time. 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
The 2015 City Budget has been developed with City Council and presented during 
budget workshops on June 30

th
, July 14

th
, August 4

th
, August 18

th
, August 20

th
, October 

13
th

, November 3
rd

, and November 17
th

.   First reading was at the December 3, 2014 
City Council meeting. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Proposed Second Supplemental Appropriation Ordinance for 2014 Budget 
Proposed 2015 Budget Appropriation Ordinance 



 

 

 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 

 

AN ORDINANCE MAKING SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS TO THE 2014 

BUDGET OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION: 

 
That the following sums of money be appropriated from unappropriated fund balance 
and additional revenues to the funds indicated for the year ending December 31, 2014, 
to be expended from such funds as follows: 
 
 
 

Fund Name 

Fund 

# Appropriation 

General 100  $           100,490 

Visitor and Convention Bureau 102  $           100,490 

DDA Operations 103   $             25,000 

Community Development Block Grant 104  $             28,848 

Major Projects Capital 204  $             31,069 

Parking 308  $             20,885 
 

 

INTRODUCED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this 3rd day of 
December, 2014. 
 

TO BE PASSED AND ADOPTED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM 

this ___ day of _______, 2014. 
 
 
Attest: 

                                                                
                              
______________________________ 

                                                                           President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
 City Clerk 
 
 

 



 

 

 

ORDINANCE NO. ____ 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROPRIATING CERTAIN SUMS OF MONEY TO DEFRAY THE 

NECESSARY EXPENSES AND LIABILITIES OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, 

COLORADO AND THE DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY FOR THE YEAR 

BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 2015 AND ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2015 

 

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 
 

SECTION 1.  That the following sums of money, or so much therefore as may be 
necessary, be and the same are hereby appropriated for the purpose of defraying the 
necessary expenses and liabilities, and for the purpose of establishing emergency 
reserves of the City of Grand Junction, for the fiscal year beginning January 1, 2015, 
and ending December 31, 2015, said sums to be derived from the various funds as 
indicated for the expenditures of: 
 

FUND NAME 
FUND 

# 
APPROPRIATION 

General 100 $                       66,171,038 

Enhanced 911 Special Revenue 101 $                         3,147,005 

Visitor & Convention Bureau 102 $                         2,087,463 

D.D.A. Operations 103 $                            676,357 

Community Development Block Grants 104 $                            335,000 

Open Space 105 
$                            678,762 

                        

Conservation Trust 110 $                            610,920 

Sales Tax Capital Improvements 201 $                       19,136,557 

Storm Drainage Improvements 202 $                            655,400 

DDA Capital Improvements 203 
$                         1,210,000 

                         

Transportation Capacity Improvements 207 $                         1,187,056 

Water Fund 301 $                         6,511,324 

Solid Waste 302 $                         3,635,558 

Two Rivers Convention Center 303 $                         2,524,520 

Golf Courses 305 $                         1,941,386 

Parking 308 $                            506,686 

Irrigation Systems 309 $                            262,770 

Information Technology 401 $                         6,631,260 

Equipment 402 $                         6,592,447 

Self Insurance 404 $                         3,140,872 

Communications Center 405 $                         6,944,421 

Facilities Management Fund 406 $                         3,095,162 



 

 

 

General Debt Service 610 $                         6,881,928 

T.I.F. Debt Service 611 
$                         2,035,350 

                         

GJ Public Finance Debt Service 614 $                            533,505 

Cemetery Perpetual Care 704 $                                6,300 

Joint Sewer System, Total 900 $                       14,529,135 

 

INTRODUCED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM this 3rd day of 
December, 2014. 
 

TO BE PASSED AND ADOPTED AND ORDERED PUBLISHED IN PAMPHLET FORM 
this ____ day of _________, 2014. 
 
Attest: 

                                                                
                              
__________________________            
                                                                
                  President of the Council 

 
____________________________ 
 City Clerk 

 



 

 

AAttttaacchh  1100  

CCIITTYY  CCOOUUNNCCIILL  AAGGEENNDDAA  IITTEEMM  
 

 

 
 

Subject:  Extension of the Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District 
(DGJBID) 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt Proposed Ordinance on Final Passage 
and Order in Final Publication of the Ordinance in Pamphlet Form  

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Harry Weiss, DDA/DGJBID Executive Director 
                                              John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
Consideration of the extension of the DGJBID for 20 years effective on the date of 
adoption of an ordinance amending Ordinance No. 3815. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
Downtowns are complex environments unlike any other areas of the community. The 
diversity of uses, activities, opportunities, and constituencies are essential 
characteristics that define Downtown, and warrant focused organizational support to 
promote its success and mediate among its divergent interests. The alternate model of 
a volunteer-based, non-profit association providing similar services as a DGJBID 
proved unsustainable and prompted the creation of the DGJBID in 2005.  
 
The DGJBID serves a unique role in Downtown. Its current functions of marketing and 
promotion are essential to the continuing success of Downtown. It complements the 
functions of the DDA (which cannot fulfill the functions of the DGJBID) and is 
immeasurably important to the health of the core commercial activities that form the 
foundation of the Downtown economy. The DGJBID statute provides for a range of 
purposes and activities which allows DGJBIDs to respond to changing circumstances 
and needs as Downtowns evolve.  

  

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
Plan Goal 4:  Support the continued development of the downtown area of the City 
Center into a vibrant and growing area with jobs, housing and tourist attractions. 
 
The DGJBID provides essential marketing and promotion of Downtown targeting both 
locals and visitors. 

Date:  Nov 20, 2014                  

Author:  Harry Weiss  

Title/ Phone Ext: 256-4134       

Proposed Schedule: 1
st

 reading  

Dec 3, 2014   

2nd Reading:(if applicable):  Dec 17, 

2014_____________________ 

File # (if applicable):  _ 

 



 

 

 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
This item relates to the area of emphasis in economic development and the role of 
supporting existing businesses.  
 
The DGJBID exists to support existing businesses and property owners in Downtown 
with general district marketing and the production of special events to draw customers 
and visitors to the central business district as well as to reinforce Downtown as a 
primary center of community identity and gathering. 
 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
The DGJBID Board of Directors recommends the extension of the DGJBID. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
The Annual DGJBID Operating Plan & Budget is submitted to the City by September 30 
of each year for Council’s review and approval by December 5. The 2015 DGJBID 
Operating Plan & Budget was approved by Council at their regular meeting on 
November 19, 2014. The City has historically provided $13,466 annually in support of 
the DGJBID. 
 

Legal issues:   

  
The Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District was proposed pursuant 
to the procedures detailed in the Business Improvement District Act (CRS 31-25-Part 
12) and enacted by City Council through the passage of Ordinance No. 3815. The 
DGJBID became effective January 1, 2006, and will expire January 1, 2016, unless 
extended. The legal authority to extend the DGJBID rests solely with City Council. 
Extension can be enacted at any time before the expiration date. 
 

Other issues:   
 
The DGJBID is funded in part by a special assessment authorized by the DGJBID 
Electors at the inception of the DGJBID. This funding mechanism remains in force as 
long as the DGJBID exists including any extension period and does not require 
reauthorization. Any change in or replacement of the existing funding mechanism would 
require a new election by the DGJBID Electors authorizing same. No change in funding 
is proposed at this time. 
  
The Downtown Development Authority Board of Directors serves as the DGJBID Board 
of Directors. Service on either Board may entail potential conflicts of interest for 
Directors, and occasionally conflicts between the missions and purposes of the two 
organizations. Some DGJBID constituents have expressed a preference for the 
establishment of a separate DGJBID Board of Directors. Statutory alternatives for the 
constitution of the DGJBID Board of Directors were reviewed by City Council with 
consensus reached to maintain the status quo.  



 

 

 

 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
The extension of the DGJBID was discussed at three previous meetings of the City 
Council in joint session with the DGJBID Board of Directors. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Draft Ordinance Amending Ordinance No. 3815 to Extend the Downtown Grand 
Junction Business Improvement District for 20 Years 



 

 

ORDINANCE NO.  ____ 
 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 3815 TO EXTEND THE 

DOWNTOWN GRAND JUNCTION BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

FOR 20 YEARS 
 
Recitals: 
 
On August 17, 2005 the City Council of the City of Grand Junction approved Ordinance 
No. 3815 an ordinance forming and creating the Downtown Grand Junction Business 
Improvement District.  The City Council determined that the requirements of the 
Business Improvement District Act, Part 12 of Article 25 of Title 31, of the Colorado 
Revised Statutes had been met and formed the District for a period of 10 years.   
 
Since the formation of the District it has provided resources to promote business activity 
in the area by improving the economic vitality and overall commercial appeal of the 
Downtown area.  The District has operated in conformance with the Act and nothing 
has occurred to change or invalidate the premises of the approval of the District. 
 
Ordinance No. 3815 established the District for an initial term of 10 years; prior to and 
in anticipation of the expiration of that term the City Council has determined, decided 
and agreed to extend the District for a term of 20 years from the effective date of this 
ordinance or until subsequently extended.      
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the District shall operate in conformity with the 2015 operating plan and budget 
(“Plan”) and any subsequent plans and budgets for a renewed term of 20 years from 
the effective date of this ordinance or until again extended.  The 2015 Plan has been 
filed with the City Clerk and approved by the City Council.     
 
The District is found to be lawful and necessary and for the extended term shall include 
the area described and set forth in Ordinance No. 3815 or the area as it may be lawfully 
amended.   
 
To the extent necessary or required the terms of Ordinance No. 3815, except as may 
be in conflict herewith, is incorporated by this reference as if fully set forth.  Specifically 
this ordinance shall amend Section 6 thereof to provide a 20 year term as provided 
herein. 
 
This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 
publication as provided by the City Charter.  Within sixty days of the twentieth 
anniversary of the adoption of this ordinance the City Council shall consider the 
effectiveness of the District at achieving its planned purposes.  Without further action by 
the City Council, the terms and provisions of this ordinance shall expire on the twentieth 
anniversary of the effective date hereof. 
 



 

 

 

 
Introduced on first reading this 5

th
 day of December 2014 and ordered published in 

pamphlet form. 
 
Adopted on second reading this ______ day of _______________, 2014 and ordered 
published in pamphlet form. 
 
 

_________________ 
Phyllis Norris  
President of the City Council 
 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
________________ 
Stephanie Tuin     
City Clerk 

 



 

 

Attach 11 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Subject:  Municipal Recreation Agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation – Green 
Mountain Reservoir Water 
 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Authorize the Mayor to Sign a Forty Year 
Agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation for Diversion of Water from Green 
Mountain Reservoir  

Presenter(s) Name & Title:  Greg Lanning, Public Works and Utilities Director 
                                               John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

 

Executive Summary:   

 
A 40 year agreement between the City of Grand Junction, Town of Palisade, City of 
Fruita (municipalities), and the Bureau of Reclamation for the delivery of surplus water 
from Green Mountain Reservoir for recreational purposes in the Colorado River 
between Palisade and Loma, Colorado. 

 

Background, Analysis and Options:   

 
The Colorado River Recovery program is a common effort by Colorado water users, the 
State of Colorado, other Colorado River basin states, and the Federal government to 
insure recovery of endangered fish species. The users and the states and their water 
projects are protected by participation in this common effort. Without the common 
recovery program, water users would have to perform individual efforts to recover the 
fishes, including delivery of water to the Colorado River.  
 
Under the Colorado River Recovery Program for the Endangered Fish Species, the 
Colorado River between Palisade Colorado and the confluence of the Gunnison River 
(“The 15-Mile Reach”) is considered critical habitat for the endangered fish species. 
Under the programmatic biological opinion (PBO) covering the depletions of water from 
existing and future water projects on the Colorado River, annual target flows were 
determined for the 15-Mile Reach. One method to assist in meeting the target flows is 
the delivery of surplus water from Green Mountain Reservoir to the Grand Valley.  
 
The successful delivery of surplus water is an action item in the PBO and meets the 
“sufficient progress” criteria established by the Recovery Program for Colorado Water 
users.  
 

Date: December 8, 2014 

Author: Rick Brinkman 

Title/ Phone Ext: Water Services 

Manager/1429 

Proposed Schedule: December 17, 

2014 

2nd Reading  

(if applicable):    

File # (if applicable):  

   

   

    



 

 

 

The Grand Valley municipalities signed a six year agreement in 2001, another 6 year 
agreement in 2007, a temporary one year agreements in 2013 and 2014 with the 
Bureau of Reclamation that would allow the municipalities to call for surplus water from 
Green Mountain Reservoir. This water would be delivered to the Grand Valley for non-
consumptive, municipal recreational uses in the Colorado River between Palisade and 
Loma. The delivery of this water for recreation would have a supplemental benefit for 
the fish by increasing the flows of the Colorado River at Grand Junction.  
 
The Agreements have been in effect between 2001 and 2014 and have been 
successful. This agreement will provide a long term (40 year) agreement between the 
parties. 
 
Surplus water is declared “surplus” during weekly meetings of the water users and 
Bureau of Reclamation.  
 
There is no charge to the municipalities for delivery of this water. 
 

 

How this item relates to the Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies:   

 
The signing of this agreement and the delivery of this water meets one of the criteria for 
“sufficient progress” in meeting the recovery goals for the endangered fish species and 
helps protect existing and future Colorado River projects and supports the following 
goals and policies from the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

 

Goal 10: Develop a system of regional, neighborhood and community parks protecting 
open space corridors for recreation, transportation and environmental purposes. 
 

Policy B: Preserve areas of scenic and/or natural beauty and, where possible, include 
these areas in a permanent open space system. 
 

Goal 12:  Being a regional provider of goods and services the City and County will 
sustain, develop and enhance a healthy, diverse economy. 
 

Policy A: Through the Comprehensive Plan’s policies the City and County will improve 

as a regional center of commerce, culture and tourism. 

 

How this item relates to the Economic Development Plan: 

 
The purpose of the recently adopted Economic Development Plan by City Council is to 
present a clear plan of action for improving business conditions and attracting and 
retaining employees and to set a course of improving its standing as a viable, healthy 
and safe community that can attract and retain high-quality businesses. The proposed 
agreement among the United States, the Town of Palisade, the City of Grand Junction, 
and the City of Fruita will protect existing and future uses and development of the 
Colorado River system throughout the Grand Valley.    

 



 

 

 

Board or Committee Recommendation:   

 
There is no board or committee recommendation. 

 

Financial Impact/Budget:   

 
There is no financial impact. 
 

Legal issues:   

 
This contract has been reviewed and has received comments from the City Attorney. 
 

Other issues:   
 
No other issues have been identified. 
 

Previously presented or discussed:   
 
In 2013 a one year agreement was approved at the June 19, 2013 meeting. 
 

Attachments:   
 
Municipal Recreation Agreement 
 
 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 


