
 

   

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5
TH

 STREET 

AGENDA 
 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 2006, 7:00 P.M. 

 

 
 

Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance 
Invocation – Pastor Benny Lenard, Spirit of Life Christian 
Church 

 
                  

Proclamations / Recognitions 
 
Proclaiming November, 2006 as ―Hospice and Palliative Care Month‖ in the City of 
Grand Junction 
 
Proclaiming November 11, 2006 as ―Veteran‘s Day‖ in the City of Grand Junction 
 

Appointments 
 
Ratify Appointments to the Mesa County Building Code Board of Appeals 
 

Citizen Comments 

 

 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * *® 

 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings                     Attach 1 
        

 Action:  Approve the Summary of the October 16, 2006 Workshop and the Minutes 
of the October 18, 2006 Special Session and October 18, 2006 Regular Meeting 

 

2. Visitor and Convention Bureau Center Remodel                                    Attach 2 
 
 This approval request is for the construction contract for the addition and 
 remodel of the Visitor Center building.  

To access the Agenda and Backup Materials electronically, 
go to www.gjcity.org – Keyword e-packet 
 

http://www.gjcity.org/
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 Action:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to Enter into a Contract, in the 

Amount of $387,000 with Classic Constructors, Inc. for the Completion of the 
Addition and Remodel 

 
 Staff presentation: Debbie Kovalik, VCB Director 
    Jay Valentine, Purchasing Manager   
 

3. Setting a Hearing for the Becerra Annexation, Located at 244 28 ½ Road 
[File #ANX-2006-256]                                                                                Attach 3 

 
 Request to annex 1.50 acres, located at 244 28 ½ Road.  The Becerra 

Annexation consists of one parcel and is a three part serial annexation. 
 

 a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

 Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 132-06 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a 
Hearing on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Becerra 
Annexation, Located at 244 28 ½ Road, Including a Portion of the 28 ½ Road 
Right-of-Way 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 132-06 
 

b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinances 
 
  Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Becerra Annexation No. 1, Approximately 0.01 Acres, Located Within the 28 ½ 
Road Right-of-Way 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Becerra Annexation No. 2, Approximately 0.20 acres, Located Within the 28 ½ 
Road Right of Way 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Becerra Annexation No. 3, Approximately 1.29 Acres, Located at 244 28 ½ Road 
and Including a Portion of the 28 ½ Road Right-of-Way 

 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinances and Set a Hearing for December 6, 
2006 

 
 Staff presentation: Adam Olsen, Associate Planner 
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4. Setting a Hearing for the Humphrey Annexation, Located 412 30 ¼ Road 
[File #ANX-2006-260]                                                                                Attach 4 

 
 Request to annex approximately 10.43 acres, located at 412 30 ¼ Road.  The 

Humphrey Annexation consists of one parcel and is a three part serial 
annexation.  

 

 a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

 Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 133-06 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a 
Hearing on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Humphrey 
Annexation, Located at 412 30 ¼ Road Including a Portion of the 30 ¼ Road 
Right-of-Way 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 133-06 
 

b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinances 
 
  Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Humphrey Annexation No. 1, Approximately .10 Acres, Located Within the 30 ¼ 
Road Right-of-Way 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Humphrey Annexation No. 2, Approximately .98 Acres, Located Within the 30 ¼ 
Road Right-of-Way 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

Humphrey Annexation No. 3, Approximately 9.35 Acres, Located at 412 30 ¼ 
Road 

 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinances and Set a Hearing for December 6, 

2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Adam Olsen, Associate Planner 
 

5. Setting a Hearing for the Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation, Located at 2814 C 

¾ Road [GPA-2006-248]                                                                              Attach 5 
 
 Request to annex 10.13 acres, located at 2814 C ¾ Road.  The Pacheco-

Woodbring Annexation consists of one parcel. 
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 a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

 Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 134-06 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a 
Hearing on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Pacheco-
Woodbring Annexation, Located at 2814 C ¾ Road 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 134-06 
 

b. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 
  Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado 

Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation, Approximately 10.13 Acres, Located at 2814 C 
¾ Road  

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

6, 2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Ken Kovalchik, Senior Planner 
 

6. Setting a Hearing for the Adoption of the Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary’s 

Hospital and Re-Establishing Standards for the (PD), Planned Development 

Zone District, Located at 2635 North 7
th

 Street [File #ICM-2006-005]     Attach 6 
 
 Introduction of a proposed ordinance to adopt the Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s 

Hospital and Re-Establishing Standards for the PD, Planned Development Zone 
District for Property Owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Approving the Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital and 

Environs Located at 2635 North 7
th
 Street and Re-Establishing Standards for the 

Planned Development (PD) Zone District for Property Owned by St. Mary‘s 
Hospital 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for November 15, 

2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Scott D. Peterson, Senior Planner 
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7. Setting a Hearing for Zoning the Thunderbrook Estates Annexation, Located 

at 3061 & 3061 ½ F ½ Road [File #GPA-2006-238]                                    Attach 7 
 
 Request to zone the 15.60 acre Thunderbrook Estates Annexation, located at 

3061 and 3061 ½ F ½ Road, to RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 units per 
acre). 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Zoning the Thunderbrook Estates Annexation to RSF-4, 

(Residential Single Family, 4 Units Per Acre) Located at 3061 and 3061 ½ F ½ 
Road 

 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for November 15, 

2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Faye Hall, Associate Planner 
 

8. Setting a Hearing for Zoning the Fox Annexation, Located at 3000 F Road 
[File #GPA-2006-087]                                                                                   Attach 8 

 
 Request to zone the Fox Annexation from County RSF-4 (Residential Single 

Family, 4 units per acre) to RO (Residential Office). 
 
 Proposed Ordinance Zoning the Fox Annexation to RO (Residential Office), 

Located at 3000 F Road 
 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for November 15, 

2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Kathy Portner, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 

9. Contract for Audit Services                                                                        Attach 9 
 
 A resolution authorizing a contract for audit services between the City of Grand 

Junction, Colorado and Chadwick, Steinkirchner, Davis, and Company, P.C. (CSD) 
for 2006, with renewal at the City‘s option for an additional three years. 

 
 Resolution No. 135-06 – A Resolution Authorizing a Contract for Audit Services 

between the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, and Chadwick, Steinkirchner, 
Davis, and Company, P.C. 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 135-06 
 
 Staff presentation: Ron Lappi, Administrative Services and Finance Director 
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10. Setting a Hearing Authorizing the Issuance of the City of Grand Junction, 

Downtown Development Authority Subordinate Tax Increment Revenue 

Bonds                                                                                                         Attach 10 
 

The proposed ordinance authorizes the issuance of one bond in the amount of 
$2,180,500 with it maturing December 22, 2007. 

 Proposed Ordinance Authorizing the Issuance of the City of Grand Junction, 
Colorado, Downtown Development Authority Tax Increment Revenue Bonds, 
Series 2006, Pledging the Tax Increment Revenues of the City for the Payment of 
the Bonds; Providing for the Payment and Discharge of the City‘s Outstanding Tax 
Increment Revenue Bonds 

 
 Action:  Introduction of a Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for November 15, 

2006 
 
 Staff presentation: Ron Lappi, Administrative Services and Finance Director 
 

11. Change Order #5 to the Contract for the Duck Pond Park Lift Station 

Elimination Project                                                                                    Attach 11 
 
 The work defined by change order #5 includes relocation of an existing sewer line, 

allowing for installation of an additional girder line on the Highway 50 Bridge 
crossing the Colorado River.  Construction of the girder is part of Phase 3 of the 
Riverside Parkway project.  The existing sewer line that hangs under the bridge is 
in conflict with this girder line and will need to be moved.  Re-routing the flow to the 
Duck Pond project is the most cost effective way to accomplish this task. 

 
 Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Approve Contract Change Order #5 to the 

Duck Pond Park Life Station Elimination Project in the Amount of $137,647.00 
with Mendez, Inc., for Relocating the Existing Sewer Line Crossing the Colorado 
River on the Highway 50 Bridge  

 
 Staff presentation: Mark Relph, Public Works and Utilities Director 
 

12. Lease of City Owned Parking Lot at 2
nd

 and Pitkin Avenue                 Attach 12 
 
 Commencing in October 2003, the City began leasing the lot it owns on the 

corner of 2
nd

 and Pitkin to Simmons Lock and Key (―Simmons‖), 322 S. 2
nd

.  
Because the parcel may be required for future improvements at the curve of 
Pitkin Avenue, selling the property is not an option.  City Council is asked to 
approve the City Manager entering into another lease with similar terms as the 
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first with the option for renewal of the lease over the next three years.  The City 
retains the right to terminate the lease upon 30 days notice.   

 
 Resolution No. 136-06 – A Resolution Authorizing the Lease of a City Owned Lot 
 at 2

nd
 and Pitkin Avenue by Simmons Lock and Key, Inc.  

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 136-06 
 
 Staff presentation: John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

13. Public Hearing – Rezone and Outline Development Plan 1
st

 and Patterson 

Planned Development [File #ODP-2005-309]                                          Attach 13 
 
 Request to rezone 20.7 acres, located at the southwest corner of 1

st
 Street and 

Patterson Road,  from RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 units per acre) to PD 
(Planned Development) and approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for 
a mixed use development. 

 
 Ordinance No. 3981 - An Ordinance Rezoning Approximately 20.7 Acres from 

RMF-12 to PD (Planned Development), the 1
st
 and Patterson Planned 

Development, Located at the Southwest Corner of 1
st
 Street and Patterson Road 

 
 Action:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final Passage and Final Publication 

of Ordinance No. 3981 
 
 Staff presentation: Kathy Portner, Assistant Director of Community Development 
 

14. Conduct a Hearing to Appeal a Planning Commission Decision to Deny the 

Pinnacle Ridge Preliminary Plan, Located Northeast of Monument Road and 

Mariposa Drive [File #PP-2005-226]                                                         Attach 14 
 
 Appeal of the Planning Commission denial of the Pinnacle Ridge Preliminary Plan, 

consisting of 72 single family lots on 45.33 acres in a RSF-2 (Residential Single 
Family, 2 du/ac) zone district. 

  
 Action:  Review and Decide on the Appeal 
 
 Staff presentation: Kathy Portner, Assistant Director of Community Development
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15. Public Hearing – Baldwin Annexation and Zoning, Located at 2102 and 

2108 Highway 6 and 50 [File #ANX-2006-182]                                      Attach 15 
 
 Request to annex and zone 3.19 acres, located at 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 

and 50, to I-1 (Light Industrial).  The Baldwin Annexation consists of two parcels. 
 

 a. Accepting Petition 
 
 Resolution No. 137-06 – A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, 

Making Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Baldwin 
Annexation #1 and #2, Located at 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50 and a 
Portion of the Highway 6 and 50 Right-of-Way is Eligible for Annexation 

 

 b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
 Ordinance No. 3982 - An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 

Junction, Colorado, Baldwin Annexation #1, Approximately .10 Acres, Located at 
2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50, Within the Highway 6 and 50 Right-of-Way 

 
 Ordinance No. 3983 – An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 

Junction, Colorado, Baldwin Annexation #2, Approximately 3.09 Acres, Located 
at 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50 and a Portion of the Highway 6 and 50 
Right-of-Way 

 

 c. Zoning Ordinance 
 
 Ordinance No. 3984 - An Ordinance Zoning the Baldwin Annexation to I-1, (Light 

Industrial), Located at 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50 
 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 137-06 and Hold a Public Hearing and Consider 

Final Passage and Final Publication of Ordinance Nos. 3982, 3983, and 3984 
  
 Staff presentation: Faye Hall, Associate Planner 
 

16. Public Hearing – Thunderbrook Estates Growth Plan Amendment, Located at 

3061 ½ F ½ Road [File #GPA-2006-238]                                                   Attach 16 
 
 Request to amend the Growth Plan, to change the Future Land Use Designation 

from Public to Residential Medium Low for one parcel consisting of 
approximately 11.06 acres. 
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 Resolution No. 138-06 – A Resolution Amending the Growth Plan of the City of 

Grand Junction to Designate Approximately 11.06 Acres, Located at 3061 ½ F ½ 
Road, From Public to Residential Medium Low 

 
 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 138-06 
 
 Staff presentation: Faye Hall, Associate Planner 
 

17. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

18. Other Business 
 

19. Adjournment 



 

Attach 1 
Minutes 
 

 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

WORKSHOP SUMMARY 

October 16, 2006 
 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met on Monday, October 16

th
, 

2006 at 7:01 p.m. in the City Hall Auditorium to discuss workshop items.  Those present 
were Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Teresa Coons, Bruce Hill, Gregg Palmer, 
Doug Thomason, and Council President Jim Doody.  Absent was Councilmember Jim 
Spehar. 
 
Mark Relph, Public Works and Utilities Director, introduced his three new employees with 
the Public Works Department. 
 
Police Chief Bill Gardner introduced his new Telecommunication Staff, Administrative 
Assistant to the Chief, and Police Officers. 
 

Summaries and action on the following topics: 
 

1. ANNUAL WATER ISSUES UPDATE:  The City‘s Water Attorney Jim   
 Lochhead will review current water issues with the City Council. 

  
John Shaver, City Attorney, introduced Attorney Jim Lochhead and gave his 
background with the City and the water operations.  Mr. Lochhead gave an 
overview of how much water Colorado has allocated and how the water is 
administered.  He explained how Lake Powell serves as a backup in case of a 
drought to allocate water to the lower basin states.  He described the meaning of 
lower basin and upper basin states and discussed water efficiency and water 
shortage, along with obligations and negotiations with the upper and lower basin 
states and how it affects Colorado.  He explained the demands, what is left to 
develop, and the unresolved legal questions.   
 
Council questioned if there is a way to bring everything into alignment regarding 
the allocation of water in case of a shortage and the technology in desalination 
and cloud seeding.  Mr. Lochhead explained some different areas that were 
working with both of these techniques. 

 

Action Summary:  City Attorney Shaver asked Council to let him know if there 
are any questions in the future for Mr. Lochhead as he would address Mr. 
Lochhead with those questions. 
 



 

Council President called a recess at 8:35 p.m. 

                   
 The meeting reconvened at 8:45 p.m. 
 

2. STATUS/IMPACT OF CURRENT CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND BALANCING 

THE CITY’S CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM:  Administrative Services 
and Finance Director Ron Lappi will review, along with other Department 
Directors, the rebalancing for the 2006/2007 Budget Year and the Ten Year 
Capital Plan due to increased costs.    
David Varley, Interim City Manager, gave an introduction to Council regarding the 
off-year and explained what the City does with minor adjustments to the budget 
and how to adapt with those changes. 
 
Mark Relph, Public Works and Utilities Director, gave a brief background 
regarding the magnitude of the changes and suggested to bring the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) back into realistic ranges.  Mr. Relph said with the 
cost of inflation, money is just worth less right now and said twenty-one projects 
were moved or moved out of the CIP 10 year plan.  

 
Ron Lappi, Administrative Services and Finance Director, gave an overview of 
the proposed capital changes in various funds and also reviewed the escalating 
costs over the next 10 years.   
 
Trent Prall, Public Works and Utilities Engineering Manager, explained the 
significant revenues regarding the long and short term projects of the 
Transportation Capacity Payments (TCP).  He gave an overview regarding 
additions and monies that were increased for the projects that were shifted in the 
10 year plan. 
 
Council agreed that the City needs to look at the big picture in the near future 
regarding the entire infrastructure due to all the cost increases and lack of 
funding from the state level.   
 
Mr. Varley thanked Lanny Paulson, Budget and Accounting Manager, and Trent 
Prall, Public Works and Utilities Engineering Manager, for all of their hard work 
on these projections.  
 

Action Summary:  Council asked for more information at the Council Workshop 
on October 30

th
 regarding the figures of where the City is now and where the City 

is projected to be regarding the increase and escalating costs for the budget over 
the next 10 years. 

                

ADJOURN 

   
The meeting adjourned at 10:14 p.m. 



 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

 

SPECIAL SESSION MINUTES 

 

OCTOBER 18, 2006 

 

 

 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado met in Special Session on 
Wednesday, October 18, 2006 at 11:00 a.m. at Two Rivers Convention Center, 159 Main 
Street.  Those present were Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Teresa Coons, Bruce 
Hill, and Gregg Palmer.  Also present was Claudia Hazelhurst, HR Manager, and Phil 
McKenney, the consultant with Peckham and McKenney.  Mayor Jim Doody entered the 
meeting at 11:15 a.m.  Absent were Councilmembers Jim Spehar and Doug Thomason.   
 
Councilmember Bruce Hill called the meeting to order and moved to go into executive 
session for discussion of personnel matters under section 402 (4)(f) (I) of the open 
meetings law regarding the City Manager selection and stated they will not be returning to 
open session.  Councilmember Gregg Palmer seconded the motion.  The motion carried. 
 
The City Council convened into executive session at 11:08 a.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Juanita Peterson, CMC 
Deputy City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

GRAND JUNCTION CITY COUNCIL 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING 

 

October 18, 2006 

 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction convened into regular session on the 
18

th
 day of October 2006, at 7:02 p.m. in the City Auditorium.  Those present were 

Councilmembers Bonnie Beckstein, Teresa Coons, Bruce Hill, Gregg Palmer, Jim 
Spehar, and President of the Council Jim Doody.  Absent was Councilmember Doug 
Thomason.  Also present were Interim City Manager David Varley, City Attorney John 
Shaver, and Deputy City Clerk Juanita Peterson. 
 
Council President Doody called the meeting to order.  Councilmember Beckstein led in 
the pledge of allegiance.  The audience remained standing for the invocation by Rob 
Storey, River of Life Alliance Church. 
 

Citizen Comments 

 
There were none. 
 

CONSENT CALENDAR  
 
Councilmember Hill read the list of items on the Consent Calendar. 
 
Councilmember Hill commented what a great job the Horizon Drive Business 
Improvement District has done with their taxes and also recognized the Downtown Grand 
Junction Business Improvement District for their cohesive group and how they have been 
working together with the City. 
 
It was moved by Councilmember Coons, seconded by Councilmember Beckstein and 
carried by roll call vote to approve Consent Calendar items #1 through #9.  Motion carried 
by roll call vote. 
 

1. Minutes of Previous Meetings                      
        
 Action:  Approve the Summary of the October 2, 2006 Workshop and the Minutes 

of the October 4, 2006 Special Session and October 4, 2006 Regular Meeting 
 

2. Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District Operating Plan 

and Budget                                                                                                 
 
 Every business improvement district is required to file an operating plan and 

budget with the City Clerk by September 30 each year.  The City Council is then 
required to approve the plan and budget within thirty days and no later than 



December 5.  Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District filed their 
2007 Operating Plan and Budget.  It has been reviewed by Staff and found to be 
reasonable. 

  
 Action:  Approve Horizon Drive Association Business Improvement District’s 2007 

Operating Plan and Budget 
 

3. Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District Operating Plan 

and Budget                                                                                              
 
 Every business improvement district is required to file an operating plan and 

budget with the City Clerk by September 30 each year.  The City Council is then 
required to approve the plan and budget within thirty days and no later than 
December 5.  Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District filed their 
2007 Operating Plan and Budget.  It has been reviewed by Staff and found to be 
reasonable. 

 
 Action:  Approve Downtown Grand Junction Business Improvement District’s 2007 

Operating Plan and Budget 
 

4. Continue the Public Hearing for the Baldwin Annexation, Located at 2102 

and 2108 Highway 6 & 50 [File #ANX-2006-182]                                
   
 A request to continue the Baldwin Annexation to the November 1, 2006 City 

Council meeting.  The request to continue is to allow additional time to clarify 
boundary issues with the adjacent neighbor to the north. 

 
 Action:  Continue the Adoption of the Resolution Accepting the Petition for the 

Baldwin Annexation and Public Hearing to Consider Final Passage of the 
Annexation and Zoning Ordinances to the November 1, 2006 City Council Meeting 

  

5. Setting a Hearing for the Hall 22 Road Commercial Annexation, Located at 

778 22 Road [File #GPA-2006-240]                                                              
 
 Request to annex 52.15 acres, located at 778 22 Road.  The Hall 22 Road 

Commercial Annexation consists of 2 parcels. 
 

 a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

 Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 129-06 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hearing 
on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Hall 22 Road Commercial 



Annexation, Located at 778 22 Road and Including a Portion of the 22 Road Right-
of-Way 

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 129-06 
 

c. Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
 Hall 22 Road Commercial Annexation, Approximately 52.15 Acres, Located at 778 
 22 Road Including a Portion of the 22 Road Right-of-Way 
 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for December 6, 
 2006 
 

6. Setting a Hearing for the Pear Park School No. 3 Annexation,  Located at 

 Grand Valley Canal West of 29 ½ Road and North of D ¼ Road  [File #ANX-
 2006-276]     
                                                                                                

Request to annex 1 acre, located at Grand Valley Canal West of 29 ½ Road and 
North of D ¼ Road.  The Pear Park School No. 3 Annexation consists of 2 parcels. 

 

 a. Referral of Petition, Setting a Hearing and Exercising Land Use 

 Jurisdiction 
 
 Resolution No. 130-06 – A Resolution Referring a Petition to the City Council for 

the Annexation of Lands to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, Setting a Hearing 
on Such Annexation, and Exercising Land Use Control, Pear Park School No. 3 
Annexation, Located at Grand Valley Canal West of 29 ½ Road and North of D ¼ 
Road  

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 130-06 
 

b.  Setting a Hearing on Proposed Ordinance 
 
 Proposed Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 

the Pear Park School No. 3 Annexation, Approximately 1.00 Acres, Located at 
Grand Valley Canal West of 29 ½ Road and North of D ¼ Road  

  
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for December 6, 
 2006 
 

7. Revocable Permit for a Retaining Wall Located in the Fox Run Right-of-Way, 

North of G Road and West of 26 Road  [File #RVP-2006-247]                
    



Request for a revocable permit for retaining walls that have been constructed in 
the Fox Run right-of-way. 

 
Resolution No. 131-06 – A Resolution Concerning the Issuance of a Revocable 
Permit to Wrights Mesa LLC for a Retaining Wall Constructed within the Fox Run 
Right-of-Way Located North of G Road and West of 26 Road 

 
 Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 131-06 
 

8. Setting a Hearing for the Rezone and Outline Development Plan – 1
st

 and 

 Patterson Planned Development [File #ODP-2005-309]                       
 
 Request to rezone 20.7 acres, located at the southwest corner of 1

st
 Street and 

Patterson Road, from RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 units per acre) to PD 
(Planned Development) and approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for a 
mixed use development. 

 
 Proposed Ordinance Rezoning Approximately 20.7 Acres from RMF-12 to PD 

(Planned Development) the 1
st
 and Patterson Planned Development Located at 

the Southwest Corner of 1
st
 Street and Patterson Road 

 
 Action:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a Hearing for November 1, 

2006 
 

9.  Construction Contract Award for Regional Center Parking Improvements and 

DMVA Service Road Paving                                                                        
  

This work is required as part of the City‘s agreements with DHS and the Division of 
Military and Veterans Affairs for the Riverside Parkway Project. 
 
Action:  Authorize the City Manager to Sign a Construction Contract for the 
Regional Center Parking Lot Improvements and the DMVA Service Road Paving 
to Reyes Construction in the Amount of $292,402.20 

 

ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION 

 

Columbine Park Infill/Redevelopment Financial Assistance Request                        
                                                                                                    

This is a request for incentive monies through the Infill and Redevelopment Program in 
a total of $51,227.48 for the subdivision known as Columbine Park, located near 28 1/4 
Road and Columbine Park Court.  This subdivision is located in the boundaries for infill 
as designated by the City Council. 
 



Sheryl Trent, Interim Community Development Director, reviewed this item.  She said 
this is a completed project and this request is for an incentive through the Infill and 
Redevelopment Program.  In the original application the amount requested was for 
$51,227.48.  Today, there was an additional letter which was submitted to Council 
which shows there were additional bills that came in after the original application was 
submitted for an additional $5,213.  Ms. Trent said when Mr. Perry started this process; 
the City was adopting the policy and said he was told by Staff that he should wait to 
submit an application.  She said in the Staff‘s file there are notes that indicate a 
discussion was held about applying for the incentives.  She said Staff finds the request 
meets the criteria and recommends that City Council approve the request based on 
actual costs expended.  Ms. Trent suggested that the request not to exceed $60,000 
and said Mr. Perry, the developer, is present to answer any questions. 
 
Councilmember Spehar questioned if, in the past, has the City refunded 100% of the 
Infill Redevelopment requests for improvements.  Ms. Trent said there have been two 
that were approved at 100% of the costs.  Councilmember Spehar questioned if the 
improvements that were completed for the Columbine Park Court were required by the 
Zoning and Development Code.  Ms. Trent said yes, they were.  
 
Councilmember Hill questioned if the City helped with underground utilities.  Ms. Trent 
said yes, the main waterline. 
 
Council President Doody asked if the applicant would like to address Council. 
 
Tony Perry, 420 Montero Street, developer of the Columbine Park Subdivision, said the 
request is for 70% of the original cost of the development whereas most of the requests 
are for 100% reimbursement.  Mr. Perry said this subdivision is an enhancement to the 
neighborhood and said the subdivision has been well received from the local neighbors 
in the area. 
 
Councilmember Spehar questioned if the main entrance into the subdivision consisted 
of the two curb cut driveways that were eliminated.  Mr. Perry said that is correct.  
Council President Doody asked Ms. Trent if the budgeted amount for the Infill 
Redevelopment Funding is $250,000.  Ms. Trent said that is correct. 
 
Councilmember Spehar said he is familiar with this property and that he feels there 
should be some consideration because of the confusion of Mr. Perry having to wait until 
now. 
 
Councilmember Coons agreed and wanted to encourage developers to use this 
program. 
 
Councilmember Spehar said he is comfortable with the request, but is not comfortable 
with the requested amount.   
 



Councilmember Hill said each one of these developments that the City has given 
money to have all been so different from each other and said this is not an easy 
process.  He has concerns of giving $50,000 or $60,000 per project, because that 
would mean funding would only be given to 5 projects per year.   
 
Council President Doody said that he is glad to see this program is being utilized 
throughout the City of Grand Junction and not just in the downtown area.  He feels this 
program would work well for some developers up on Orchard Mesa.  Councilmember 
Hill agreed.   
 
Councilmember Spehar inquired about the twelve questions in the application, are 
those criteria that the City established in the original program and is that why they are 
on this application.  Ms. Trent stated that is correct.  Councilmember Spehar said he 
understands the discussion that took place, but feels this request is a stretch for this 
program.  He said several of the answers to the questions state that there is no mixture 
of uses, it is not part of an economic development plan, there are no historic structures, 
and it does not go beyond the Code requirements.  He said that he would like to see 
this program be more utilized, but feels that the program needs to be reviewed. 
 
Councilmember Coons asked Ms. Trent how many applications has the City received 
for this program altogether.  Ms. Trent said fewer than twenty applications were 
received and that includes the three that have already been approved and there are 
four more that will be brought to Council within the next two months.    
 
Councilmember Palmer moved for the approval of the Infill and Redevelopment 
Incentives for the Columbine Park Subdivision in the amount of $19,957.18 for the off 
site drainage improvements.  Councilmember Spehar seconded the motion.  Motion 
failed with Councilmembers Hill, Beckstein, and Council President Doody voting NO. 
 
Councilmember Beckstein moved for the approval of the Infill and Redevelopment 
Incentives for the Columbine Park Subdivision for an amount not to exceed $60,000.  
Councilmember Coons seconded the motion.  Motion failed with Councilmembers Hill, 
Palmer, and Spehar voting NO. 
 
Ms. Trent reviewed the list of additional figures regarding the off site drainage 
improvements.  She said if Council would like to direct the reimbursement go to the off 
site drainage improvements for an amount not to exceed $25,000 to pay for the 
additional costs, then that would allow some leeway for the verification of the bills to 
make sure they are related to the off site drainage improvements before any 
reimbursement is given to the developer for those fees. 
 
Councilmember Spehar moved for the approval of the Infill and Redevelopment 
Incentives for the Columbine Park Subdivision for an amount not to exceed $25,000.   
Councilmember Coons seconded the motion.  Motion failed with Councilmembers Hill, 
Beckstein, and Council President Doody voting NO. 



 
Council President Doody said in reviewing this particular package, he would be in favor 
of the $51,227.48, which was the original amount requested.  
 
Councilmember Beckstein questioned Ms. Trent about how Staff came up with the 
amount that is being requested and also how many Staff members review the criteria to 
make sure that the requested amount is in compliance with the Infill and 
Redevelopment Program.  Ms Trent said there are three Staff members and herself that 
review the information that is given from the developer.  Councilmember Beckstein 
questioned if this subdivision in fact enhanced this particular area.  Ms. Trent said yes, 
this subdivision does have a positive effect for this area.    
 
Mr. Perry said the development of this subdivision benefited the City along 28 Road.  
He said with the drainage improvements that was placed around the subdivision, it 
reduced the drainage flow into the 28 Road drainage system by 30%.  He said the 
drainage improvements that were required and were approved by the City is that those 
improvements be placed around the subdivision.  He reviewed other enhancements 
that were required by the City such as the entrance into the subdivision and leaving an 
access road for future developments located to the north of the subdivision.  He feels 
that this subdivision has enhanced the area.  
 
Councilmember Hill moved to reimburse the developer for the work that was completed 
for the City and also pay a portion of the off site drainage system for a total amount of 
$10,000.  There was no second.  Motion failed. 
 
Councilmember Spehar moved to reimburse the developer $3,000 for the work that was 
completed for the City and also to approve the Infill and Redevelopment Incentives for 
the Columbine Park Subdivision in the amount of $25,000 for a total amount not to 
exceed $28,000.  Councilmember Beckstein seconded the motion.  Motion carried with 
Councilmember Hill voting NO. 
 

Public Hearing – The Beagley Rezone, Located at 2936 D ½ Road [File #RZ-2006-
227]                                                                                                   
 
Request to rezone 0.84 acres, located at 2936 D ½ Road, from RSF-4 (Residential Single 
Family 4 du/acre) to RMF-8 (Residential Multi Family 8 du/ac). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:05 p.m. 
 
Adam Olsen, Associate Planner, reviewed this item.  He described the location and the 
site and said the property owners are requesting a rezone of RMF-8 to match the zoning 
of the surrounding property.  Mr. Olsen said the owners and Zeck Homes have expressed 
an interest in developing the property at an RMF-8 density and said a simple subdivision 
application is being processed concurrently with this rezone request to shift the property 
lines of the subject property.  Mr. Olsen said the Planning Commission recommends 



approval of the requested rezone and said the request is consistent with the Future Land 
Use Designation of Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac).  
 
Rebecca Zeck with Zeck Homes, located at 1950 Hwy. 6 & 50, representing the Holley 
family (the property owners of 2936 D ½ Road), said the owners came to Zeck Homes 
and requested to adjust their property lines to make their property more square instead of 
long and narrow.  She said in order to complete their request, this property has to be 
zoned the same as the surrounding area which is RMF-8.       
 
There were no additional public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:09 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 3978 - An Ordinance Rezoning the Property Known as the Beagley 
Rezone to RMF-8, Residential Multi Family 8 Units per Acre, Located at 2936 D ½ Road 
 
Councilmember Palmer moved to adopt Ordinance No. 3978 on Second Reading and 
ordered it published.  Councilmember Beckstein seconded the motion.  Motion carried by 
roll call vote. 
 

Public Hearing – The Orr Rezone, Located at 498 Patterson Road [File #RZ-2006-
228]                                                                                                
 
Request to rezone .322 acres, located at 498 Patterson Road, from RMF-5 (Residential 
Multi-Family, 5 units per acre) to B-1 (Neighborhood Business). 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:11 p.m. 
 
Ronnie Edwards, Associate Planner, reviewed this item.  She described the location and 
the site.  She said the subject property was annexed in February of 1977 with the 
Patterson Road Enclave and was zoned R-1-A, which would allow only one single family 
residence per parcel.  She said there was a change in the zoning designations in 1981 
and said R-1-A became what is now our current RSF-4 zone district.  Ms. Edwards said in 
1997 the map underwent revisions and this area was changed to RSF-5.  She said in 
2000 the City adopted a revised Zoning and Development Code which changed RSF-5 to 
RMF-5.  She said the request is for B-1 zoning which would allow various neighborhood 
businesses, as long as all site development was in conformance with the Zoning and 
Development Code.  Ms. Edwards said Staff and the Planning Commission recommends 
approval and that the requested rezone is consistent with the Growth Plan. 
 
Dan Wilson, Attorney representing the applicant, encouraged Council to approve the 
requested rezone.   
 
There were no additional public comments. 
 



The public hearing was closed at 8:18 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No.3979 - An Ordinance Rezoning Property Known as the Orr Rezone, .322 
Acres, Located at 498 Patterson Road from RMF-5 to B-1 
 
Councilmember Spehar moved to adopt Ordinance No. 3979 on Second Reading and 
ordered it published.  Councilmember Hill seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll call 
vote. 
 

Public Hearing – Amend the Planned Development Ordinance for Fuoco Estates, 

also known as Beehive Estates, Located East of Dewey Place [File #PDA-2006-
044]                                                                                       
 
Request to amend the Planned Development Ordinance for Fuoco Estates, also  known 
as Beehive Estates, reducing the front yard setbacks. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 8:21 p.m. 
Sheryl Trent, Interim Community Development Director, reviewed this item.  She 
described the location and the current uses.  Ms. Trent said the property was annexed 
into the City on August 6, 2000 as part of the G Road South Annexation and in 2003 the 
property was rezoned as Planned Development with a default zone of RMF-8 for the 
proposed development, then known as Fuoco Estates.  She said the request is to amend 
the front yard setbacks and said Staff recommends approval.   
 
Councilmember Hill said this is a very nice and unique development and encourages 
other developers to come forward with more requests like this.  The rest of Council 
agreed with Councilmember Hill‘s comments.     
 
There were no public comments. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 8:26 p.m. 
 
Ordinance No. 3980 - An Ordinance Amending the Established Setbacks for the Fuoco 
Property Planned Development, Located East of Dewey Place, Also Known as Beehive 
Estates 

 
Councilmember Beckstein moved to adopt Ordinance No. 3980 on Second Reading and 
ordered it published.  Councilmember Coons seconded the motion.  Motion carried by roll 
call vote. 

 

Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 
There were none. 
 



Other Business 
 
There was none. 
 

Adjournment 

 
The meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
Juanita Peterson, CMC 
Deputy City Clerk 
 
 



 

Attach 2 
Visitor and Convention Bureau Center Remodel 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Visitor Center Addition and Remodel  

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 19, 2006 

Author Scott Hockins Senior Buyer 

Presenter Name 
Debbie Kovalik 
Jay Valentine 

Visitor & Convention Bureau Director 
Purchasing Manager 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: This approval request is for the construction contract for the addition and 
remodel of the Visitor Center building.  

 

Budget:  A budget amount of $425,000 has been allocated in the Visitor and 
Convention Bureau‘s Capital Improvement budget. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Authorize the City Purchasing Division to enter 
into a contract, in the amount of $387,000 with Classic Constructors, Inc. for the 
completion of the addition and remodel.   
 

Attachments:  N/A 
 

Background Information: The project consists of an addition of approximately 1,190 
square feet of office space.  The project also includes some remodeling of the existing 
office and storage spaces, relocating and upgrading the mechanical system, and 
relocating and upgrading the electrical/communications services to the building and 
within the entire office area.  The solicitation was advertised in The Daily Sentinel, and 
sent to a source list of contractors including the Western Colorado Contractors 
Association (WCCA).  The three companies submitted formal bids in the following 
amounts: 
 

 Classic Constructors, Inc., Grand Junction  $387,000 

 J. Dyer Construction, Inc., Grand Junction  $407,458 



 PNCI Construction, Inc., Grand Junction   $485,843 



 

Attach 3 
Setting a Hearing for the Becerra Annexation, Located at 244 28 ½ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Becerra Annexation - Located at 244 28 ½ Road 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 26, 2006 File #ANX-2006-256 

Author Adam Olsen Associate Planner 

Presenter Name Adam Olsen Associate Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to annex 1.50 acres, located at 244 28 ½ Road.  The Becerra 
Annexation consists of one parcel and is a three part serial annexation. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution referring the petition for the 
Becerra Annexation and introduce the proposed Ordinance and set a hearing for 
December 6, 2006. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation / Location Map/Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map/Zoning Map  
4. Resolution Referring Petition 
5. Annexation Ordinance  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 244 28 ½ Road 

Applicants:  
Guadalupe Becerra-Owner 
Armand Hughes-Representative 

Existing Land Use: Residential 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Residential 

East Residential 

West Residential 

Existing Zoning: RSF-4 

Proposed Zoning: RSF-4 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North RSF-4 (County) 

South RSF-4 (County) 

East RSF-4 (County) 

West RSF-4 (County) 

Growth Plan Designation: RML (Residential Medium Low 2-4 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? x Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 1.50 acres of land and is comprised of one 

parcel and is a three part serial annexation. The property owners have requested 
annexation into the City to allow for development of the property.  Under the 1998 
Persigo Agreement all proposed development within the Persigo Wastewater 
Treatment boundary requires annexation and processing in the City. 
 It is staff‘s opinion, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable 
state law, including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the 
Becerra Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the following: 
 a)  A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more 

than 50% of the property described; 
 b)  Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is 

contiguous with the existing City limits; 
 c)  A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City.  

This is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single 



demographic and economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, 
and regularly do, use City streets, parks and other urban facilities; 

 d)  The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 
 e)  The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 f)   No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

annexation; 
 g)  No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more 

with an assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included 
without the owners consent. 

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 1, 2006 
Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction Of A Proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

November 14, 2006 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

November 15, 2006 Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

December 6, 2006 
Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation and 
Zoning by City Council 

January 7, 2007 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 

 
 



 

BECERRA ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2006-256 

Location:  244 28 ½ Road 

Tax ID Number:  2943-304-00-109 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 2 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 1 

# of Dwelling Units:    1 

Acres land annexed:     1.50 

Developable Acres Remaining: ±1 acre 

Right-of-way in Annexation: ±.5 acre 

Previous County Zoning:   RSF-4 

Proposed City Zoning: RSF-4 

Current Land Use: Residential 

Future Land Use: Residential 

Values: 
Assessed: $11,430 

Actual: $143,560 

Address Ranges: 244 28 ½ Road 

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Ute 

Sewer: Orchard Mesa Sanitation 

Fire:   GJ Rural 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 
Orchard Mesa 

School: District 51 

Pest: Grand River Mosquito 

 



 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa 

County directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

RML (Residential Medium 

Low 2-4 du/ac) 

County Zoning 

RSF-4 

RMF-5 

RM (Residential Medium 4-8 

du/ac) 

Site 

County Zoning 

RMF-5 

County Zoning 

RSF-4 



NOTICE OF HEARING 

ON PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 
 

 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Grand Junction, Colorado, held on the 1st of November, 2006, the following 
Resolution was adopted: 
 



RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION 

REFERRING A PETITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, 

SETTING A HEARING ON SUCH ANNEXATION, 

AND EXERCISING LAND USE CONTROL 

 

BECERRA ANNEXATION  

 

LOCATED AT 244 28 ½ ROAD; INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE 28 ½ ROAD 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 
 

WHEREAS, on the 1st day of November, 2006, a petition was referred to the 
City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the 
following property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows: 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 1 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) 
of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado 
and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears N00°04‘16‖E; thence S89°54‘25‖E a 
distance of 50.00 feet along the South line of the Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of 
Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3126 to a point on the West line of that certain parcel of 
land as described in Book 2275, Pages 724-725, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence S00°04‘16‖W along said West line a distance of 5.00 feet; thence 
N89°54‘25‖W along a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel with the South line of 
said Armantrout Annexation No. 3, a distance of 45.00 feet; thence S00°04‘16‖W along 
a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel with the East line of said Lot 1, a distance of 
95.00 feet; thence N89°54‘25‖W a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on the East line of 
said Lot 1; thence N00°04‘16‖E along the East line of said Lot 1 a distance of 100.00 
feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.01 acres (725 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 



A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, 
as same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears S00°04‘16‖W; thence 
S00°04‘16‖W along said East line a distance of 100.00 feet to the Point of Beginning; 
thence N89°54‘25‖E a distance of 5.00 feet; thence N00°04‘16‖E along a line being 
5.00 feet East of and parallel with the East line of said Lot 1 a distance of 95.00 feet to 
a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel to the South line of the 
Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3126; thence 
S89°54‘25‖E along said parallel line a distance of 25.00 feet to a point on the East line 
of the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 30; 
thence S00°04‘16‖W along the East line of said NE 1/4 SW 1/4 a distance of 305.00 
feet; thence S89°56‘27‖W a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on the East line of said 
Orchard Villas Subdivision; thence N00°04‘16‖E along said East line a distance of 
210.08 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.20 acres (8,676 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 3 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) 
of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, 
as same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears S00°04‘16‖W; thence 
S00°04‘16‖W along said East line a distance of 310.08 feet to the Point of Beginning; 
thence N89°56‘27‖E a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on West line of the Northwest 
Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4); thence N00°04‘16‖E along said 
West line a distance of 305.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and 
parallel to the South line of the Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction 
Ordinance No. 3126; thence S89°54‘25‖E along said parallel line a distance of 20.00 
feet to a point on the West line of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 2275, 
Pages 724-725, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°04‘16‖W along 
said West line a distance of 304.95 feet to the Southwest corner of said parcel; thence 
N89°56‘27‖E along the South line of said parcel a distance of 330.00 feet to the 
Southeast corner of said parcel; thence S00°04‘16‖W along the East line of that certain 
parcel of land as described in Book 3878, Page 758, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and the West line of Logan Addition to the Morrison Subdivision, as same is 



recorded in Plat Book 7, Page 28, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a 
distance of 132.00 to the Southeast corner of said parcel; thence S89°56‘27‖W along 
the South line of said parcel a distance of 380.00 feet to a point on the East line of said 
Orchard Villas Subdivision; thence N00°04‘16‖E along said East line a distance of 
132.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 1.29 acres (56,259 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined that the petition complies 
substantially with the provisions of the Municipal Annexation Act and a hearing should 
be held to determine whether or not the lands should be annexed to the City by 
Ordinance; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 

1. That a hearing will be held on the 6th day of December, 2006, in the City Hall 
auditorium, located at 250 North 5

th
 Street, City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at 

7:00 PM to determine whether one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to 
be annexed is contiguous with the City; whether a community of interest exists 
between the territory and the city; whether the territory proposed to be annexed 
is urban or will be urbanized in the near future; whether the territory is integrated 
or is capable of being integrated with said City; whether any land in single 
ownership has been divided by the proposed annexation without the consent of 
the landowner; whether any land held in identical ownership comprising more 
than twenty acres which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, 
has an assessed valuation in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included 
without the landowner‘s consent; whether any of the land is now subject to other 
annexation proceedings; and whether an election is required under the Municipal 
Annexation Act of 1965. 

 
2. Pursuant to the State‘s Annexation Act, the City Council determines that the City 

may now, and hereby does, exercise jurisdiction over land use issues in the said 
territory.  Requests for building permits, subdivision approvals and zoning 
approvals shall, as of this date, be submitted to the Community Development 
Department of the City. 

 
ADOPTED the    day of   , 2006. 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                                        _________________________ 
                                                                                        President of the Council 
 



_________________________ 
City Clerk 

 

 

 

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that a hearing will be held in accordance with the 
Resolution on the date and at the time and place set forth in the Resolution. 
 
 
 
                                               
         City Clerk 
 
 
 

DATES PUBLISHED 

November 3, 2006 

November 10, 2006 

November 17, 2006 

November 24, 2006 

 
 

 

 

 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.01 ACRES 
 

LOCATED WITHIN THE 28 ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1st day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 1 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) 
of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado 
and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears N00°04‘16‖E; thence S89°54‘25‖E a 
distance of 50.00 feet along the South line of the Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of 
Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3126 to a point on the West line of that certain parcel of 
land as described in Book 2275, Pages 724-725, Public Records of Mesa County, 



Colorado; thence S00°04‘16‖W along said West line a distance of 5.00 feet; thence 
N89°54‘25‖W along a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel with the South line of 
said Armantrout Annexation No. 3, a distance of 45.00 feet; thence S00°04‘16‖W along 
a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel with the East line of said Lot 1, a distance of 
95.00 feet; thence N89°54‘25‖W a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on the East line of 
said Lot 1; thence N00°04‘16‖E along the East line of said Lot 1 a distance of 100.00 
feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.01 acres (725 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 2 

 

APPROXIMATELY 0.20 ACRES 
 

LOCATED WITHIN THE 28 ½ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1st day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, 
as same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears S00°04‘16‖W; thence 
S00°04‘16‖W along said East line a distance of 100.00 feet to the Point of Beginning; 



thence N89°54‘25‖E a distance of 5.00 feet; thence N00°04‘16‖E along a line being 
5.00 feet East of and parallel with the East line of said Lot 1 a distance of 95.00 feet to 
a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel to the South line of the 
Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3126; thence 
S89°54‘25‖E along said parallel line a distance of 25.00 feet to a point on the East line 
of the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 30; 
thence S00°04‘16‖W along the East line of said NE 1/4 SW 1/4 a distance of 305.00 
feet; thence S89°56‘27‖W a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on the East line of said 
Orchard Villas Subdivision; thence N00°04‘16‖E along said East line a distance of 
210.08 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.20 acres (8,676 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 3 

 

APPROXIMATELY 1.29 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 244 28 ½ ROAD AND INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE 28 ½ ROAD 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1st day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 
Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

BECERRA ANNEXATION NO. 3 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NE 1/4 SW 1/4) and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4) 
of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of 
Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of Lot 1, Block 1 of Orchard Villas Subdivision, 
as same is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 209, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and assuming the East line of said Lot 1 bears S00°04‘16‖W; thence 
S00°04‘16‖W along said East line a distance of 310.08 feet to the Point of Beginning; 



thence N89°56‘27‖E a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on West line of the Northwest 
Quarter of the Southeast Quarter (NW 1/4 SE 1/4); thence N00°04‘16‖E along said 
West line a distance of 305.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and 
parallel to the South line of the Armantrout Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction 
Ordinance No. 3126; thence S89°54‘25‖E along said parallel line a distance of 20.00 
feet to a point on the West line of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 2275, 
Pages 724-725, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°04‘16‖W along 
said West line a distance of 304.95 feet to the Southwest corner of said parcel; thence 
N89°56‘27‖E along the South line of said parcel a distance of 330.00 feet to the 
Southeast corner of said parcel; thence S00°04‘16‖W along the East line of that certain 
parcel of land as described in Book 3878, Page 758, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado and the West line of Logan Addition to the Morrison Subdivision, as same is 
recorded in Plat Book 7, Page 28, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado, a 
distance of 132.00 to the Southeast corner of said parcel; thence S89°56‘27‖W along 
the South line of said parcel a distance of 380.00 feet to a point on the East line of said 
Orchard Villas Subdivision; thence N00°04‘16‖E along said East line a distance of 
132.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 1.29 acres (56,259 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

Attach 4 
Setting a Hearing for the Humphrey Annexation, Located at 412 30 ¼ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Humphrey Annexation - Located at 412 30 ¼ Road 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 26, 2006 File #ANX-2006-260 

Author Adam Olsen Associate Planner 

Presenter Name Adam Olsen Associate Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to annex approximately 10.43 acres, located at 412 30 ¼ Road.  
The Humphrey Annexation consists of one parcel and is a three part serial annexation. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution referring the petition for the 
Humphrey Annexation and introduce the proposed Ordinance and set a hearing for 
December 6

th
, 2006. 

 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation / Location Map; Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map; Zoning Map  
4. Resolution Referring Petition 
5. Annexation Ordinance  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 412 30 ¼ Road 

Applicants:  
Robert & Susan Humphrey-Owners 
Redlands Development-Developer 
Ciavonne Roberts & Assoc.-Representative 

Existing Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Residential 

East Residential 

West Residential 

Existing Zoning: PD (10.4 du/ac County) 

Proposed Zoning: RMF-8 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North PD (6.5 du/ac County) 

South PD (5.3 du/ac County) 

East PD (5.2 du/ac County) 

West RSF-R (County) 

Growth Plan Designation: RM (Residential Medium 4-8 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? x Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 10.43 acres of land and is comprised of one 

parcel and is a three part serial annexation. The property owners have requested 
annexation into the City to allow for development of the property.  Under the 1998 
Persigo Agreement all proposed development within the Persigo Wastewater 
Treatment boundary requires annexation and processing in the City. 
 It is staff‘s opinion, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable 
state law, including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the 
Humphrey Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the following: 
 a)  A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more 

than 50% of the property described; 
 b)  Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is 

contiguous with the existing City limits; 
 c)  A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City.  

This is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single 
demographic and economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, 
and regularly do, use City streets, parks and other urban facilities; 



 d)  The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 
 e)  The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 f)   No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

annexation; 
 g)  No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more 

with an assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included 
without the owners consent. 

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 1, 2006 
Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction Of A 
Proposed Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

November 14, 2006 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

November 15, 2006 
Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City 
Council 

December 6, 2006 
Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation and 
Zoning by City Council 

January 7, 2007 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 

 
 



 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2006-260 

Location:  412 30 ¼ Road 

Tax ID Number:  2943-163-00-189 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 2 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 1 

# of Dwelling Units:    1 

Acres land annexed:     10.43 

Developable Acres Remaining: 9.35 

Right-of-way in Annexation: 1.08 

Previous County Zoning:   PD (10.4 du/ac County) 

Proposed City Zoning: RMF-8 

Current Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 

Future Land Use: Residential 

Values: 
Assessed: $22,280 

Actual: $173,120 

Address Ranges: 412-418 30 ¼ Road 

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Clifton Water 

Sewer: Central Grand Valley 

Fire:   Clifton Fire 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 
Grand Junction Drainage 

School: District 51 

Pest: Grand River Mosquito 

 
 
 



 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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City Limits 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa 

County directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

SITE 

RM (Residential Medium 

4-8 du/ac) 

PD (6.5 du/ac) 

SITE 
PD (10.4 du/ac) 

RMF-8 

PD (5.3 du/ac) 

PD (5.2 du/ac) 
RSF-R 

RMF-8 



 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

ON PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 
 

 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Grand Junction, Colorado, held on the 1st of November, 2006, the following 
Resolution was adopted: 
 



RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION 

REFERRING A PETITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, 

SETTING A HEARING ON SUCH ANNEXATION, 

AND EXERCISING LAND USE CONTROL 

 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION  

 

LOCATED AT 412 30 ¼ ROAD INCLUDING A PORTION OF THE 30 ¼ ROAD 

RIGHT-OF-WAY 

 
 

WHEREAS, on the 1st day of November, 2006, a petition was referred to the 
City Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the 
following property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows: 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 1 
 
A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 
South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, 
being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of Tract A of Ironwood, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, Page 454, Public Records, Mesa County Colorado, and assuming the East 
line of said Tract A to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said East line a distance of 70.49 feet to the 
Northeast corner of said Tract A; thence N89°56‘09‖E along the North line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16, a 
distance of 13.00 feet to the Southern most corner of the 430 30 Road Annexation, City 
of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3468; thence N00°02‘15‖E along the East line of said 
430 30 Road Annexation a distance of 24.46 feet; thence N89°54‘47‖E a distance of 
20.00 feet to a point on the East line of the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; thence N00°02‘15‖E along said East line a 
distance of 238.90 feet to a point on the South line of the Abeyta/Weaver Annexation 
No. 2, City of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3835; thence N89°54‘19‖E along said 
Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2 a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 
feet East of and parallel to the West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest 
Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; thence S00°02‘15‖W along said parallel 
line a distance of 263.37 feet to the South line of said NE 1/4 SW 1/4; thence 
S00°02‘11‖W along a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel to the West line of the 
Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16 a 



distance of 70.55 feet; thence N89°58‘08‖W a distance of 38.00 feet, more or less to 
the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.10 acres (4,486 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 
A parcel of land located in the East Half of the Southwest Quarter (E 1/2 SW 1/4) and 
the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 16, 
Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of Lot 4 of Ironwood, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, Page 454, Public Records, Mesa County Colorado, and assuming the East 
line of said Ironwood to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said East line a distance of 341.00 feet to the 
Northeast corner of Lot 26 of said Ironwood; thence S89°58‘08‖E a distance of 38.00 
feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet East and parallel to the East line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4)  of said Section 16; 
thence N00°02‘11‖E along said parallel line a distance of 70.55 feet to the South line of 
the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; 
thence N00°02‘15‖E along a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel to the West line of 
said (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) a distance of 263.37 feet to a point on the South line of the 
Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2, City of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3835; thence 
N89°54‘19‖E along said Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2 a distance of 25.00 feet to 
the East line of 30-1/4 Road per Book 767, Page 175, Public Records, Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence S00°02‘15‖W along said East line a distance of 160.21 feet to the 
Southwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1897, Page 904, 
Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence N89°55‘10‖E a distance of 3.00 feet to 
the West line of Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing No. 3 as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 13, Page 36, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°02‘11‖W along 
said West line a distance of 367.16 feet to the Southwest corner of said Wedgewood 
Park Subdivision Filing No. 3; thence S89°55‘11‖E a distance of 3.00 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1707, Page 967, 
Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°02‘11‖W along the West line of 
said parcel a distance of 110.00 feet to the Southwest corner of said parcel; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along the South line of said parcel a distance of 65.00 feet; thence 
S00°02‘11‖E a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and 
parallel to the South line of said parcel; thence S89°55‘11‖W along said parallel line a 
distance of 65.00 feet to a point on the East line of 30-1/4 Road; thence S00°02‘11‖W 
along said East line a distance of 431.11 feet to the Southwest corner of that certain 
parcel of land as described in Book 2296, Pages 731-732, Public Records, Mesa 
County, Colorado; thence S89°54‘41‖W a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on the West 
line of Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 1/4)  of said Section 



16; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said West line a distance of 380.61 feet; thence 
S89°56‘10‖W a distance of 33.00 feet, more or less to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.98 acres (42,673 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 3 
 

A parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 
1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
County of Mesa, State of Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 
2296, Pages 731-732, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado, and assuming the 
West line of said parcel to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; N00°02‘11‖E along said West line a distance of 413.11 feet; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel with the South line of 
that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1707, Page 967, Public Records, Mesa 
County Colorado, a distance of 65.00 feet; thence N00°02‘11‖W a distance of 5.00 feet 
to the South line of said parcel;  thence N89°55‘11‖E along said South line a distance of 
45.00 feet to the Southeast corner of said parcel; thence N00°02‘11‖E along the East 
line of said parcel a distance of 110.00 feet to the Northeast corner; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along the South line of Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing No. 2 as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 12, Page 259 and Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing 
No. 3 as same is recorded in Plat Book 13, Page 36, Public Records, Mesa County, 
Colorado, a distance of 685.21 feet to the Southeast corner of Lot 3 Block No. 3 of said 
Filing No. 2; thence S00°02‘11‖W along the West line of said Wedgewood Park 
Subdivision Filing No. 2 a distance of 527.99 feet to the Southwest corner; thence 
S89°54‘41‖W along the North line of Replat of Wedgewood Park Subdivision as same 
is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 311 and that certain parcel of land as described in 
Book 1519, Page 531, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of 795.21 
feet, more or less to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 9.35 acres (407,483 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined that the petition complies 
substantially with the provisions of the Municipal Annexation Act and a hearing should 
be held to determine whether or not the lands should be annexed to the City by 
Ordinance; 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 

1. That a hearing will be held on the 6th day of December, 2006, in the City Hall 
auditorium, located at 250 North 5

th
 Street, City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at 

7:00 PM to determine whether one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to 



be annexed is contiguous with the City; whether a community of interest exists 
between the territory and the city; whether the territory proposed to be annexed 
is urban or will be urbanized in the near future; whether the territory is integrated 
or is capable of being integrated with said City; whether any land in single 
ownership has been divided by the proposed annexation without the consent of 
the landowner; whether any land held in identical ownership comprising more 
than twenty acres which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, 
has an assessed valuation in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included 
without the landowner‘s consent; whether any of the land is now subject to other 
annexation proceedings; and whether an election is required under the Municipal 
Annexation Act of 1965. 

 
2. Pursuant to the State‘s Annexation Act, the City Council determines that the City 

may now, and hereby does, exercise jurisdiction over land use issues in the said 
territory.  Requests for building permits, subdivision approvals and zoning 
approvals shall, as of this date, be submitted to the Community Development 
Department of the City. 

 
ADOPTED the    day of   , 2006. 
 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                                        _________________________ 
                                                                                        President of the Council 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
City Clerk 

 

 



NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that a hearing will be held in accordance with the 
Resolution on the date and at the time and place set forth in the Resolution. 
 
 
 
                                               
         City Clerk 
 
 
 

DATES PUBLISHED 

November 3, 2006 

November 10, 2006 

November 17, 2006 

November 24, 2006 

 
 

 

 

 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 1 

 

APPROXIMATELY .10 ACRES 
 

LOCATED WITHIN THE 30 ¼ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1
st
 day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 

Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 1 
 

A parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 
South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, 
being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of Tract A of Ironwood, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, Page 454, Public Records, Mesa County Colorado, and assuming the East 
line of said Tract A to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said East line a distance of 70.49 feet to the 
Northeast corner of said Tract A; thence N89°56‘09‖E along the North line of the 
Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16, a 
distance of 13.00 feet to the Southern most corner of the 430 30 Road Annexation, City 



of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3468; thence N00°02‘15‖E along the East line of said 
430 30 Road Annexation a distance of 24.46 feet; thence N89°54‘47‖E a distance of 
20.00 feet to a point on the East line of the Northwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; thence N00°02‘15‖E along said East line a 
distance of 238.90 feet to a point on the South line of the Abeyta/Weaver Annexation 
No. 2, City of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3835; thence N89°54‘19‖E along said 
Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2 a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 
feet East of and parallel to the West line of the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest 
Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; thence S00°02‘15‖W along said parallel 
line a distance of 263.37 feet to the South line of said NE 1/4 SW 1/4; thence 
S00°02‘11‖W along a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel to the West line of the 
Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16 a 
distance of 70.55 feet; thence N89°58‘08‖W a distance of 38.00 feet, more or less to 
the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.10 acres (4,486 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 
 
 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 2 

 

APPROXIMATELY .98 ACRES 
 

LOCATED WITHIN THE 30 ¼ ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1
st
 day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 

Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 2 
 

A parcel of land located in the East Half of the Southwest Quarter (E 1/2 SW 1/4) and 
the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 16, 
Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of Lot 4 of Ironwood, as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 12, Page 454, Public Records, Mesa County Colorado, and assuming the East 
line of said Ironwood to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said East line a distance of 341.00 feet to the 
Northeast corner of Lot 26 of said Ironwood; thence S89°58‘08‖E a distance of 38.00 
feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet East and parallel to the East line of the 



Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4 SW 1/4)  of said Section 16; 
thence N00°02‘11‖E along said parallel line a distance of 70.55 feet to the South line of 
the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) of said Section 16; 
thence N00°02‘15‖E along a line being 5.00 feet East of and parallel to the West line of 
said (NE 1/4 SW 1/4) a distance of 263.37 feet to a point on the South line of the 
Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2, City of Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3835; thence 
N89°54‘19‖E along said Abeyta/Weaver Annexation No. 2 a distance of 25.00 feet to 
the East line of 30-1/4 Road per Book 767, Page 175, Public Records, Mesa County, 
Colorado; thence S00°02‘15‖W along said East line a distance of 160.21 feet to the 
Southwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1897, Page 904, 
Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence N89°55‘10‖E a distance of 3.00 feet to 
the West line of Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing No. 3 as same is recorded in Plat 
Book 13, Page 36, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°02‘11‖W along 
said West line a distance of 367.16 feet to the Southwest corner of said Wedgewood 
Park Subdivision Filing No. 3; thence S89°55‘11‖E a distance of 3.00 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1707, Page 967, 
Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado; thence S00°02‘11‖W along the West line of 
said parcel a distance of 110.00 feet to the Southwest corner of said parcel; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along the South line of said parcel a distance of 65.00 feet; thence 
S00°02‘11‖E a distance of 5.00 feet to a point on a line being 5.00 feet South of and 
parallel to the South line of said parcel; thence S89°55‘11‖W along said parallel line a 
distance of 65.00 feet to a point on the East line of 30-1/4 Road; thence S00°02‘11‖W 
along said East line a distance of 431.11 feet to the Southwest corner of that certain 
parcel of land as described in Book 2296, Pages 731-732, Public Records, Mesa 
County, Colorado; thence S89°54‘41‖W a distance of 30.00 feet to a point on the West 
line of Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 1/4)  of said Section 
16; thence N00°02‘11‖E along said West line a distance of 380.61 feet; thence 
S89°56‘10‖W a distance of 33.00 feet, more or less to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 0.98 acres (42,673 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 



 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 3 

 

APPROXIMATELY 9.35 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 412 30 ¼ ROAD 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1
st
 day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 

Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6th 
day of December, 2006; and  

 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

HUMPHREY ANNEXATION NO. 3 
 

A parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SE 1/4 SW 
1/4) of Section 16, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, 
County of Mesa, State of Colorado, being more particularly described as follows: 
 
Beginning at the Southwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 
2296, Pages 731-732, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado, and assuming the 
West line of said parcel to bear N00°02‘11‖E with all bearings contained herein relative 
thereto; N00°02‘11‖E along said West line a distance of 413.11 feet; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along a line being 5.00 feet South of and parallel with the South line of 
that certain parcel of land as described in Book 1707, Page 967, Public Records, Mesa 
County Colorado, a distance of 65.00 feet; thence N00°02‘11‖W a distance of 5.00 feet 



to the South line of said parcel;  thence N89°55‘11‖E along said South line a distance of 
45.00 feet to the Southeast corner of said parcel; thence N00°02‘11‖E along the East 
line of said parcel a distance of 110.00 feet to the Northeast corner; thence 
N89°55‘11‖E along the South line of Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing No. 2 as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 12, Page 259 and Wedgewood Park Subdivision Filing 
No. 3 as same is recorded in Plat Book 13, Page 36, Public Records, Mesa County, 
Colorado, a distance of 685.21 feet to the Southeast corner of Lot 3 Block No. 3 of said 
Filing No. 2; thence S00°02‘11‖W along the West line of said Wedgewood Park 
Subdivision Filing No. 2 a distance of 527.99 feet to the Southwest corner; thence 
S89°54‘41‖W along the North line of Replat of Wedgewood Park Subdivision as same 
is recorded in Plat Book 11, Page 311 and that certain parcel of land as described in 
Book 1519, Page 531, Public Records, Mesa County, Colorado, a distance of 795.21 
feet, more or less to the Point of Beginning. 
 
Said parcel contains 9.35 acres (407,483 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

Attach 5 
Setting a Hearing for the Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation, Located at 2814 C ¾ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation - Located at 2814 C ¾ Road 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 23, 2006 File # GPA-2006-248 

Author Ken Kovalchik Senior Planner 

Presenter Name Ken Kovalchik Senior Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to annex 10.13 acres, located at 2814 C ¾ Road.  The Pacheco-
Woodbring Annexation consists of one parcel. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution referring the petition for the 
Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation and introduce the proposed Ordinance and set a 
hearing for December 6, 2006. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation / Location Map/Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map/Zoning Map  
4. Resolution Referring Petition 
5. Annexation Ordinance  

 



 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2814 C ¾ Road 

Applicants: Liilian Pacheco/Howard Woodbring, Owners 

Existing Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential/Agriculture 

South Residential/Agriculture 

East Residential 

West Industrial 

Existing Zoning: Mesa County – RSF-R 

Proposed Zoning: RMF-8 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North Mesa County – RSF-R 

South Mesa County – RSF-R 

East RMF-8 

West City of Grand Junction I-2; Mesa County PUD 

Growth Plan Designation: Commercial Industrial – CI 

Zoning within density range?  Yes X No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 10.13 acres of land and is comprised of 1 

parcel. The property owners have requested annexation into the City to allow for 
development of the property.  Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement all proposed 
development within the Persigo Wastewater Treatment boundary requires annexation 
and processing in the City. 
 It is staff‘s opinion, based on review of the petition and knowledge of applicable 
state law, including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-104, that the 
Pacheco-Woodbring Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with the 
following: 
 a)  A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and more 

than 50% of the property described; 
 b)  Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is 

contiguous with the existing City limits; 
 c)  A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the City.  

This is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single 



demographic and economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, 
and regularly do, use City streets, parks and other urban facilities; 

 d)  The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 
 e)  The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 f)   No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

annexation; 
 g)  No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more 

with an assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included 
without the owners consent. 

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

November 1, 
2006 

Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction Of A Proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

To be 
scheduled 
after GPA 

Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

To be 
scheduled 
after GPA 

Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

December 6, 
2006 

Acceptance of Petition and Public Hearing on Annexation and Zoning 
by City Council 

January 7, 
2006 

Effective date of Annexation 

 
 



 

PACHECO WOODBRING ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: GPA-2006-248 

Location:  2814 C ¾ Road 

Tax ID Number:  2943-192-00-013 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 0 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 0 

# of Dwelling Units:    0 

Acres land annexed:     10.13 

Developable Acres Remaining: 10.13 

Right-of-way in Annexation: C ¾ Road 

Previous County Zoning:   RSF-R 

Proposed City Zoning: RMF-8 

Current Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 

Future Land Use: Commercial Industrial - CI 

Values: 
Assessed: $8,930 

Actual: $92,810 

Address Ranges:  

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Ute 

Sewer: Central Grand Valley Sanitation District 

Fire:   Grand Junction Rural Fire 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 
Grand Junction Drainage 

School: District 51 

Pest: Grand River Mosquito 

 



Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 

WINTERS AVE

WINTERS AVE

2
8

 R
D

2
8

 R
D

D RD

2
8

 R
D

M
Y

R
R

H
 S

T
M

Y
R

R
H

 S
T

M
Y

R
R

H
 S

T
M

Y
R

R
H

 S
T

M
Y

R
R

H
 S

T

FENEL AVE FENEL AVE

YARROW DR

MASON DR

CHAMOMILE DR

2
8

 R
D

C 1/2 RD

PERRY DR

2
8

 R
D

2
8

 R
D

D RD

D RD

C 3/4 RD

D RD

D RD

E
V

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
 R

D
E

V
E

R
G

R
E

E
N

 R
D

E
V

E
R

G
R

E
E

N
 R

D

N FOREST CT

S FOREST CT

C 1/2 RD

2
8

 R
D

2
8

 R
D

D RD

FLORIDA ST FLORIDA ST FLORIDA ST

C 1/2 RD C 1/2 RD

INDIAN RD

IN
D
IA

N
 R

D

2
8

 R
D

D RD

C 3/4 RD

KATHLEEN CIR

FLORIDA ST

C 1/2 RD

D RD

R
O

S
E

M
A

R
Y

 W
Y

Y
L
A

N
G

 S
T

BASIL PL BASIL PL

T
H

Y
M

E
 S

T

D RD D RD

C 3/4 RD

S
U
M

M
E
R

 G
LE

N
 D

R

S
U

M
M

E
R

 G
L
E

N
 D

R

S FOREST LN

 

    

SITE 



Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa 

County directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 
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NOTICE OF HEARING 

ON PROPOSED ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 
 

 NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that at a regular meeting of the City Council of the 
City of Grand Junction, Colorado, held on the 1

st
 of November, 2006, the following 

Resolution was adopted: 
 



RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION 

REFERRING A PETITION TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

FOR THE ANNEXATION OF LANDS 

TO THE CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, 

SETTING A HEARING ON SUCH ANNEXATION, 

AND EXERCISING LAND USE CONTROL 

 

PACHECO WOODBRING ANNEXATION  

 

LOCATED AT 2814 C ¾ ROAD. 

 
 

WHEREAS, on the 1
st
 day of November, 2006, a petition was referred to the City 

Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the 
following property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows: 
 
PACHECO WOODBRING ANNEXATION 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter  
(NW 1/4 NW 1/4) of Section 19, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4 NW 1/4) of said Section 19 and assuming the South line of the NW 1/4 NW 
1/4 of said Section 19 bears N89°41‘26‖W with all other bearings contained herein 
being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N89°41‘26‖W along the 
South line of the NW 1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19 a distance of 667.67 feet; thence 
N00°24‘32‖W along the West line of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 
2757, Page 618, Public Records of Mesa County Colorado, to the Northwest corner of 
said parcel; thence S89°40‘25‖E along the North line of said parcel, a distance of 
665.63 feet to the Northeast corner of said parcel and being a point on the East line of 
NW 1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19; thence S00°35‘08‖E along the East line of the NW 
1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19, a distance of 662.07 feet, more or less to the POINT OF 
BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 10.13 acres (441,381 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined that the petition complies 
substantially with the provisions of the Municipal Annexation Act and a hearing should 
be held to determine whether or not the lands should be annexed to the City by 
Ordinance; 



 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION: 
 

1. That a hearing will be held on the 6
th

 day of December, 2006, in the City Hall 
auditorium, located at 250 North 5

th
 Street, City of Grand Junction, Colorado, at 

7:00 PM to determine whether one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to 
be annexed is contiguous with the City; whether a community of interest exists 
between the territory and the city; whether the territory proposed to be annexed 
is urban or will be urbanized in the near future; whether the territory is integrated 
or is capable of being integrated with said City; whether any land in single 
ownership has been divided by the proposed annexation without the consent of 
the landowner; whether any land held in identical ownership comprising more 
than twenty acres which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, 
has an assessed valuation in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included 
without the landowner‘s consent; whether any of the land is now subject to other 
annexation proceedings; and whether an election is required under the Municipal 
Annexation Act of 1965. 

 
2. Pursuant to the State‘s Annexation Act, the City Council determines that the City 

may now, and hereby does, exercise jurisdiction over land use issues in the said 
territory.  Requests for building permits, subdivision approvals and zoning 
approvals shall, as of this date, be submitted to the Community Development 
Department of the City. 

 
ADOPTED the    day of   , 2006. 
 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                                        _________________________ 
                                                                                        President of the Council 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
City Clerk 

 

 



NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that a hearing will be held in accordance with the 
Resolution on the date and at the time and place set forth in the Resolution. 
 
 
 
                                               
         City Clerk 
 
 
 

DATES PUBLISHED 

November 3, 2006 

November 10, 2006 

November 17, 2006 

November 24, 2006 

 
 

 

 

 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

PACHECO WOODBRING ANNEXATION  

 

APPROXIMATELY 10.13 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 2814 C ¾ ROAD 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 1
st
 day of November, 2006, the City Council of the City of 

Grand Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described 
territory to the City of Grand Junction; and 

 

WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 6
th 

  day of December, 2006; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory 
should be annexed; 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

PACHECO WOODBRING ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter  
(NW 1/4 NW 1/4) of Section 19, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Northwest Quarter 
(NW 1/4 NW 1/4) of said Section 19 and assuming the South line of the NW 1/4 NW 
1/4 of said Section 19 bears N89°41‘26‖W with all other bearings contained herein 
being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N89°41‘26‖W along the 
South line of the NW 1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19 a distance of 667.67 feet; thence 
N00°24‘32‖W along the West line of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 



2757, Page 618, Public Records of Mesa County Colorado, to the Northwest corner of 
said parcel; thence S89°40‘25‖E along the North line of said parcel, a distance of 
665.63 feet to the Northeast corner of said parcel and being a point on the East line of 
NW 1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19; thence S00°35‘08‖E along the East line of the NW 
1/4 NW 1/4 of said Section 19, a distance of 662.07 feet, more or less to the POINT OF 
BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 10.13 acres (441,381 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 

 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the   day of   , 2006 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

Attach 6 
Setting a Hearing for the Adoption of the Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Adoption of Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital and Re-
Establishing Standards for the PD, Planned Development 
Zone District for property owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 23, 2006 File #  ICM-2006-005 

Author Scott D. Peterson Senior Planner 

Presenter Name Scott D. Peterson Senior Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Introduction of a proposed ordinance to adopt Master Plan 2005 for St. 
Mary‘s Hospital and Re-Establishing Standards for the PD, Planned Development Zone 
District for property owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital. 
 

Budget:   N/A. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduce a proposed ordinance to adopt 
Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital and set a public hearing for November 15, 
2006. 
 

Attachments:  

 
Reference to Master Plan 2005 document 
Ordinance  

 

Background Information:  
 
In an effort to avoid approving expansions in a piecemeal fashion, and at the direction 
of the Grand Junction Planning Commission, St. Mary‘s Hospital prepared a Master 
Plan in 1995.  The purpose of the Plan was to set forth the plans for upgrades, 
improvements and expansions to St. Mary‘s facilities and campus area over a 5-year 



period and to allow the Planning Commission an opportunity to consider the proposed 
improvements in a comprehensive manner. 
 
The initial Master Plan was adopted by the Planning Commission with the stipulation 
that the Plan be re-adopted, or updated, in five years.  Since the adoption of the 2000 
Master Plan, the Zoning and Development Code has been revised to include a process 
for Institutional and Civic Master Plans (Section 2.20), which gives final approval 
authority to the City Council, therefore, all new Master Plans for St. Mary‘s are required 
to be approved by City Council. 
 
In accordance with the approved process of the initial Master Plan in 1995, St. Mary‘s 
Hospital submitted an updated Master Plan which was approved in December, 2000 
and constitutes the current Master Plan for St. Mary‘s Hospital.  Additional amendments 
to the 2000 Plan were recently approved by the Planning Commission in February, 
2006 and City Council in April, 2006 (FPA-2005-288) in preparation for the beginning 
stages of the Century Project and Master Plan 2005.  These amendments to the 2000 
Master Plan included; 
 

* Construction of a utility tunnel between the Central Plant and the 
new hospital addition.   

 
* Construction of temporary helicopter landing pad and associated  

 facilities on the east campus. 
 
 * Construction of new underground storm water detention facilities in  
  St. Mary‘s Park in preparation for the park to serve as construction  
  staging area. 
 
 * Construction of temporary parking lot for construction personnel on  
  the east campus and also utilization of the property owned by St. 

Mary‘s at the corner of 11
th

 Street and Wellington Avenue as  
construction staging area. 

 
 * Construction and demolition of areas at the main hospital building. 
 
Now, the proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital consists of the following 
construction projects: 
 
 * A 12 story, 440,000 sq. ft. building addition located between the  
  current hospital building and the parking structure. 
 
 * Remodel of the existing hospital building of nearly 120,000 sq. ft.  

(See Pages 3 & 4 in Master Plan 2005 Report for specific improvements).  
 
 * New parking spaces located near the new lobby; emergency  



  entrance; corner of Bookcliff and Little Bookcliff and a single level, 
covered parking structure adjacent to the main entrance. 

 
 * Upgraded central utility plant with new boilers and chillers and  
  emergency generators. 
 
 * New entrances to the hospital, emergency department and  
  ambulances. 
 
 * Exterior patio spaces adjacent to the new cafeteria and new  
  conference center. 
 
 * New public shelters in St. Mary‘s Park and in Holy Family Park. 
 
The construction of the new 12-story tower, will increase the total number of patient 
beds at the hospital from the current 247 (183 private rooms & 64 semi-private) to 335 
beds (all private rooms). 
 
Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital, if approved, would be valid for a period of five 
(5) years, until the year 2011. 
 
The applicant is also requesting that individual elements of the Master Plan be 
submitted and reviewed by the Planning Commission as part of a Preliminary Plan, and 
that Final Plans of those individual elements be administratively reviewed and approved 
by Community Development Department staff.  City staff finds this request appropriate 
since this proposal would be in keeping with Section 2.12 C. & D., of the Zoning and 
Development Code, Preliminary and Final Development Plans.   
 

1.  Section 2.20 C. of the Zoning & Development Code: 
 
In reviewing a Master Plan, the decision-making body shall consider the following 
criteria: 
 

a. Conformance with the Growth Plan and other area, corridor or neighborhood 
plans; 

 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital complies with the goals and 
policies of the Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, the Zoning and 
Development Code and the TEDS Manual. 
 

b. Conformance with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and general 
transportation planning requirements; 

 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital complies with the Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual. 



 
c. Compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood in terms of capacity of safety 

of the street network, site access, adequate parking, adequate storm water 
and drainage improvements, minimization of water, air or noise pollution, 
limited nighttime lighting and adequate screening and buffering potential; 

 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital has been reviewed and found 
to be either compliant or to have the ability to be fully compliant upon final engineering 
and design with all required provisions of this criteria.  Three (3) deviations from the 
current bulk standards of the B-1 zoning district are being proposed in the PD 
Ordinance.  The first deviation would be that the maximum height would exceed the B-1 
requirement of 40‘ in height.  Proposed maximum height of the 12-story tower would be 
241‘ (existing hospital building is 128‘ in height).    The other deviations are that a 
Conditional Use Permit will not be required for a ―hospital‖ or buildings exceeding 
30,000 sq. ft.  Instead, the applicant will be required to submit a Preliminary Plan of all 
phases of the Master Plan for City staff and Planning Commission review and approval. 
 City staff finds these deviations from the default zoning district of B-1 to be acceptable 
since the Hospital is presently zoned PD, Planned Development and the current 
hospital building already exceeds the maximum height of 40‘.  
 

d. Adequacy of public facilities and services; and 
 
Adequate public facilities or services have been provided to the site or are being 
upgraded to accommodate the needs of the hospital and site development. 
 

e. Community benefits from the proposal. 
 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital will provide numerous 
community benefits in the advancement of health care for the entire area as the 
Hospital prepares for the Century Project, a 12-story 440,000 sq. ft. building addition. 
 

2.    Section 2.12 B. of the Zoning & Development Code: 
 
In conjunction with the Master Plan, a new PD Zoning Ordinance is being proposed.  
The proposed PD Ordinance establishes B-1 as the default zone and identifies specific 
deviations and adopts the Master Plan as part of the Ordinance.  For purposes of the 
Ordinance, the Master Plan will also be considered the same as an Outline 
Development Plan.  The following review criteria must be considered: 
 
 a. The Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan and other adopted  
  plans and polices; 
 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital complies with the goals and 
policies of the Growth Plan, Grand Valley Circulation Plan, the Zoning and 
Development Code and the TEDS Manual. 



 
 b. The rezoning criteria provided in Section 2.6; 
 
N/A.  The properties are not being rezoned.  Present zoning for the St. Mary‘s Hospital 
complex is PD, Planned Development.  The proposed PD Ordinance re-establishes B-1 
as the default zone and identifies specific deviations and adopts the Master Plan as 
part of the Ordinance.    
 
 c. The planned development requirements of Chapter Five; 
 
All building setbacks, parking and landscaping requirements, etc., are met with the 
proposed Master Plan 2005.  The only deviations that the applicant is requesting are 
the maximum height would exceed the B-1 requirement of 40‘ in height.  Proposed 
maximum height of the 12-story tower would be 241‘ (existing hospital building is 128‘ in 
height).    The other deviations are that a Conditional Use Permit will not be required for 
a ―hospital‖ or buildings exceeding 30,000 sq. ft.  Instead, the applicant will be required 
to submit a Preliminary Plan of all phases of the Master Plan for City staff and Planning 
Commission review and approval.  City staff finds these deviations from the default 
zoning district of B-1 to be acceptable since the Hospital is presently zoned PD, 
Planned Development and the current hospital building already exceeds the maximum 
height of 40‘.  The community will benefit from the proposed deviations as the proposed 
Century Project will advance the health care needs for the entire area.  
 
 d. The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in  
  Chapter Seven; 
 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 and PD Ordinance are in conformance with all 
applicable corridor guidelines and overlay districts. 
 
 e. Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent  
  with the projected impacts of development; 
 
Adequate public facilities or services have been provided to the site or are being 
upgraded to accommodate the needs of the hospital and site development. 

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

 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital complies with the Grand Valley 
Circulation Plan and Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) manual. 

 
 g. Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses  
  shall be provided; 

 



Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent properties will be provided. 
 
 h. An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each  
  development pod/area to be developed; 
 
The proposed Master Plan 2005 incorporates an appropriate range of building density 
for the St. Mary‘s Hospital campus.  All parking and landscaping requirements can be 
met. 
 
 
 i. An appropriate set of ―default‖ or minimum standards for the entire  
  property or for each development pod/area to be developed; 
 
See item C. 
 
 j. An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire  
  property or for each development pod/area to be developed; and 
 
The applicant is proposing an appropriate phasing schedule between the years 2007 
and 2009 with final completion and remodeling of all projects associated with the 
Century Project by 2011. 
 
 k. The property is at least twenty (20) acres in size. 
 
St. Mary‘s Hospital presently owns 53.2 acres of land that makes up their entire campus 
facilities.  The existing property where the hospital building is located consists of 21.2 
acres in size.   
 

FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital, ICM-2006-005, the Planning 
Commission made the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The proposed Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital is consistent with the 
goals and policies of the Growth Plan and Future Land Use Map. 

 
2. The review criteria in Section 2.20 C. of the Zoning and Development Code 

have all been met.  
 
3.   The proposed PD Ordinance is consistent with the goals and policies  
       of the Growth Plan and Zoning and Development Code. 

 

RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 



The Planning Commission recommends to the City Council approval of Master Plan 
2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital and Re-Establishing Standards for the PD, Planned 
Development Zone District for property owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital be approved with 
the findings and conclusions as outlined in the staff report. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Reference to Master Plan 2005 document 
Ordinance 



MASTER PLAN 2005 copies provided 

under separate cover or available for 

review in the office of the Community 

Development Department – file number 

ICM-2006-005 
 



 

ORDINANCE NO. ___________________ 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING MASTER PLAN 2005 FOR ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL 

AND ENVIRONS LOCATED AT 2635 NORTH 7
th

 STREET 

AND RE-ESTABLISHING STANDARDS FOR THE PLANNED DEVELOPMENT (PD) 

ZONE DISTRICT FOR PROPERTY OWNED BY  

ST. MARY’S HOSPITAL 
 

RECITALS. 
 
St. Mary‘s Hospital has submitted to the City, Master Plan 2005 for the development of 
the hospital and the lands near to it that are dedicated to the provision of patient 
services. 
 
Master Plan 2005 details the construction of the Century Project, a 12-story 440,000 sq. 
ft. hospital building addition and associated remodeling and ancillary development that 
are tied to the Century Project for the betterment of the hospital and community.  
 
The Institutional and Civic Facility Master Plan process as defined in Section 2.20 of the 
Zoning and Development Code provides an opportunity for the early review of major 
institutional and civic facilities that provide a needed service to the community.  In 
accordance with this section of the Code, Master Plans such as that advanced by St. 
Mary‘s are now specifically encouraged and recognized as important planning tools.  In 
this case the adopted plan as it is amended over time will be a guiding document on 
which both the community and the hospital can rely for many years to come. 
 
In 2006, St. Mary‘s Hospital is celebrating 110 years of serving the health and medical 
needs of area residents and visitors.  St. Mary‘s Hospital currently owns and consists of 
numerous properties that make up a total 53 acres.  Not all properties that St. Mary‘s 
owns are currently zoned PD, Planned Development.  This PD Ordinance is only in 
effect for properties owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital that are currently zoned PD, Planned 
Development. 
 
This PD Ordinance will re-establish the default zoning district, B-1, Neighborhood 
Business, including uses and deviations from the bulk standards.   
 
Adoption of this Ordinance will supersede Ordinance No. 3888. 
 
On the 24

th
 day of October, 2006, the Grand Junction Planning Commission reviewed 

the planning staff‘s recommendation and determined that Master Plan 2005 for St. 
Mary‘s Hospital and its environs complies with the provisions of the Growth Plan, 
Section 2.20 of the Zoning and Development Code, and other applicable legal 
requirements.  After due consideration, the Planning Commission forwarded a 



recommendation to City Council to adopt Master Plan 2005 and PD Ordinance. The 
City Council finds that the request meets the goals and policies set forth in the Growth 
Plan and the requirements of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

GRAND JUNCTION THAT:  Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital is approved and 
more particularly described in Community Development Department file ICM-2006-005. 
 That the properties owned by St. Mary‘s Hospital that are currently zoned PD, Planned 
Development shall be consistent with the adopted Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s 
Hospital and shall be subject to the following: 
 
Allowed Uses: 
 
Restricted to the uses allowed in the B-1 zone district with the following modification: 
 
 Hospital would be an Allowed use and not subject to a Conditional Use Permit. 
 
Deviations from Bulk Standards: 
 
Shall meet the bulk standards of the B-1 zone district with the following modifications: 
 
 1.  Maximum Height shall not exceed 245‘. 
 
 2.  A Conditional Use Permit will not be required for buildings that exceed  
      30,000 sq. ft.  
 
The underlying default zone shall be Neighborhood Business (B-1) with modifications to 
be approved with Preliminary Plans.  Preliminary and Final Plans will be approved in 
accordance with Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital. 
 
Master Plan 2005 for St. Mary‘s Hospital shall be and remain valid to and through the 
year 2011. 
 
All phases of the project shall be in conformance with the approved Master Plan 2005. 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading on the _______________ day of ____________, 2006 
and ordered published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading this ______________ day of ______________, 2006 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 



 
             
       __________________________ 
       President of Council 
 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Clerk 
 



 

Attach 7 
Setting a Hearing for Zoning the Thunderbrook Estates Annexation, Located at 3061 and 
3061 ½ F ½ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Zoning the Thunderbrook Estates Annexation, located at 
3061 and 3061 ½ F ½ Road. 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 20, 2006 File #GPA-2006-238 

Author Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Presenter Name Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to zone the 15.60 acre Thunderbrook Estates Annexation, located 
at 3061 and 3061 ½ F ½ Road, to RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 units per acre). 
 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduce a proposed ordinance and set a 
public hearing for November 15, 2006 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 

 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. General Location Map / Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map / Zoning Map  
4. Zoning Ordinance  

 



 

STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 3061 and 3061 ½ F ½ Road 

Applicants:  
Owners:  Gary Rinderle, Darien Marx, Yvonne 
Herrera 
Representative:  Rhino Engineering – Janet Carter  

Existing Land Use: Residential and Vacant  

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Public – Thunder Mountain Elementary 

South Residential Medium Low (2-4 units per acre) 

East Residential Medium Low 

West Residential Medium Low 

Existing Zoning: 
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family Rural, 1 
unit per 5 acres) 

Proposed Zoning: 
City RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 units per 
acre) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North County RSF-R 

South County RSF-4 and City RSF-4 

East City RSF-4 

West County PUD 

Growth Plan Designation: 
Residential Medium Low and Public (going through 
growth plan amendment to Residential Medium Low 
2-4 du/ac) 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the RSF-4 district is 
consistent with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium Low 2-4 du/ac.  The 
existing County zoning is RSF-R.   
 
The 11.06 acre parcel located at 3061 ½ F ½ Road was recently subdivided off from 
the Thunder Elementary School Site and was sold to a private owner.  This parcel is 
currently going through a Growth Plan Amendment to change the Future Land Use 
Designation from Public to Residential Medium Low in order to develop the property 
with an RSF-4 zone district. 
 



Section 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code states that the zoning of an 
annexation area shall be consistent with either the Growth Plan or the existing County 
zoning.  
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Zoning and Development Code must be made per Section 
2.6.A.3, 4 and 5 as follows: 
 

 The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood, conforms to and 
furthers the goals and policies of the growth Plan and other adopted plans 
and policies, the requirements of this Code, and other City regulations. 

 
Response:  The requested zone district is compatible with the neighborhood and 
conforms to and furthers the goals and policies of the growth plan and the 
requirements of this Code in that the properties directly east and to the south are 
zoned RSF-4.  The parcel adjacent to the west is a county PUD with lot sizes 
consistent with the RSF-4 zone district. 
 

 Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made available 
concurrent with the projected impacts of development allowed by the 
proposed zoning; 

 
Response:  Adequate public facilities are available or will be supplied at the time 
of further development of the property. 
 

 The supply of comparably zoned land in the surrounding area is inadequate 
to accommodate the community‘s needs; 

 
Response:  This area has seen a lot of growth in the past few years and is a 
desirable place to live.  The RSF-4 zone would allow for residential development 
in a growing urban area. 
 

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

a. RSF-2 

 
If the City Council chooses to recommend one of the alternative zone designations, 
specific alternative findings must be made. 

 

 



PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:  The Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the requested zone of annexation to the City Council, finding 
the zoning to the RSF-4 district to be consistent with the Growth Plan and Sections 2.6 
and 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code.  



Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County 

directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

SITE 
City Limits 

City Limits 

Rural 

5-35 ac/du 
Residential Low 

½ - 2 ac/du 

Residential 
Medium  

Low 2-4 du/ac 

F ½ Road 

County Zoning 

RSF-4 

City Limits 

SITE 
RSF-R 

RSF-E 

RSF-4 

Public 

City Limits 

County Zoning 

RSF-R 

County Zoning 

PUD RSF-4 

RSF-R 

County Zoning 

RSF-R 

County Zoning 

RSF-R 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE THUNDERBROOK ESTATES ANNEXATION TO 

RSF-4 (RESIDENTIAL SINGLE FAMILY, 4 UNITS PER ACRE) 
 

LOCATED AT 3061 AND 3061 ½ F ½ ROAD 
 

Recitals 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of zoning the Thunderbrook Estates Annexation to the RSF-4 zone district 
finding that it conforms with the recommended land use category as shown on the 
future land use map of the Growth Plan and the Growth Plan‘s goals and policies and is 
generally compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.  The zone district 
meets the criteria found in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the RSF-4 zone district is in conformance with the stated criteria 
of Section 2.6 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 be zoned RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 units per acre) 
 

THUNDERBROOK ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4) of Section 4, 
Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter 
(NW1/4 SE1/4) of said Section 4 and assuming the South line of the NW1/4 SE1/4 of 
said Section 4 bears N89°55‘11‖W with all other bearings contained herein being 
relative thereto; thence from said Point of Beginning, N89°55‘11‖W along the South line 
of the NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4 a distance of 412.85 feet to the Northwest corner 
of Orange Grove Subdivision, as same is recorded in Book 3757, Page 626, Public 
Records of Mesa County Colorado; thence S00°08‘54‖E along the West line of said 
Orange Grove Subdivision, a distance of 216.87 feet to the centerline of Price Ditch as 
described in Book 1959, Pages 973-979, Public Records of Mesa County Colorado; 
thence N77°10‘53‖W along said centerline, a distance of 56.75 feet; thence along said 
centerline, 141.11 feet along the arc of a 5729.58 foot radius curve concave South, 



having a central angle of 01°24‘39‖ and a chord bearing N77°53‘12‖W a distance of 
141.09 feet; thence N78°28‘26‖W along said centerline a distance of 56.37 feet to a 
point on the East line of Cottage Meadows Filing Two, as same is recorded in Plat Book 
16, Pages 193-194, Public Records of Mesa County Colorado; thence N00°08‘39‖W 
along said East line, a distance of 163.84 feet to the Northeast corner of Lot 9 of said 
Cottage Meadows Filing Two; thence N89°55‘11‖W along the North line of said Cottage 
Meadows Filing Two, a distance of 150.88 feet to the Southeast corner of Lot 34 of 
Stonegate Subdivision Filing No. 3, as same is recorded in Book 14, Pages 122-123, 
Public Records of Mesa County Colorado; thence N00°09‘40‖W along the East line of 
said Stonegate Subdivision Filing No. 3, a distance of 1312.44 feet to a point on a line 
being 4.00 feet South and parallel with the North line of NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 
4 and also being the South line of the Thunder Hog Estates Annexation No. 2, City of 
Grand Junction, Ordinance No. 3909; thence N89°58‘34‖E along said parallel line a 
distance of 150.04 feet to a point on the East line of that certain parcel of land as 
described in Book 3825, Page 739, Public Records of Mesa County Colorado; thence 
S00°11‘03‖E along said East line, a distance of 654.39 feet to the Northwest corner of 
that certain parcel of land as described in Book 3987, Page 613, Public Records of 
Mesa County Colorado; thence S89°58‘36‖E along the North line of said parcel, a 
distance of 660.67 feet to the Northeast corner of said parcel and being a point on the 
East line of NW 1/4 SE 1/4 of said Section 4; thence S00°14‘52‖E along the East line of 
the NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4, a distance of 658.98 feet, more or less to the 
POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 15.60 acres (679,875 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading the   day of  , 2006 and ordered published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2006. 
 
ATTEST: 
  
 ____________________________ 
       President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

Attach 8 
Setting a Hearing Zoning the Fox Annexation, Located at 3000 F Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Zoning the Fox Annexation, Located at 3000 F Road 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 23, 2006 File # GPA-2006-087 

Author Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Presenter Name Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes   No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda x 
Consent 

 
 

Individual 

Consideration 

 

 

Summary:  Request to zone the Fox Annexation from County RSF-4 (Residential 
Single Family, 4 units per acre) to RO (Residential Office) 
 
 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduce the Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Hearing for November 15, 2006. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 

 

Attachments:   
 
1.  Vicinity Map/Aerial Photo 
2.  Growth Plan Map/Zoning Map 
3.  Applicant‘s Project Report 
4.  Ordinance 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION  MEETING DATE: November 1, 2006 
CITY COUNCIL      STAFF PRESENTATION: Kathy Portner 

 
AGENDA TOPIC: GPA-2006-087 Zone of Annexation—Fox Annexation 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Consideration of the zoning ordinance. 
 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 3000 F Road 

Applicants:  
Owner:  Pamela Fox 
 

Existing Land Use: Undeveloped 

Proposed Land Use: Residential Medium 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential Medium Low 

South Residential Medium Low 

East Residential Medium Low 

West Commercial and Residential Medium 

Existing Zoning:   RSF-4 

Proposed Zoning:   RO (Residential Office) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North RSF-4  

South RSF-4 

East RSF-4 

West PD  

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium Low 

Zoning within density range?   NA 
  

 Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  A request to zone the Fox Annexation to RO (Residential 
Office) 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval. 
 
 
 
 



ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
The subject property is located at the northeast corner of F Road and 30 Road and is 
currently being annexed into the City of Grand Junction.  The property consists of 1.6 
acres and is currently zoned RSF-4 by Mesa County.  A Growth Plan Amendment was 
approved, changing the Future Land Use designation from Residential Medium Low (2-
4 units per acre) to Residential Medium (4-8 units per acre) to allow for more flexibility 
in zone districts and ultimate development.   
 
The owner is requesting RO (Residential Office) zoning for the property, which can be 
considered on a property with a Future Land Use Designation of Residential Medium.  
The stated purpose of the RO Zone District is to provide low intensity, non-retail, 
neighborhood service and office uses that are compatible with adjacent residential 
neighborhoods.  Development regulations and performance standards are intended to 
make buildings compatible and complementary in scale and appearance to a residential 
environment.   
 
2. Consistency with the Growth Plan: 
 
The requested zone district is consistent with the Future Land Use designation of 
Residential Medium, as well as the following goals and policies of the Growth Plan: 
 
Policy 1.6:  The City may permit the development of limited neighborhood service and 
retail uses within an area planned for residential land use categories. 
 
Policy 1.7:  The City will use zoning to establish the appropriate scale, type, location 
and intensity for development.  Development standards should ensure that proposed 
residential and non-residential development is compatible with the planned 
development of adjacent property. 
 
Goal 5:  To ensure that urban growth and development make efficient use of 
investments in streets, utilities and other public facilities. 
 
Policy 5.2:  The City will encourage development that uses existing facilities and is 
compatible with existing development. 
 
Goal 11:  To promote stable neighborhoods and land use compatibility throughout the 
community. 
 
Policy 11.2:  The City will limit commercial encroachment into stable residential 
neighborhoods.  In areas designated for residential development the City may consider 
inclusion of small scale neighborhood commercial development that provides retail and 



service opportunities in a manner compatible with surrounding neighborhoods in terms 
of scale and impact. 
 
3. Section 2.6.A. of the Zoning and Development Code: 
 

Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the RO district is 
consistent with the Growth Plan designation of Residential Medium.  The existing 
County zoning is RSF-4.  Section 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code states that 
the zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with either the Growth Plan or the 
existing County zoning.  
 
In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Zoning and Development Code must be made per Section 
2.6.A. as follows: 
 

 The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption; or 
 
The existing zoning was not in error. 
 

 There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to installation of 
public facilities, other zone changes new growth/growth trends, deterioration, 
redevelopment; etc.; 

 
The property has approximately 200 feet of frontage on F Road and 500 feet of 
frontage on 30 Road.  F Road is classified as a Principal Arterial and 30 Road as 
a Major Collector.  Additional street access will not be allowed onto F Road, and 
individual driveway access will not be allowed onto 30 Road.  Because of the 
configuration of the lots already developed to the east of the property, the site 
could not develop out at an RSF-4 density. 

 
 
 The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood, conforms to and 

furthers the goals and policies of the growth Plan and other adopted plans and 
policies, the requirements of this Code, and other City regulations. 

 
The stated purpose of the RO zone district is to provide low intensity, non-retail, 
neighborhood service and office uses that are compatible with adjacent 
residential neighborhoods.  Development regulations and performance standards 
are intended to make buildings compatible and complementary in scale and 
appearance to a residential environment.   
 
RO can be used to implement the Residential Medium Future Land Use 
Designation in transitional corridors between single-family residential and more 
intensive uses.  The proposed rezone to RO is consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Growth Plan as  listed above. 



 

 Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made available 
concurrent with the projected impacts of development allowed by the proposed 
zoning; 

 
Adequate public facilities and services are available to serve the property. 
 

 The supply of comparably zoned land in the surrounding area is inadequate to 
accommodate the community‘s needs; and 

 
The RO zoning will allow for residential uses of densities up to 8 units per acre, 
as well as office and neighborhood services for the surrounding residential 
medium low density neighborhood. 

 

 The community will benefit from the proposed zone. 
 

The community will benefit from the development of this highly visible property, 
located at a very busy intersection with needed housing or neighborhood 
services and offices. 

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

b. RSF-4 
c. RMF-5 
d. RMF-8 

 
If the Planning Commission chooses to recommend one of the alternative zone 
designations, specific alternative findings must be made as to why the Planning 
Commission is recommending an alternative zone designation to the City Council. 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Fox application, GPA-2006-087, for a Zone of Annexation to RO, 
staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

3. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose and intent of the 
Plan. 

 
4. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A of the Zoning and Development Code 

have all been met.  
 



STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested zone of annexation with the findings and 
conclusions listed above. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION: 
 
At their October 23, 2006 hearing, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the RO zone district. 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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REZONING APPROVAL CRITERIA FOR FOX PROPERTY  
3000 F Road 
 
 
1. The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption. 
 
The existing zoning was in error because the specific constraints of access and physical shape of the 
property were not considered.  The combination of the surrounding street classification and the narrow 
shape of the property will not accommodate internal streets or adequate driveways to be developed at the 
RSF-4 density. 
 
 
2.  There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to installation of public facilities, other 
zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development transitions, etc. and such changes were not 
anticipated and are not consistent with the plan. 
 
There has been tremendous change to the character of the neighborhood.  Where once there where 
farms and orchards, there are now homes and businesses.  Growth has made F Rd a major artery for 
traffic to and from the Clifton area.  The property across 30 is commercial, with a Rite Aid. It is important 
that the community allow businesses into and area to support the present population with much needed 
services. 
 
3.  The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood and will not create adverse impacts such as: 
capacity or safety of the street network, parking problems, storm water or drainage problems, water, air or 
noise pollution, excessive nighttime lighting, or other nuisances. 
 
The R/O proposed zone, is a perfect fit for this property.  I see this property as a buffer area between 
commercial and residential.  The guidelines for R/O zoning are stringently regulated to fit into or close by 
residential areas.  They take into account architectural guidelines.  The businesses that are allowed are 
usually those that provide neighborhood services and close early evening. The proposed zoning will not 
have any adverse impact to the existing infrastructure. 
 
4.  The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies of the Growth Plan, other adopted 
plans and policies, the requirements of this code and other city regulations and guidelines. 
 
We believe the change is consistent with the goal and policies of the Growth Plan.  The city has approved 
a growth plan amendment for the property with this proposed zoning in mind and found it to be consistent 
with the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 
 
5.  Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made available concurrent with the 
projected impacts of the proposed development. 
 
Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of land use we propose.  The 
needed infrastructure is in place to support the rezone.  We feel that providing this rezone will enhance the 
facilities and services to the community in this area. 
 
6.  There is not an adequate supply of land available in the neighborhood and surrounding area to 
accommodate the zoning and community needs.   
 
An inadequate supply of suitably designated land is available in the community, as defined by the 
presiding body, to accommodate the proposed land use.  The requested rezoning to R/O designation will 
allow for greater flexibility in building and therefore, use.   
 
7.  The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed zone. 



 
Yes.  This rezone will allow business into a community area and supply the residents with services they 
would otherwise have to drive much farther to obtain.  In addition to this convenience to the immediate 
community, the larger community would benefit in many ways from the reduction in lower trips; such as 
traffic congestion and safety and air pollution. 
 
 



CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO.  
 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE FOX ANNEXATION TO RO (RESIDENTIAL OFFICE) 
LOCATED AT 3000 F ROAD 

 
Recitals: 
 
 A request for a Zone of Annexation has been submitted in accordance with the 
Zoning and Development Code.  The applicant has requested that approximately 1.6 
acres, located at 3000 F Road, be zoned from a County RSF-4 (Residential Single 
Family, 4 units per acre) zone district to RO (Residential Office). 
  
 The Planning Commission recommended approval of the RO zone district.  In a 
public hearing, the City Council reviewed the request for the proposed zoning and 
determined that it satisfied the criteria as set forth and established in Section 2.6.A of 
the Zoning and Development Code and the proposed zone is consistent with the 
purpose and intent of the Growth Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS ZONED RO 
(RESIDENTIAL OFFICE). 
 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southwest Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (SW 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 4, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Principal 
Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as 
follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Southwest corner of said Section 4, and assuming the West line 
of the SW 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 4 to bear N00°09‘16‖W with all bearings 
contained herein relative thereto; thence N00°09‘16‖W, along the West line of the SW 
1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 4, a distance of 350.05 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; 
thence S89°50‘44‖W, a distance of 40.00 feet to a point on the Westerly right of way of 
30 Road; thence N00°09‘16‖W, along the Westerly right of way of 30 Road a distance 
of 150.12 feet; thence S89°55‘10‖E along the Southerly right of way and the Westerly 
projection of East Vista Drive as same is shown on the plat of Village East First Filing, 
as described in Plat Book 11, page 76 of the Mesa County, Colorado, Public Records a 
distance of 240.07 feet to the Northwest corner of Block One of said Village East First 
Filing; thence S00°09‘16‖E along the West line of Block One of said Village East First 
Filing, a distance of 450.00 feet to a point on the Northerly right of way of Patterson 
Road; thence N89°55‘10‖W, along the North right of way of Patterson Road, a distance 
of 135.00 feet; thence N45°02‘11‖W, along said right of way, a distance of 35.43 feet to 
a point on the Easterly right of way of said 30 Road; thence N00°09‘16‖W along the 



East right of way of said 30 Road a distance of 275.21 feet; thence S89°50‘44‖W  a 
distance of 40.00 feet, more or less to the POINT OF BEGINNING. 
Excluding any Right-of-Way. 

 
 

 INTRODUCED on first reading on the 1st  day of  November, 2006 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED on second reading this _____ day of _______________, 2006. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 

_____________________________  
      President of Council 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
 

 
 



 

Attach 9 
Contract for Audit Services 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Contract Engaging Outside Auditors 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 20, 2006  

Author Ron Lappi Administrative Services Director 

Presenter Name Ron Lappi Administrative Services Director 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

  Workshop    X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  A Resolution authorizing a contract for audit services between the City of 
Grand Junction, Colorado and Chadwick, Steinkirchner, Davis and Co., P.C. (CSD) for 
2006, with renewal at the City‘s option for an additional three years. 

 

 

Budget:  The all inclusive maximum cost annually for these audit services is $26,930 
for each of the four years.  The Budget for 2007 for this first year‘s audit is $22,000 in 
the Budget and Accounting Division Budget, so it will be adjusted upward by $4,930 in 
the final appropriation ordinance for 2007.  Their proposal represents the first requested 
increase in eight years. 

 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adoption of the attached Resolution. 
 

  

Attachments: Resolution 
 
 

Background Information: By policy every four years the City solicits proposals from 
qualified and interested Independent Certified Public Accounting firms to do our annual 
audit work.  On September 28, 2006 our comprehensive thirteen page Request for 
Proposals was sent to seventeen (17) different firms, both local and in the front range of 
Colorado that have some public sector experience and qualifications.  Although we 
received a handful of letters back indicating for various reasons why certain firms chose 
not to propose, we did receive two very fine proposals from two firms, Chadwick, 



Steinkirchner, Davis & Co., P.C. and Bondi & Co. CPAs.  The proposals were evaluated 
by the Accounting Supervisor, Budget and Accounting Manager and myself using the 
criteria included in the RFP.   

 
The unanimous opinion of the evaluation committee was that the retention of CSD as 
our auditors was in the best interest of the City of Grand Junction.  Although both 
received very good technical scores, the cost of engaging CSD for this work was less 
that half the cost of Bondi and Co.  While Bondi and company has a great reputation it 
is difficult for a front range firm of any size to compete with a qualified local firm. We did 
send requests to five local firms, but only CSD chose to propose. We have been very 
satisfied with the quality of work done annually by CSD, and recommend their 
continued service to the City.  I did notify both firms of our recommendation, and 
requested a change in the principal responsible for the audit, so that we continue to 
receive a fresh look at our processes and procedures; which they supported.  
 



RESOLUTION NO._______ 

 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING A CONTRACT FOR 

AUDIT SERVICES BETWEEN THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO, AND CHADWICK, STEINKIRCHNER, 

DAVIS & CO., P.C. 
RECITALS: 

 
1. The City of Grand Junction (hereinafter called ―City‖) solicited proposals from 17 

qualified firms of Certified Public Accountants to perform audit services for the 
City.   

 
2. Two proposals were received and evaluated from a technical standpoint by the 

City‘s accounting staff consisting of two CPA‘s, and the Budget & Accounting 
Manager. 

 
3. The firm of CHADWICK, STEINKIRCHNER, DAVIS & CO., P.C. received the 

highest overall rating by all of the evaluators, including points for the lowest fee 
for the all-inclusive scope of services. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE; BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

GRAND JUNCTION, that: 

 
a) The proposal for audit services for the year ending December 31, 2006, 

which was received from CHADWICK, STEINKIRCHNER, DAVIS & CO., 
P.C., is hereby accepted in the amount of $26,930. 

 
b) Unless otherwise recommended by the City staff, it is the intention of the 

City to not solicit proposals for audit services for another four years. 
 

c) The Finance Director is hereby authorized and directed to enter into a 
service agreement with CHADWICK, STEINKIRCHNER, DAVIS & CO., 
P.C. for audit services for the years 2006 through 2009, subject to annual 
proposal review and approval by the Director for each of the four years.    
 

ADOPTED AND APPROVED THIS: ___day of ____________, 2006. 
 

                                              ______________________________ 
                                                                President of the Council 
 

ATTEST: 
 
__________________________    
City Clerk  



 

   

 

 

Attach 10 
Setting a Hearing Authorizing the Issuance of the City of Grand Junction, Downtown 
Development Authority Subordinate Tax Increment Revenue Bonds 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Downtown Development Authority TIF Bonds 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 26, 2006 File # 

Author Ron Lappi Administrative Services Director 

Presenter Name Ron Lappi Administrative Services Director 

Report results back 

to Council 
 No X Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  The proposed ordinance authorizes the issuance of one bond in the 
amount of $2,180,500 with it maturing December 22, 2007. 

Budget: The T.I.F. Revenue Fund of the City has adequate funds on hand to defease 
the currently outstanding bonds.  The projected revenues annually from the T.I.F. 
increments through 2007 will be adequate to pay the debt service on the new bond.  

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Introduction of Proposed Ordinance and Set a 
Hearing for November 15, 2006. 
 

Attachments:  Ordinance  
 

Background Information: Proceeds of the bond issue will be used by the City and 
DDA to finance $2,180,500 in capital expenditures over the next year.  The funds will 
be used to help build the parking garage and 7

th
 street improvement project. 

 
The issue will consist of one bond in the amount of $2,180,500 with it maturing 
December 22, 2007.   Interest on the bond will be paid semi-annually on June 22 and 
December 22 beginning June 22, 2007.  The City of Grand Junction will act as its own 
paying agent and bond registrar for this small issue.  Sherman & Howard will issue an 
opinion regarding the tax exempt status of this bond issue. 
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Bids were opened on Monday, October 23, 2006 from four banks to purchase this bond 
issue.  The lowest interest cost at 3.90% was proposed by First National Bank of the 
Rockies and the bond will be sold to them at closing December 22, 2006. 
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Attach 11 
Change Order #5 to the Contract for the Duck Pond Park Lift Station Elimination Project 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Change Order #5 to the Contract for the Duck Pond Park Lift 
Station Elimination Project 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 26, 2006  

Author Bret Guillory  Utility Engineer  

Presenter Name Mark Relph Public Works Director 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop    X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: The work defined by change order #5 includes relocation of an existing 
sewer line, allowing for installation of an additional girder line on the Highway 50 Bridge 
crossing the Colorado River.  Construction of the girder is part of Phase 3 of the 
Riverside Parkway project.  The existing sewer line that hangs under the bridge is in 
conflict with this girder line and will need to be moved.  Re-routing the flow to the Duck 
Pond project is the most cost effective way to accomplish this task.   

 

Budget:  

 
Duck Pond Left Station Elimination Project  

Original Contract Amount 
$2,000,000.00 

  

Previous Change Orders  #1 through #4                            $146,663.63 

  

Change Order #5 $137,647.00 

  

Revised Contract Amount $2,281,310.59 

We have $150,000.00 in Fund 904 unallocated fund balance that is included in the 
2006 revised budget which will be used to accomplish the work described by this 
change order #5.  
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Action Requested/Recommendation:  Authorize the City Manager to approve 
contract Change Order #5 to the Duck Pond Park Lift Station Elimination Project in the 
amount of $137,647.00 with Mendez, Inc. for relocating the existing sewer line crossing 
the Colorado River on the Highway 50 Bridge.   
 

Background Information:  
 
Staff has negotiated prices with Mendez, Inc. for additional line items needed to 
accomplish this work which were not included in the Duck Pond project.  It is staff‘s 
opinion that the negotiated prices are consistent with current prices for similar work.    
 
The aggregate of change orders 1 through 5 for this construction contract is 
$281,310.63.  In accordance with the City of Grand Junction purchasing manual, 
Section 8.1.D, City Council approval is required when the aggregate of change orders is 
greater than $50,000.  
 
Previous change orders for the project were executed as follows: 
 
Change Order #1 – Deductive change order based on value engineering in the amount 
of $-177,619.96.  Approved by City Council March 16, 2005  
 
Change Order #2 – Additional days added to contract time for water line work. 
 
Change Order #3 – Additional 24‖ water line replacement due to old cast iron line 
leaking under Highway 50 $298,379.55.  Approved by City Council July 20, 2005. 
 
Change Order #4 – Installation of fly ash material to fill annular space between the new 
sewer pipe and the 48‖ steel casing pipe $22,904.00.  Approved by City Council 
September 21, 2005. 
 
 
 
 



 

   

 

 

Attach 12 
Lease of City Owned Parking Lot at 2

nd
 and Pitkin Avenue 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject Lease of City-Owned Parking Lot at 2
nd

 and Pitkin 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 25, 2006 File # 

Author Jamie B. Kreiling Assistant City Attorney 

Presenter Name John Shaver City Attorney 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop X Formal Agenda X Consent  
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: Commencing in October 2003, the City began leasing the lot it owns on the 
corner of 2

nd
 and Pitkin to Simmons Lock and Key (―Simmons‖), 322 S. 2

nd
.  Because 

the parcel may be required for future improvements at the curve of Pitkin Avenue, 
selling the property is not an option.  City Council is asked to approve the City Manager 
entering into another lease with similar terms as the first with the option for renewal of 
the lease over the next three years.  The City retains the right to terminate the lease 
upon 30 days notice.  
 

Budget:  If approved, the City will receive $1,200 a year in lease payments. The City 
spent approximately $1,800 on improvements to the lot which included grading, 
surfacing and striping at the start of the first lease.  Annual maintenance costs are 
expected to be minimal. 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation: Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager 
to sign a contract leasing the city-owned lot at 2

nd
 and Pitkin for $100 per month to 

Simmons Lock and Key.  

 

Attachments:   Aerial view of parking lot; Resolution; draft of Lease Agreement 
 

Background Information: Until it was surfaced in September 2003, this parcel had 
been an unimproved dirt parking lot that oftentimes was very unsightly when poor 
drainage created very large mud puddles. The businesses in the area have historically 
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used the lot for employee and customer parking without compensating the City.  It was 
the City‘s goal to clean up the parcel at minimal cost and earn revenue if possible. 
 
Simmons began leasing the lot in October 2003.  Simmons did not need all the parking 
stalls in the lot and agreed to sublease the spaces in the lot for not more than $10 each 
per month to other businesses in the area.  
 
The term of the lease is 12 months.  Simmons has the option to renew for two 
additional another 12 month periods should they choose to do so.   The City retains the 
right to terminate the lease upon 30 days notice.  
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RESOLUTION NO.   
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE LEASE OF A CITY-OWNED LOT AT 2
ND

 AND 

PITKIN AVENUE BY SIMMONS LOCK AND KEY, INC.  
 
 
 

WHEREAS, the City has negotiated an agreement for Simmons Lock and Key, Inc. to 
lease certain real property located at the northwest corner of 2

nd
 and Pitkin Avenue 

from the City for use as a parking lot; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council deems it necessary and appropriate that the City lease 
said property to Simmons Lock and Key, Inc. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
The City Manager is hereby authorized and directed to sign the Lease Agreement 
leasing the city-owned lot at 2

nd
 and Pitkin Avenue for $100.00 per month to Simmons 

Lock and Key, Inc. 
 
 PASSED and ADOPTED this ___________ day of November, 2006. 
 
 
The City Council of the City of Grand Junction 
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 
       Council President, Jim Doody 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
  ____________________________ 
  Stephanie Tuin, City Clerk 
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LEASE AGREEMENT 
 
This lease is  made and entered into this _____day of ________________ 2006, by 
and between the City of Grand Junction, a Colorado home rule municipality and 
hereinafter referred to as the ―City‖, and Simmons Lock and Key, Inc., hereinafter 
referred to as the ―Lessee.‖ 
 
In consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, the parties agree as follows: 
 
1. Premises: 
 
City who owns and controls certain real property hereby leases to Lessee, under the 
terms and condition of this Lease, the following real property in the City of Grand 
Junction, County of Mesa, State of Colorado, to wit: 
 

Lots 13 thru 17 in Block 134 of the Original Plat of the City of Grand Junction, 
and hereinafter referred to as the ―Property‖. 

   
2. Purpose: 
 
The Property shall be used as a parking lot.  It is the intent of the parties to provide 
Lessee with no less than 10 parking spaces at this location.  Lessee shall not use nor 
intentionally permit the Property to be used in any manner contrary to the laws of the 
United States of America, the State of Colorado, the County of Mesa, the City of Grand 
Junction, or any other entity or jurisdiction having authority over uses conducted upon 
the Property.  
 
3. Term of the Lease: 
 
Subject to and upon the terms and conditions set forth herein, this lease shall continue 
in force for a term of twelve (12) consecutive months commencing on November 1, 
2006, and ending on October 31, 2007, unless cancelled or terminated earlier as 
hereinafter provided.  If Lessee performs as required pursuant to this Lease and as part 
of the consideration for this agreement, the City hereby gives to Lessee an option to 
extend this Lease for two (2) additional twelve (12) consecutive month periods 
(―Extended Term‖).  In order to exercise an option for the Extended Term, the Lessee 
shall give written notice to the City of its intention to exercise the option not less than 
thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the current term, by October 1 of each 
consecutive year.  
 
4.           Annual Rent: 
 
The rental rate for the term of this lease is $1,200.00 annually.   The rent shall be paid 
monthly in the amount of $100.00.  The first payment of $100.00 shall be due and 
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payable by Lessee concurrent with Lessee‘s signing of this Agreement.  Each 
remaining monthly payment shall be made on or before the 15th day of each and every 
month after until the termination of this lease, without delay.   In the event Lessee fails 
to pay said sum to the City as aforesaid, this Agreement and the lease of the Property 
to Lessee shall automatically terminate. 
 
Rent checks shall be made payable to: 
 
 City of Grand Junction 
 250 N. 5

th
 Street 

 Grand Junction, CO  81501 
 Attn:  Jamie B. Kreiling   
 
5. Improvements, Repairs, & Maintenance: 
 
Lessee represents that Lessee has inspected and examined the Property and accepts 
it in its present condition, and agrees that City shall not be required to make any 
improvements upon the Property.  Lessee further affirms that the condition of the 
Property is sufficient for the purposes of Lessee. The City makes no warranties or 
promises, either express or implied, that the Property is sufficient for the purposes of 
Lessee.     
 
Lessee may make improvements to the Property only with prior written consent from 
the City.  Unless otherwise agreed by the parties, all improvements placed on or 
attached to the Property shall become part of the Property and shall be the sole and 
separate property of the City.  Lessee agrees to make all improvements at Lessee's 
sole cost and expense, and agrees to keep the premises clean, safe and in good order 
and condition, including, but not limited to, the removal of all weeds, trash, litter, and 
debris, at all times during the term.  Upon expiration of this Lease, or at any earlier 
termination, the Lessee will quit and surrender possession of the Property peaceably 
and in as good order and condition as the Property was at the commencement of the 
term, reasonable wear and tear and/or damage by the elements excepted; Lessee 
further agrees to leave the premises free from all nuisance and dangerous and 
defective conditions.   
 
Upon receipt of notice in writing from Lessee, the City agrees to maintain the surface of 
the lot in a condition comparable to that which existed at the commencement of the 
lease or when the City determines that repairs are necessary, except if the repairs are 
required due to lessee's or lessee‘s employees, agents, sublessees, licensees and/or 
guests purposeful negligence.  The City shall not repair or maintain the lot more often 
than annually, unless the City determines it is necessary to do so more often.  All other 
repairs shall be made by Lessee at its sole cost and expense at all times while this 
lease is in effect. 
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6. Taxes: 
 
This Lease may create possessory interests which are subject to the payment of taxes 
levied on such interests.  It is understood and agreed that all taxes which become due 
and payable upon the Property or upon fixtures, equipment or other property installed or 
constructed thereon, shall be the full responsibility of Lessee.  Any such taxes shall be 
paid prior to delinquency. 
 
7. Insurance and Liability: 
 
Lessee hereby releases, covenants not to bring suit, and agrees to indemnify, defend, 
and hold the City and the City‘s officers, employees, agents and assets harmless from 
any and all claims, costs, judgments, awards or liability, including attorneys‘ fees and 
costs to any person or with regard to any property, including claims arising from injury 
or death, resulting from Lessee‘s, his or her agents, or employees, guests, invitees or 
sublessees‘ use and occupancy of the Property. The foregoing indemnification 
obligations shall extend to claims which are not reduced to a suit and any claim which 
may be compromised by Lessee prior to the culmination of any litigation or the 
institution of any litigation.  Lessee‘s obligations and liabilities hereunder shall survive the 
expiration or termination of the Lease and this Agreement. 
 
Lessee shall purchase and at all times of this Lease maintain in effect suitable 
comprehensive general liability insurance which will protect the City and the City‘s 
officers, employees and agents from liability in the event of loss of life, personal injury 
or property damage suffered by any person or persons on, about or using the Property, 
including, but not limited to, Lessee and Lessees‘ employees, agents, sublessees, 
licensees and guests.  Such insurance shall not be cancelled without thirty (30) days 
prior written notice to the City and shall be written for at lease a minimum of One Million 
Dollars ($1,000,000.00), combined single limit. The certificate of insurance shall be 
deposited with the Risk Manager of the City and must designate ―The City of Grand 
Junction, its officers, employees and agents‖ as additional insureds. If a policy 
approved by the Risk Manager of the City is not at all times in full force and effect, this 
Lease shall automatically terminate and Lessee shall immediately vacate and remove 
its property from the Property. 
 
8. Assignment and Mortgage:  
 
Lessee shall not assign its responsibilities under this contract to others.  The Property 
shall not be sublet by Lessee in its entirety.  However, Lessee may sublet individual 
parking spaces to others at a cost of no more than Ten Dollars ($10.00) per space per 
month during the term of this lease.  If Lessee should sublet parking spaces under this 
lease to others, then Lessee shall provide a written copy of this Lease to the sublessee. 
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Lessee shall not hypothecate or mortgage, or pledge this lease in any manner and any 
attempted hypothecation or mortgaging of this lease shall be of no force or effect, and 
shall confer no rights upon any mortgagee or pledgee.  
  
In the event that Lessee shall become incompetent, bankrupt, or insolvent, or should a 
guardian, trustee, or receiver be appointed to administer Lessee's business or affairs, 
neither this Lease nor any interest here shall become an asset of the guardian, trustee 
or receiver, and in the event of the appointment of any guardian, trustee, or receiver, 
this  
Lease shall immediately terminate and end.  
 
9. Termination by the City:  
 
The City may terminate this lease at any time it should be determined by its City 
Manager that public necessity and convenience require it to do so, by serving upon 
Lessee in the manner subsequently provided, a written notice of its election to so 
terminate, which notice shall be served at least thirty (30) days prior to the date in the 
notice named for such termination.   At the time of granting any sublease, Lessee shall 
inform any sublessee in writing of the City‘s right to terminate:  Lessee may satisfy this 
provision by providing such sublessee with a complete copy of this lease. 
 
10. Default:  
 
In the event that Lessee shall be in default of any payment of any rent or in the 
performance of any of the terms or conditions agreed to be kept and performed by 
Lessee, then in that event, the City may terminate and end this Lease, immediately, 
and the City may enter upon the Property and remove all persons and property, and 
Lessee shall not be entitled to any money paid or any part of that money; in the event 
that the City shall bring a legal action to enforce any of the terms of this Lease, or to 
obtain possession of the Property by reason of any default of Lessee, or otherwise, 
Lessee agrees to pay the City for all costs of the legal action that it incurs, including 
reasonable attorney fees.  
 
11. Waiver:  
 
Waiver by the City of any default in performance by Lessee of any of the terms, 
covenants, or conditions contained here, shall not be deemed a continuing waiver of 
that default or any subsequent default.  
 
12. The City May Enter:  
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Lessee agrees that the City, its agents or employees, may enter upon the premises at 
any time during the term or any extension of it for the purpose of inspection, digging 
test holes, making surveys, taking measurements, and doing similar work on the 
premises, with the understanding that the work will be performed in such a manner so 
as not to unreasonably preclude the use of the Property by Lessee. 
 
13. Successors in Interest:  
 
All of the terms, covenants and conditions contained here shall continue, and bind all 
successors in interest of Lessee. 
 
14. Surrender, Holding Over: 
 
Lessee shall, upon the expiration or termination of this Lease, peaceably surrender the 
Property to the City in good order, condition and state of repair. In the event Lessee 
fails, for whatever reason, to vacate and peaceably surrender the Property upon the 
expiration or termination of this Lease, Lessee agrees that Lessee shall pay to the City 
the sum of $50.00 per day for each and every day thereafter until Lessee has 
effectively vacated and surrendered the Property.  The parties agree that it would be 
difficult to establish the actual damages to the City in the event Lessee fails to vacate 
and surrender the Property upon the expiration or termination of this Lease and that 
said $50.00 daily fee is an appropriate liquidated damages amount. 
 
15. Entire Agreement: 
 
This lease constitutes the entire agreement between the City and Lessee and no 
promises or representations, express or implied, either oral or written, not herein set 
forth shall be binding upon or inure to the benefit of the City and Lessee.  This Lease 
shall not be modified by any oral agreement, either express or implied, and all 
modifications hereof shall be in writing and signed by both the City and Lessee. 
 
16. Severability: 
 
If any provision of this lease or the application thereof to any person or circumstances 
shall be invalid or unenforceable to any extent, the remainder of this lease and the 
application of such provisions to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby and shall be enforced to the greatest extent permitted by law. 
 
17. Notices: 
 
All notices to be given with respect to this Agreement shall be in writing delivered either 
by United States mail or Express mail, postage prepaid, or by facsimile transmission, 
personally by hand or by courier service, as follows: 
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 To the City:     With Copy to: 
City of Grand Junction   City of Grand Junction 
Attn: City Manager    Attn: City Attorney 
250 North 5

th
 Street    250 North 5

th
 Street 

Grand Junction, CO 81501   Grand Junction, CO 81501 
Fax: (970) 244-1456    Fax: (970) 244-1456 
 
To Lessee:      

 Simmons Lock and Key, Inc. 
 322 S. 2

nd
 Street 

 Grand Junction, CO  81501 
 Fax: 
 
All notices shall be deemed given: (a) if sent by mail, when deposited in the mail; (b) if 
delivered by hand or courier service, when delivered; (c) if transmitted by facsimile, when 
transmitted. The parties may, by notice as provided above, designate a different address 
to which notice shall be given.   
 
18. Applicable Law: 
 
This Lease Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws 
of the State of Colorado. Venue for any action to enforce any covenant or agreement 
contained herein shall be in Mesa County, Colorado. 
 
The parties hereto have each executed and entered into this Lease Agreement as of 
the day and year first above written. 
 
 
 
 
 
      For the City of Grand Junction, 
Attest:      a Colorado home rule municipality 
  
 
By:      By:      
  City Clerk     City Manager 
 
      For Simmons Lock & Key, Inc. 
Attest:      a Colorado corporation 
 
 
By:      By:      
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Name:      Name:      

Title:      Title:      

 



 

   

 

 

Attach 13 
Public Hearing – Rezone and Outline Development Plan 1st and Patterson Planned 
Development 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Rezone and Outline Development Plan—1

st
 and Patterson 

Planned Development 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 23, 2006 File # ODP-2005-309 

Author Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Presenter Name Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes   No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  
Consent 

 
X 

Individual 

Consideration 

 

 

Summary:  Request to rezone 20.7 acres, located at the southwest corner of 1
st
 Street 

and Patterson Road,  from RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 units per acre) to PD 
(Planned Development) and approval of an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for a 
mixed use development. 
 
 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Hold a Public Hearing and Consider Final 
Passage of a Proposed Ordinance. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 

Attachments:   
1.  Vicinity Map/Aerial Photo 
2.  Growth Plan Map/Zoning Map 
3.  Project Narrative 
4.  Proposed Outline Development Plan 
5.  Citizen Comments/Letters 
6.  Planning Commission Minutes  
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7.  Planned Development Ordinance and Outline Development Plan 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION  MEETING DATE: November 1, 2006 
CITY COUNCIL      STAFF PRESENTATION: Kathy Portner 

 
AGENDA TOPIC: ODP-2005-309 Rezone and Outline Development Plan—1

st
 and 

Patterson Planned Development 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Rezone to Planned Development and Outline Development 

Plan (ODP) approval 
 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: SW corner of 1
st
 Street and Patterson Road 

Applicants:  
Owner:  Mr. & Mrs. Patrick Gormley 
Developer:  Constructors West, Inc. 
Representative:  Ciavonne Roberts & Assoc 

Existing Land Use: Single family homes and undeveloped 

Proposed Land Use: Mixed Use—office/retail/residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Commercial 

South Residential Medium (4-8 u/a) 

East 
Residential Medium-High (8-12 u/a) 
Residential Medium (4-8 u/a) 

West Residential Medium-High (8-12 u/a) 

Existing Zoning:   RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 u/a) 

Proposed Zoning:   PD (Planned Development) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North 
PD (Planned Development) and B-1 
(Neighborhood Business) 

South RMF-5 (Residential Multifamily, 5 u/a) 

East 
RMF-24 (Residential Multifamily, 24 u/a) 
and RMF-5 

West RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 u/a) 

Growth Plan Designation: 
Commercial, Residential Medium and 
Residential Medium-High 

Zoning within density range?      X Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Request approval of a rezone from RMF-12 (Residential 
Multifamily, 12 units per acre) to PD (Planned Development) and an Outline 
Development Plan (ODP) for a mixed use development. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
The 20.7 acre project, located on the southwest corner of N. 1

st
 Street and Patterson 

Road, is comprised oft four parcels, all currently zoned RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 
12 u/a).  Current uses on the property include three single family homes fronting on 1

st
 

Street and occasional grazing on the larger piece.   
 
In 2003, the Growth Plan was amended to change the Future Land Use Designation on 
the Patterson Road frontage from Residential Medium High to Commercial.  The 
Commercial designation extends the length of the Patterson Road frontage to a depth 
of 300 feet.   
 
In anticipation of the submittal of this request, the applicant requested a Growth Plan 
Consistency Review to determine whether the project could move forward without a 
Growth Plan Amendment.  The Planning Commission and City Council found the 
proposal to meander the boundary between the Commercial and Residential 
designation to more closely follow the topography, to be consistent with the Growth 
Plan. 
 
The request is to rezone the property to PD (Planned Development) and approve an 
Outline Development Plan (ODP) for a mixed use development.  The proposed mix of 
uses includes retail, office, multifamily residential, single family residential and open 
space.   
 
2. Consistency with the Growth Plan 
 
The proposed mix of uses is consistent with the Growth Plan designation of 
Commercial and Residential Medium-High.  Further, the proposed general location and 
density/intensity of uses was found to be consistent with the Plan.   
 
The proposal is also consistent with the following goals and policies of the Growth Plan: 
 
Policy 1.2:  The City will use the Future Land Use designations to guide decisions on 
the gross density of residential development. 
 
Policy 10.1:  The City should encourage public and private investments that contribute 
to stable residential areas and encourage redevelopment of transitional areas in accord 
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ace with the Future Land Use Map.  Public facilities should be designed to support 
desired neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.1:  The City will promote compatibility between adjacent land uses by 
addressing traffic, noise, lighting, height/bulk differences and other sources of 
incompatibility through the use of physical separation, buffering, screening and other 
techniques. 
 
Policy 15.1:  The City will encourage the development of residential projects that 
compatibly integrate a mix of housing types and densities with desired amenities. 
 
 
3. Section 2.12.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
The purpose of an ODP (Outline Development Plan) is to demonstrate conformance 
with the Growth Plan, compatibility of land use and coordination of improvements within 
and among individually platted parcels, sections or phases of a development prior to 
the approval of a preliminary plan.  At ODP, zoning for the entire property or for each 
―pod‖ designated for development on the plan is established.   
 
An ODP (Outline Development Plan) application shall demonstrate conformance with all 
of the following: 
 

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

 
The proposed mix of uses is consistent with the Growth Plan designation of 
Commercial and Residential Medium-High.  Further, the proposed general location and 
density/intensity of uses was found to be consistent with the Plan.   
 
The proposal is also consistent with the following goals and policies of the Growth Plan: 
 
Policy 1.2:  The City will use the Future Land Use designations to guide decisions on 
the gross density of residential development. 
 
Policy 10.1:  The City should encourage public and private investments that contribute 
to stable residential areas and encourage redevelopment of transitional areas in accord 
ace with the Future Land Use Map.  Public facilities should be designed to support 
desired neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.1:  The City will promote compatibility between adjacent land uses by 
addressing traffic, noise, lighting, height/bulk differences and other sources of 
incompatibility through the use of physical separation, buffering, screening and other 
techniques. 
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Policy 15.1:  The City will encourage the development of residential projects that 
compatibly integrate a mix of housing types and densities with desired amenities. 
 
The proposal is consistent with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan. 

 
b. The rezoning criteria provided in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and 

Development Code. 
 

1) The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption; or 
 
The existing zoning of RMF-12 was adopted to be consistent with the 
1996 Growth Plan Future Land Use Designation of Residential Medium-
High, which encompassed the entire property at that time.  Since then, the 
Growth Plan was amended to designate the Patterson Road frontage as 
Commercial.  The property has not been rezoned since the Growth Plan 
amendment. 
 

2) There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to 
installation of public facilities, other zone changes, new 
growth/growth trends, deterioration, development transition, etc.; 

 
This property has been designated for medium-high density residential 
uses since 1996.  The property has been zoned as RMF-12 since 2000.  
The PD zoning will retain the residential density on the southern portion of 
the site, and implement the Commercial land use designation that was 
placed on the northern portion of the site in 2003. 
 

3) The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood, 
conforms to and furthers the goals and policies of the Growth Plan 
and other adopted plans and policies, the requirements of this 
Code, and other City regulations; 

 
The proposed rezone to PD establishes default zoning districts that are 
compatible with the neighborhood.  The three single family homes, 
fronting on 1

st
 Street, will remain and have a default zoning of RSF-4.  

The multifamily development, adjacent to the neighborhood will have a 
default zone of RMF-12, and the commercial development will have a 
default zoning of B-1.  The PD ordinance will establish development 
standards specific to the uses to provide for a compatible transition 
between uses. 
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4) Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made 
available concurrent with the projected impacts of development 
allowed by the proposed zoning; 

 
Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made 
available concurrent with the development. 
 

5) The supply of comparably zoned land in the surrounding area is 
inadequate to accommodate the community‘s needs; and 

 
This is a request for a PD zone district with a mix of uses consistent with 
the Future Land Use Designation.  This criterion is not applicable. 
 

6) The community will benefit from the proposed zone 
 

The proposed PD zone district will limit the types of uses allowed and will 
establish specific design standards appropriate to the site and 
neighborhood.  The mix of uses and open space will be an asset to the 
community on this highly visible corner. 
 

c. The planned development requirements of Chapter Five of the Zoning 
and Development Code.      
 
The 1

st
 and Patterson development seeks to provide a mixed use project 

with design flexibility not available through specific zoning standards.  
Community benefits proposed with this development are: 

 An efficient internal road network, and provisions for 
interconnectivity to adjacent undeveloped properties; 

 Reduced traffic due to a mix of residential and commercial 
uses; 

 Private open space that enhances and/or preserves open 
space adjacent to major streets; 

 Predominantly detached sidewalks along existing arterial 
streets; 

 Housing that meets the Growth Plan density; 

 More restrictive development guidelines for both site and 
architecture; 

 A higher level of site design, amenity, and site features. 
 

The intensity of development proposed for the Commercial area is 
consistent with the Future Land Use designation.  The proposed range of 
residential units of 70 to 111 units is consistent with the Growth Plan 
residential density range. 
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d. The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in Chapter 

Seven. 
 
The project is not subject to any other overlay districts.  There is a narrow 
floodplain area identified along the Patterson Road frontage which is not 
impacted by this development and will be taken care of with a major 
drainage improvement project along the Ranchman‘s Ditch. 

 
e. Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with 

the projected impacts of the development. 
 
Adequate public services and facilities will be provided concurrent with the 
development. 
 

f. Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all 
development pods/areas to be developed. 
 
Internal circulation is being proposed with an access onto 1

st
 Street, and 

two access points onto Patterson Road.  The easternmost access onto 
Patterson Road will be a ¾ access point (rights in and out/left in) and the 
western access will be an unsignalized full access, as will the access onto 
1

st
 Street.  A stubbed right-of-way will be provided internally to the 

property to the south, but an adequate turn-around will be provided on the 
1

st
 and Patterson project to provide safe access until (and if) the 

connection to Knollwood Lane is made. 
 

g. Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses shall 
be provided. 
 
Applicant is proposing substantial landscaped open space along the 
Patterson Road and 1

st
 Street frontages, as well as internal to the 

development.  Buffering standards of the Zoning and Development Code 
apply along the southern boundary of the multifamily development, which 
requires an 8‘ wide landscape strip with trees and shrubs and a 6‘ high 
fence. 
 

h. An appropriate range of density for the entire property or for each 
development pod/area to be developed. 

 
An appropriate range of density/intensity is proposed. 
 

i. An appropriate set of ―default‖ or minimum standards for the entire 
property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 
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The ODP sets forth an appropriate set of minimum standards. 
 

j. An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire property or 
for each development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The applicant is proposing 7 phases, with phase on being completed by 
the end of 2008, coinciding with the completion of the Ranchman‘s Ditch 
project.  Each subsequent phase would be completed in one year 
increments. 
 

k. The property is at least twenty (20) acres in size.                                        
                                                                    

 
The property is just over 20 acres in size. 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the 1

st
 and Patterson application, ODP-9005-309, for a Planned 

Development, Outline Development Plan, staff makes the following findings of fact and 
conclusions: 
 

5. The requested Planned Development, Outline Development Plan is 
consistent with the Growth Plan. 

 
6. The review criteria in Section 2.12.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 

have all been met.  
 

7. The Preliminary Plan must provide the details of the proposed 25 ¾ Road as 
to right-of-way location, width and improvement, as well as provide for shared 
access for future development of the adjoining property to the west. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested Planned Development, Outline 
Development Plan, ODP-2005-309, with the findings and conclusions listed above.  
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
At their October 10, 2006 hearing, Planning Commission recommended approval of the 
rezone to PD and the ODP with the condition that the Preliminary Plan must provide the 
details of the proposed 25 ¾ Road as to right-of-way location, width and improvement, 
as well as provide for shared access for future development of the adjoining property to 
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the west, and that the maximum height of buildings in the commercial area shall be 40‘ 
with the understanding that the applicant can request up to a 25% increase in height 
with Preliminary Plan. 
 
 

Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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First and Patterson Planned Development 
Outline Development Plan 

General Project Report 

  
Project Overview 
 
The applicant, Constructors West, Inc., c/o Bruce Milyard is requesting approval of an Outline 
Development Plan (ODP) and a rezone for the southwest corner of N. First Street and Patterson Road.  
The applicant intends to propose a mixed use planned development on the subject property. Components 
of the development include a mix of uses such as commercial, office, multi-family residential, single family 
residential and dedicated open space.  As the project proceeds through the City Preliminary and Final 
approval processes, a Walgreen‘s site plan will be submitted independently by Bencor LLC, based in 
Colorado Springs, CO.  
 
The 20.7 acre project located on the southwest corner of N. First Street and Patterson Road is comprised 
of four parcels, all currently zoned City RMF-12 (which would allow 165 to 248 dwelling units). Parcel 1 is 
approximately 17.6 acres; parcel 2 is approximately 0.3 acres; parcel 3 is approximately 2.1 acres; parcel 
4 is approximately 0.7 acres. Parcel 1 is currently used for occasional grazing.  Parcel 1 contains one 
single family detached residential dwelling unit which fronts on N. First Street.  The remaining three 
parcels have a total of two single family detached residential dwelling units.  These two units also front on 
N. First Street.  
.  
There are three Growth Plan designations on the 20.7 acre property: Commercial, RMH 8-12, and RM 4-
8. The applicant has preceded this ODP submittal with a Growth Plan Consistency Review for the purpose 
of confirming that the proposed Growth Plan boundary interpretation is consistent with the intent of the 
Growth Plan. 
 
This ODP Submittal includes the necessary documentation to process a rezone request for the properties 
to Planned Development (PD).  The applicant maintains that a Planned Development zone designation will 
allow for some flexibility in City adopted design standards, assist in the creation of higher architectural 
standards (through a Design Review Committee), and allow the applicant to include/exclude uses on the 
subject property as deemed fit by the applicant and City staff.  
 
The ODP for N. First Street and Patterson Road relies on the code provisions listed below.  These items 
are addressed within Item F of this report and/or its attachments: 
 

o Chapter 2 – ODP Approval Criteria; 
o Chapter 3 – minimum and maximum density; and bulk standards.  This project is not considering 

density bonus provisions. 
o Chapter 4 – sign provisions will be addressed with the preliminary and final plan submittals 
o Chapter 5 – Planned Development Zone provisions. 
o Chapter 6 – Open space requirements. 
o Chapter 7 – Specifically Section 7.1- Flood Damage Prevention and Section 7.2.F- Nighttime Light 
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Pollution. 
 

 

 

A. Project Description  
 
Location 

 The property is located at the southwest corner of N. First Street and Patterson Road. There is 
approximately 1300 LF of frontage along the south side of Patterson Road, and 800 LF of frontage 
along the west side of N. First Street.   

 The property includes three single family homes that front on N. First Street. These three existing 
homes can generally be described as being on the top of a hill that extends from the southeast corner 
of the property, northwesterly towards the center of the property.  This hill is a distinguishing 
characteristic of the property although it encompasses only a few acres; the remainder of the site 
generally slopes to the north and west. 

 
Acreage 

 The entire property is approximately 20.7 acres.  
 
Proposed Use 

 The proposed uses are Commercial and Residential, consistent with a PD zone designation.  The 
approximate land use breakdown within the proposed project is: 

o Commercial – four commercial pods totaling 8.7 acres (42%) less open space and potential 
right of way. 

 
 Pod A – Commercial – B-1 Zone Uses with amendments as provided below 
 Pod B – Commercial – B-1 Zone Uses with amendments as provided below 
 Pod C – Commercial – B-1 Zone Uses with amendments as provided below 
 Pod D – Commercial – B-1 Zone Uses with amendments as provided below 
 Pod E – Commercial – B-1 Zone Uses with amendments as provided below 
 

o Single Family Residential – one pod totaling 1.3 acres (6%) 
 Pod F – Residential – RSF-4 Uses with amendments as provided below 
 Maintain single family zoning along N First Street; 

 
o Multi-Family Residential– two residential pods totaling 6.0 acres (30.5%) less right of way. 

 Pod G – Residential – RMF 12 Uses 
 Pod H – Residential – RMF 12 Uses 

 
o Public Road ROW – 3.2 acres (15%) 

 Proposed as standard and alternative road sections.  The standards and alternatives 
will be provided to staff for review at the time of preliminary plan submittal. 

 
o Open Space Landscape Buffers– 1.8 acres (9%) 

 Adjacent to commercial pods 
 Predominantly placed along N. First Street, Patterson Road, ‗character‘ hill slopes; 
 Landscaped and irrigated; 
 Maintained by Business Owners Association; 

 
 

B. Public Benefit 
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North First

 
Street and Patterson Road Planned Development will create a mixed use neighborhood that 

meets the intent of the Growth Plan and the development requirements of the City of Grand Junction.  
Public benefits include: 
 

o the development of properties within the City 201 boundary; 
o the development of an Infill property; 
o the creation of a mixed use project meeting the intentions of the Growth Plan; 
o proposed at the lower end of the Growth Plan densities to be more compatible with the 

established N. First Street neighborhood. 
o road and utility improvements that meet City standards, including drainage, pavement, walks; 
o utility extensions, upgrades, and improvements; 
o ROW dedications and utility connections that provide connectivity to adjacent undeveloped 

properties. 
o The project provides higher density residential development adjacent to commercial and office 

uses, which increase the potential for fewer vehicular trips between uses. 
o Higher density residential development requires less water consumption per residential unit when 

compared to single family detached dwellings. 
 

In addition to the above, the First and Patterson Planned Development provides the following Significant 

Community Benefits in support of the PD zone designation:  
 
Infrastructure and Utilities 

o Collaboration with the City of Grand Junction on the donation of right-of-way for a right 
turn lane from Patterson Road onto N First Street; 

o A  40‘ wide utility easement (paralleling and abutting Patterson Road) for under-grounding 
of the Ranchman‘s Ditch and the existing overhead power; 

o Participation in the under-grounding of the overhead power lines that encumber this 
property.  

o The construction of detached sidewalks and landscaping within the easements that 
parallel both Patterson Road and N. First Street. 

 
Site Amenities and Landscaping 

o Large landscaped open space areas along the N First Street frontage; 
o Site amenity or community feature at the corner of N First Street and Patterson Road; 
o Preservation of the topographic landscape hill feature through terracing and landscape 

design. 
 

Development Character 
o In order to retain the existing fabric of the N. First Street neighborhood, the project retains 

the existing single family residences which front along N First Street. 
o The applicant commits to architectural standards that prohibit prefabricated or metal 

buildings, and requires pre-approved finishes consistent with a definitive development 
theme. 

 
Site Development 

o The applicant will create a Design Review Committee consisting of one landscape 
architect, one architect, and a representative from the applicant‘s office, that reviews 
submittals prior to the City. 

o The creation of limited design guidelines for development in the commercial pods. 
o The creation of limited design guidelines for development in the residential pods. 
o The Design Review Committee will review both site planning and architecture per the 

development design guidelines 
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o Commercial area site planning where the majority of the parking does not front on N. First 
Street and Patterson Road.  Buildings will assist in screening parking lots. 

o The creation of Business Owners Association for the commercial pods.   
o The creation of a Home Owners Association for the multi-family residential pods. 
o Vehicular cross access will be required within all commercial development pods.  

 
Buildings, Architecture, and other Structural Features 

o The creation of design guidelines for commercial buildings. 
o The creation of design guidelines for residential buildings. 
o Limit the height of the uses in the commercial Pods A, B, C, and D to fifty-five (55) feet. 
o A building height restriction of 35‘ above parking lot level placed on Pod E.  
o The development will require equal attention to architectural detailing, building materials, 

plane projections, recesses, and roof forms on all sides of non-residential buildings.  The 
applicant will not require that window, door, canopy and other overhang treatments be 
equal on all sides of non-residential buildings.  

o The development will require trash enclosures and loading areas to be screened with 
walls made of materials identical to the building materials of the primary building in 
keeping with the architectural development theme. 

 
Signage 

o Freestanding Signage (Primary and Secondary) 
 Primary signage shall mean any signage that advertises the name of the all 

businesses within the development. 
 Secondary signage (monumentation) shall mean any signage that advertises the 

name of the development. An example of secondary signage might be a free 
standing column or column within a fence that has the development name, 
abbreviation, or logo posted on the face of the column.  Secondary 
monumentation will not used as individual business signage.  Secondary signage 
shall be smaller in size and scale to the Primary signage. 

 The applicant limits the freestanding Primary signage to one freestanding sign 
along the N. First Street frontage for the entire development.  

 The applicant limits the freestanding Primary signage to one freestanding sign 
along the Patterson Road frontage for the entire development. 

 Freestanding primary signage will be allowed on the internal streets of the 
development.  This signage shall be smaller in scale to the signage allowed along 
arterial frontages.   

 Secondary monumentation will be allowed all street frontages.   
 Tertiary / minor directional signage will be allowed on the streets internal to the 

development.  
o Wall Mounted Signage 

 Wall mounted signage will be more strictly regulated than City Code standards.  
Limitations will be set to limit wall signage size. 

 

C. Neighborhood Meeting 
 
Staff stated that a neighborhood meeting is required for a rezone.  A neighborhood meeting was held to 
suffice for both the rezone and the ODP on February 23, 2006 at West Middle School.  
 

D. Project Compliance, Compatibility, and Impact 
 
Adopted Plans and Policies 
The proposal conforms to the Growth Plan, the City Zoning and Development Code, and known City 
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regulations.  Relative Code provisions include: 
o Section 2.12.A – this project can display long-term community benefits achieved through high 

quality development; 
o Section 2.12.B –  the ODP is over 20 acres in area; 
o Section 5.1.A – design flexibility is desired which is not available through application of Chapter 3 

standards. 
 
Alternative road sections and a request for specific TEDS exceptions will be submitted under separate 
cover. These two items have not been incorporated into the design of the project at the time of ODP.   
 

Surrounding Land Use 
Properties to the north include Community Hospital Medical Park and Willowdale Commercial Park, with 
residential uses to the north northwest. To the west is agriculture; to the south is residential; to the east is 
single and multi-family residential.   
 
Adjacent zoning:  

o NORTH: includes PD (east) and B-1(west); 
o WEST: RMF-12; 
o SOUTH: RMF-5; 
o EAST: RMF 4(south) and RMF 24(north). 

 
This proposal is consistent and compatible with the surrounding development, the Growth Plan, and 
provides an attractive alternative to straight zoning.  The proposal uses less dense land uses to transition 
from the single family detached dwellings along N. First Street to higher density residential product along 
the western side of the site.  Commercial development is provided along frontages of N. First Street and 
Patterson Road. 
 
Site Access & Traffic Patterns 
Access into the site will initially be limited to two entrances / exits: one from Patterson Road, and the other 
from N First Street.  The access on Patterson is aligned with Meander Drive, and the access on N First 
Street is aligned with Park Drive.  Additional access stubs, one to the west edge of the property, and one 
to the south edge are for future connectivity.  These access points have not changed significantly from 
those previously reviewed by Staff. 
  
Access within the site is achieved primarily through an east/west street that bisects the property, with 
commercial uses occurring predominantly north of this road. Pod E will also be accessed from this street.  
Access to the residential uses along the south side of this street is available through proposed cul-de-sacs 
and a connector road.  
 
As discussed with Staff, we will be seeking Alternative Road Standards for many of the internal roads on 
this site.   We are also aware of the need for a few TEDS exceptions.  We plan on processing these 
requests prior to a Preliminary submittal. 
 
A Traffic Study by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc is provided with this submittal.  This Traffic Study has 
gone through two revisions since its initial submittal. These changes were requested by staff.  Kimley-
Horn and Associates has worked closely with the Transportation Engineering department on the revisions 
to this study. 
 
Availability of Utilities 
All necessary infrastructure and utilities are available for the property.  
Utility providers are:  

 Water – Ute and City; the site straddles the dividing line between the two water purveyors.   
 Sewer – City 
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 Storm Sewer- City  
 Drainage – Grand Junction Drainage District 
 Irrigation water – Grand Valley Irrigation Company 
 Power / gas – Excel 
 Telephone – Qwest 
 Cable TV – Bresnan  

 
Special or Unusual Demands on Utilities 
The property is served by both Ute and City water.  Relative to the Fire Flow information, we have made 
assumptions that the City will service the entire site. 
 
This project has been instrumental in facilitating discussions about the potential of under-grounding the 
overhead utility lines that parallel Patterson Road, particularly with regards to the Ranchman Ditch Flood 
work that is being designed. 
 
Effects on Public Facilities 
N First and Patterson Planned Development will have expected, but not unusual impacts on Public 
Facilities.  Total residential units will be one forth to one third that allowed under current zoning. 
 
Off-site improvements will be paid for and constructed via the City TCP fees. 
 
Site Soils 
NRCS soils information is provided with this submittal. 
 
 
Impact on Geology and Geological Hazards 
No known geological hazards exist on this property. 
 
Hours of Operation 
The applicant requests that the hours of operation within Commercial Pods A, B, C and D will comply with 
that of the B-1 zone (default zone).  These hours of operation are 5:00 am to 11:00pm. Restaurant uses 
located within the bounds of Pod E can extend their hours of operation during the Preliminary Plan 
process.  
 
Number of Employees 
Since the uses allowed within the B-1 zone are so broad, it is difficult to provide staff with even a range of 
potential employees.  The applicant requests that the number of employees be determined / provided at 
the time of preliminary submittal for each use. 
 
Signage Plans 
Signage is an important component within the N First and Patterson Planned Development.  Drug stores 
have specific signage needs, both freestanding and building wall signage.  All the commercial area 
businesses will need building wall signage.  The applicant anticipates main entry signs at the intersection 
of the east / west street and N First Street and at the intersection of the north / south street and Patterson 
Road.  Minor directional signage will be included within the development.  All freestanding signage within 
the 20.7 acre development will have similar building materials.  Signage fonts and colors may be adjusted 
per approval of the property owner, developer, and the City of Grand Junction. 
 
 

E. Development Schedule and Phasing 
 
First and Patterson Planned Development will be developed in seven phases, with each phase taking 
approximately four years to complete.  Currently the applicant is coordinating with the City‘s schedule for 
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the Ranchman‘s Ditch work to determine when First and Patterson Planned Development work can 
proceed.  Infrastructure is anticipated to begin in 2008.   

 

F. Additional General Report Discussion Items 
 
First and Patterson Planned Development requires additional discussion on specific code issues: Chapter 
2 (PD Purpose and ODP Applicability); Chapter 3 (minimum and maximum density, FAR‘s, proposed bulk 
standards); Chapter 4 (sign provisions); Chapter 5 (entire chapter); Chapter 6 (entire chapter); and 
Chapter 7 (floodplain and nighttime lighting).  This discussion follows. 
 
 
Chapter 2 (Procedures, Rezoning, PD Purpose, and ODP Applicability) 

o 2.1- Neighborhood Meeting: Optional for the ODP and required for a Rezone.  The Developer will 
hold a neighborhood meeting for this project.  The Neighborhood Meeting will occur following the 
initial ODP and Rezone submittal (during the City Review period). This will allow staff to become 
familiar with the project in preparation for the neighborhood meeting.  The Neighborhood Meeting 
will occur prior to the first Public Hearing. (Note that staff agreed that the Neighborhood Meeting 
held on February 23, 2006 would suffice for the required rezone Neighborhood Meeting) 

o 2.4 - Growth Plan Consistency Review:  The Growth Plan Consistency Review was submitted 
prior to the ODP and Rezone request. 

o 2.6 – Code Amendment and Rezoning:  A rezoning request (from the existing zoning to PD) has 
been submitted concurrent with the ODP. Section 2.12 references back to this code section, and 
subsequently the following Approval Criteria: 

o The existing zoning was in error at the time of adoption: 
Response: The proposed PD zoning is integral to an ODP request. The proposed 
rezoning request will more closely resemble the existing growth plan designation of 
Commercial and Residential development co-existing on the same parcel of land. 

o There has been a change of character in the neighborhood due to installation of public 
facilities, other zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development transitions, 
etc.; 

Response: The zoning request is in conjunction with an ODP request.  Therefore this 
criterion is not applicable  

o The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood and will not create adverse 
impacts such as: capacity or safety of the street network, parking problems, storm water 
or drainage problems, water, air or noise pollution, excessive nighttime lighting, or 
nuisances;  

Response: The proposed PD zoning is compatible with the neighborhood.  All parking 
will be planned to exist on site.  The project will utilize existing infrastructure and will 
not create adverse impacts on the utility system. The project also complies with the 
hours of operation allowed within the B-1 zone. These hours of operation will not 
negatively impact the surrounding development because B-1 zone uses already exist 
at this intersection. Lastly, the project restricts on-street parking along the primary 
east / west and north / south streets internal to the development.  

o The proposal conforms with and furthers the goals and policies of the Growth Plan, other 
adopted plans, and policies, the requirements of this Code, and other City regulations and 
guidelines;  

Response: The proposed PD zoning is consistent with the Goals and polices of the 
Growth Plan, the requirements of the Zoning and Development Code and other City 
regulations and guidelines.  The rezone attempts to bring the site zoning more inline 
with the uses designated within the Growth Plan.  
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o Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made 
available concurrent with the projected impacts of the proposed 
development; 

Response: Adequate public facilities are available or will be supplied at the time of 
further development of the property. 

o There is not an adequate supply of land available in the neighborhood 
and surrounding area to accommodate the zoning and community needs; 

Response: The zoning request is in conjunction with an ODP request.  Therefore this 
criterion is not applicable.   

o The community or neighborhood will benefit from the proposed zone; 
 Response: The zoning request is in conjunction with an ODP 
request.  The ODP must prove benefits to the neighborhood and 
community, or it will not be approved.  We believe this ODP will display 
those benefits. The PD zone will allow the developer to be more 
specific on the site development requirements and architectural 
standards for the project when compared to the standards of the 
Zoning and Development Code.  Current site development and 
architectural standards allow much greater flexibility in design. PD 
zone district standards are generally more restrictive than the current 
Zoning and Development Code. 

 
o 2.12 - Planned Development 

o A. Purpose – The First and Patterson Planned Development seeks to provide a mixed 
use project with design flexibility not available through Chapter 3 standards.  Long term 
community benefits achieved through this PD include: 

 an efficient internal road network, and provisions for interconnectivity to adjacent 
undeveloped properties; 

 reduced traffic due to the creative intermingling of residential and commercial 
uses; 

 private open space that enhances and/or preserves open space adjacent to 
major streets; 

 predominantly detached sidewalks along existing Arterial Streets; 
 housing that meets the intentions of the Growth Plan. 
 More restrictive development guidelines for both site and architecture 
 Typically a higher level of site design, amenity, and site features.  
 
 
 

o B. ODP  
 Approval Criteria 

 The ODP conforms with the Growth Plan, the major street plan, and all 
other adopted plans and policies; 

 It meets the criteria of 2.6 (see above); 

 It meets the requirements of Chapter 5 (see below); 

 It addresses pertinent Chapter 7 Code Sections (7.1.B and 7.2.F – see 
below); 

 Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent with 
projected impacts of the project; 

 Adequate circulation and access is shown on the ODP; 
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 Screening, in the form of fencing, landscaping, and / or berming along a 
portion of the east boundary, has been identified.  Buffering is not 
required, however, it is proposed along Patterson Road and N First Street 
in the form of additional open space; 

 Appropriate density ranges are provided (see Chapter 3 requirements 
below).  It is important to note that both the commercial pods and 
residential pods are proposing square footages and/or densities that are 
far below what is allowed under bulk zoning; 

 Default minimum standards are provided for the development pods (see 
below): 

 A phasing schedule is provided.  It is important to note that phasing is 
currently coordinated with City improvements of the Ranchman‘s Ditch / 
drainage along Patterson Road; 

 The property is over 20 acres in size. 
 
Chapter 3 (minimum and maximum density, FAR‘s, proposed bulk standards) 
The First and Patterson Planned Development includes five commercial pods (A, B, C, D, and E), two 
residential multi-family pods (G and H), and one single family pod (F).  These ‗pods‘ shall take on the 
default zone dimensional characteristics of the following noted Standard Zone Districts:  
 

o 3.2 Dimensional Standards 
o Commercial Pods A, B, C, D, and E 

 The default zone shall be B-1 (as amended herein) 
 As amended the non-residential uses require no minimum lot width. 
 As amended the non-residential uses require no minimum lot size. 
 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from default standards. 
 The maximum FAR for these Pods is 0.7.  This FAR ration excludes underground 

and or under-building parking garages.   
 The maximum FAR for the commercial pods shall be based on the pod square 

footages shown on the approved ODP. 
o Residential Multi-Family Pods G and H 

 The default zone shall be RMF-12 (as amended herein) 
 Minimum lot size area shall be 1,500 square feet 
 Minimum lot width shall be 20 feet 
 There is no minimum street frontage requirement 
 Minimum front yard setbacks shall be 15 feet for principal building if alley loaded 

garages are proposed and 20 feet if street loaded garages are proposed.  
 Minimum front yard setbacks for accessory dwellings shall be and 20 feet. 
 Rear yard setback shall be 5 feet for the principal building and 5 feet for 

accessory building. 
 There is no maximum lot coverage percentage 
 There is no maximum FAR (floor area ratio) required 
 Maximum height shall remain at 40 feet 
 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from default standards. 
 
 

o Single Family Pod F 
 The default zone shall be RSF-4 (as amended herein) 
 As amended there shall be no duplexes allowed within this ‗pod‘.   
 Each lot is allowed a single accessory dwelling unit. 
 These lots cannot be further subdivided.  
 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from default standards. 
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o 3.5 Use / Zone Matrix 
o Commercial Pods A, B, C, D, and E 

 The default zone shall be B-1with deviations as amended herein 
 Use deviations from the default zone district B-1 – Neighborhood Business 

o The applicant requests that the PD Zone allow / restrict the following; 
 Uses 

 A drive through pharmacy is allowed. 

 A drive through/ drive up dry cleaners is allowed. 

 Drive up / through fast food uses are not allowed. 

 Drive up / through liquor stores are not allowed 

 All other drive up / drive through uses are not allowed. 

 Veterinarian clinics with indoor kennels and or indoor 
boarding are allowed.  

 Outdoor kennels and/or outdoor boarding are not allowed.  

 Outdoor storage is not allowed 

 Outdoor display is allowed with a temporary use permit as 
processed through the City of Grand Junction 

 Community Correction Facilities are not allowed. 

 Mental health uses are not allowed. 

 Drug and Alcohol Rehabilitation uses are not allowed. 

 Halfway houses are not allowed. 

 Law Enforcement Rehabilitation Centers are not allowed. 

 All architecture must be approved by the Design Review 
Committee prior to submittal to the City of Grand Junction 
Community Development Department. 

 All site plans must be reviewed and signed off by the 
Design Review Committee prior to submittal to the City of 
Grand Junction Community Development Department.  

 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from 
default standards. 

 
 Site Design 

 All utility meters and lines that are attached to a building 
shall be painted the same color as the building. 

 All roof top mechanical units and rooftop HVAC units shall 
be screened from view when on site and from adjacent 
streets. 

 There shall be no vehicular access lanes or drive aisles 
between any building and arterial streets except on Pod A. 

 All architecture must be approved by the Design Review 
Committee prior to submittal to the City of Grand Junction 
Community Development Department.  

 All site plans must be reviewed and signed off by the 
Design Review Committee prior to submittal to the City of 
Grand Junction Community Development Department. 

 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from 
default standards. 

 
 

o Residential Multi-Family Pods G and H 
 The default zone shall be RMF-12  
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 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from default standards 
 

o Single Family Pod F 
 The default zone shall be RSF-4 as amended herein 
 Single family lots as proposed allow only one single family detached unit and a 

―mother in-law‖ unit (granny flat), either attached or detached. 
 Mother in law unit can exist over the garage 
 No duplex units are allowed. 
 These lots can not be further subdivided.  
 See Table 1, 2 and 3 on the ODP for further deviations from default standards 

 
Chapter 4 (sign provisions) 

Signage will be provided in conjunction with subdivision and/or submittal of the first Preliminary 
Plan.  Signage will be within the parameters of the Code  

 
 
Chapter 5 (Planned Development) 

o Section 5.1 -  Purpose: this has been addressed in Chapter 2 responses above; 
o Section 5.2 -  Default Standards: this has been addressed in Chapter 3 responses above; 
o Section 5.3 -  Establishment of Uses: this has been addressed in Chapter 3 responses above; 
o Section 5.4 -  Development Standards: this criteria is understood, and will be adhered to with the 

following exceptions: 
o Approved TEDS Exceptions or Alternative Roadways; 
o Approved Infill requests;  
o Any cross-referenced criteria addressed in greater detail elsewhere in this document. 

o Section 5.5- Planned Development Phases: this project is seeking an ODP approval; followed by 
a Preliminary Plan and Subdivision submittal; followed by, or concurrent with, a Final Site Plan for 
specific sites. 

  
Chapter 6 (design and improvement standards) 

o Section 6.2, Infrastructure Standards, will be addressed on Preliminary Plan submittal drawings. 
o TEDS Exceptions will be applied for at the time of Preliminary Plan submittal 
o Alternative Road Sections will be applied for at the time of Preliminary Plan submittal 

o Section 6.3, Public and Private Parks and Open Spaces: 
o The applicant requests that City require parks and open space fees in lieu of land 

dedication for this property.  Subsequently, the entire Open Space area will be privately 
owned and maintained by the HOA, with the exception of detached sidewalks along 
Patterson Road that may encroach onto HOA property.  Under this scenario the sidewalks 
would be dedicated to the City.  

o The intent in the Pods F and G is to develop attached housing.  To avoid confusion 
associated with 6.3.B.1 and .7, if the legal mechanism makes Condominiums more 
advantageous we will continue to consider the units townhomes for clarity with this Code 
section.  No apartments are being proposed.  Units shall be predominately owner 
occupied.   

o Section 6.4, School Land Dedication Fee, will be paid at time of Building Permit. 
o Section 6.5, Landscape Buffering and Screening Standards 

o 6.5.D.  Street Frontage Landscaping will meet the intent of the Code, but not the strict 14‘ 
width requirement along all streets. The First and Patterson PD will AVERAGE a 14‘ width 
or greater throughout the development but may have street frontage landscape areas that 
are 10‘wide; 

o 6.5.E and F - The criteria associated with the default zones and their adjacency to 
abutting on-site zone districts will be met with landscape, but not fencing. The criteria 
associated with the default zones and their adjacency to abutting off-site zone districts will 
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be met per Table 6.5.C. 
o Section 6.6, Off-Street Parking standards, Loading standards and Bicycle Storage standards, will 

meet the requirements of residential and commercial default zones per the Zoning and 
Development Code, the conditions of the TEDS Exceptions, proposed Alternative Road Sections 
and the B 1 default zone standards.   

o Section 6.7, Subdivision Standards, will be addressed on Preliminary Plan submittal drawings. 
o Section 6.8, Standards for Required Reports, will be addressed on Preliminary Plan submittal 

drawings. 
 

Chapter 7 (floodplain and nighttime lighting)  
o Section 7.1- Flood Damage 

o Section7.2.B, Flood Damage Prevention, will be addressed through the City CIP project 
for enlarging and under-grounding the Ranchman‘s Ditch.  This project will run concurrent 
or ahead of development within the First and Patterson Planned Development. 

o Section 7.2- Environmental / Sensitive Land Regulations 
o Section 7.2.F, Nighttime Light Pollution, will be addressed with down directional cut-off 

fixtures on all parking lot and street lighting.  In addition, CC&R‘s will address individual lot 
lighting. 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 26, 2006 MINUTES 

7:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. 

 

 
The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Paul Dibble.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Dr. Paul Dibble 
(Chairman), Patrick Carlow  (1

st
 alternate), Tom Lowrey, Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh, Ken 

Sublett (2
nd

 alternate), and Reggie Wall.  Commissioners Roland Cole and William 
Putnam were absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City‘s Community Development Department, was Kathy 
Portner (Assistant Community Development Director). 
 
Also present were Jamie Kreiling (Assistant City Attorney) and Eric Hahn (Development 
Engineer). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
There were 68 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 

I. ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 

 
There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 
 

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
Available for consideration were the minutes of the August 22, 2006 public hearing.   
 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Pitts) “Mr. Chairman, I would move approval of the 

minutes for August 22, 2006 as written.” 

 
Commissioner Wall seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by 
a vote of 5-0, with Commissioners Carlow and Sublett abstaining. 
 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Available for consideration were items: 
 

1. CUP-2006-199 (Conditional Use Permit – Riverside Crossing) 
2. PP-2005-073 (Request for Extension – River Run Subdivision) 
3. RZ-2006-227 (Rezone – Beagley Rezone) 
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4. PDA-2006-044 (Planned Development Amendment – Beehive Estates) 
5. PP-2006-212 (Preliminary Plan – Bookcliff Tech Park) 
6. RZ-2006-228 (Rezone – Orr Rezone) 
7. VE-2006-082 (Vacation of Easement – St. Mary‘s Hospital) 
8. PP-2005-072  (Preliminary Plan – Swan Meadows) 

 
Chairman Dibble briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning 
commissioners, and staff to speak up if they wanted any of the items pulled for 
additional discussion.  
 
With respect to item number 3, the Beagley Rezone, Commissioner Lowrey 
commented that he is concerned with the amount of RMF-8 in the area and believes 
there should be more of a mix of RSF-4 and RMF-8.  Chairman Dibble agreed and 
requested staff to take that into consideration in the next workshop. 
   

MOTION: (Commissioner Pitts) “Mr. Chairman, I would move approval of the 

Consent Agenda, items 1 through 8, as presented.” 

 
Commissioner Wall seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 

 

IV. FULL HEARING 

 

ODP-2005-309 REZONE AND OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN – 1
st

 and 

PATTERSON PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

Request approval of:  1) an Outline Development Plan (ODP) 

for a Mixed Use development on 20.7 acres, and 2) Request 

approval to rezone from RMF-12 (Residential Multi-Family-12 

units/acre) to a PD (Planned Development) zone district 

PETITIONER: Constructors West, Inc. 

LOCATION:  SW Corner of 1
st

 Street and Patterson Road 

STAFF:  Kathy Portner 
 

PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 
Mr. Ted Ciavonne of Ciavonne Roberts and Associates made a PowerPoint 
presentation on behalf of the applicant, Pat Gormley, and the developer, Constructors 
West, Inc.  Mr. Ciavonne stated that also involved with this project are Thompson 
Langford Corporation as civil engineers, Rare Earth as environmental consultants, and 
Kimley-Horn and Associates as traffic engineers. 
 
Mr. Ciavonne stated that the site is located at the corner of 1

st
 and Patterson, an infill 

property that has been developed all around.  He further explained that Meander Road 
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is on the north side; Park Street is on the east; and at present there are no roads to the 
south or to the west of the property.   
 
The Growth Plan designates the north half of the property as commercial and the south 
half as residential medium/high (8-12 units/acre).  Mr. Ciavonne went on to state that 
surrounding this are Growth Plan designations to the west of 8-12; to the south of 4-8; 
to the north, commercial; and to the east, residential medium/high, 8-12, and residential 
medium/high, 4-8.  Accordingly, Mr. Ciavonne believes this is consistent with the 
Growth Plan, the Goals and the Policies.   
 
The site is currently zoned RMF-12 (residential multi-family 12 units/acre) which would 
allow up to 240 multi-family residential units under the current zoning.  Adjacent zoning 
is as follows:  To the north, B-1 and PD; to the south, RMF-5; to the west, RMF-12; and 
to the east, RMF-24 and some RMF-5.  Applicant is requesting a rezone of the 20.7 
acres from RMF-12 to Planned Development.  Additionally, applicant is requesting 
approval of an Outline Development Plan.   
 
Mr. Ciavonne gave a brief history of the project stating that the site has been under the 
ownership of the Gormley family since 1935.  During the past 71 years, the property 
has remained a rural agricultural use while the surrounding property has been 
developed.  In 2003 the Planning Commission and the City Council unanimously 
approved an amendment to the Growth Plan providing commercial designation along 
the north half of this property and a residential medium/high density designation on the 
south half of the property.  In 2005 applicant met with the City to discuss a proposal of 
an ODP.  A traffic study was conducted in the fall of 2005 which study included some 
access points that were recommended by the City at that time.  Primary access points 
into this project were at Meander Drive and Patterson and at 1

st
 Street and Park.  In 

early 2006 applicant received an approval for a Growth Plan consistency review stating 
that ―the proposed meandering road alignment is consistent with the Growth Plan.‖   
 
The first neighborhood meeting was held in January/February 2006.  Two key issues 
were brought to light as a result of the meeting – concern with a proposed connection to 
the south on Knollwood Drive and concern with traffic.  At that time, an ODP was 
submitted to the City for review.  Multiple revisions to the traffic study were done based 
on comments from neighbors and staff.  Applicant also recognized that the 17 acre 
parcel to the west had the potential for development but not the potential for access.   
 
A TEDS exception was requested in the summer of 2006 to allow a signalized full 
movement intersection at approximately 25¾ Road and Patterson Road, the west 
boundary of the subject property.  The TEDS committee recommended retaining a full 
movement intersection at the location but denied the request for a signal.  They 
alternatively recommended adding a second left turn lane to northbound 1

st
 Street.  In 

September 2006 an optional second neighborhood meeting was held.  Primarily 
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discussed at that meeting were concerns with traffic and pedestrian safety on North 1
st
 

Street.   
 
Mr. Ciavonne noted that the project shows commercial development (approximately 8.2 
acres) along the north, residential development (approximately 7.5 acres) along the 
south, and maintaining the three existing residential homes along 1

st
 Street; additional 

Open Space of approximately 1.8 acres; and a right-of-way (approximately 3.2 acres).  
Applicant believes this project would provide several benefits to the community, such as 
a dedication of a needed right-of-way along 1

st
 Street including a right turn lane.  

Applicant is also attempting to facilitate with the City the burying of the overhead 
powerlines along Patterson Road.  Applicant will provide a 35 foot wide easement along 
the frontage of Patterson Road for the Independence Ranchman pipe.  Additional 
benefits would also include landscaping and site amenities, large Open Space areas 
along 1

st
 Street and Patterson Road and maintaining of the hillside and topographic 

feature of the site.    
 
Mr. Ciavonne stated commercial development will be within walking distance of 
adjacent neighborhoods.  He also pointed out that it will be advantageous by having 
one developer, Constructors West, develop this property as opposed to ―lot sales‖.  It is 
anticipated that parking will be screened from the arterial roadways by putting the 
architecture forward and having interior parking.  An Architectural Control Committee 
will control the architecture of the buildings to ensure the consistency of the 
architecture.  Detached sidewalks along the majority of the project along Patterson is 
proposed; sidewalks along 1

st
 Street; sidewalks through the subdivision; and a full 

movement intersection which will minimize the impact to the 1
st
 and Patterson 

intersection.   
 
Joe Carter, Ciavonne Roberts and Associates, next addressed the Commission and 
discussed some of the details of the ODP.    
 
Mr. Carter addressed the proposed phasing of the project.  It is anticipated that the first 
phase of the development will be completed by December 2008 with subsequent 
approvals within a year of the first approval through phase 7 in 2014.  This will allow 
some flexibility regarding phasing with the commercial portions of the commercial pods 
to be developed first and the development of the residential portions thereafter.   
 
The total land area for commercial pods A, B, C, D and E are 8.2 acres, which excludes 
1.8 acres of Open Space and 1.8 acres of right-of-way.  The default zone of the 
commercial pods is B-1 which is compatible with the property across the street.  
Generally uses of a B-1 would include office, retail, service and restaurant oriented 
businesses.  Applicant is proposing some deviations of use by not allowing uses such 
as drive up/through fast food uses; drive-up/through liquor stores; outdoor kennels 
and/or boarding; outdoor storage; community correction facilities; mental health uses; 
drug/alcohol rehabilitation uses; halfway houses; and law enforcement rehabilitation 
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centers.  Types of uses that would be allowed include a drive-up/through pharmacy; 
drive-up/through dry cleaners; veterinarian clinic with indoor clinic and/or indoor 
boarding.   
 
There are dimensional standards associated with B-1 zoning.  Applicant is proposing to 
deviate from those as there will be no minimum lot size nor minimum lot width 
associated with the commercial pods.  As applicant is proposing parking under the 
structure, they are requesting a 9 foot increase in the height for commercial pods A, B, 
C and D.  Subsequently a 5 foot decrease is requested in commercial pod E.   
 
Residential pod F (RSF-4), which is adjacent to 1

st
 Street, is being maintained to ―retain 

the existing fabric of North 1
st
 Street.‖  Pods G and H are RMF-12 uses.  The land area 

covers 7.5 acres which excludes 1.4 acres of right-of-way.  There are no deviations 
being requested in the RSF-4 zone standards (pod F) and the default standards in pods 
G and H will retain the RMF-12 default standards.   
 
Mr. Carter stated that the primary concerns have been with respect to access and 
traffic.  Roughly eight different traffic alternatives have been looked at, such as different 
access points onto Patterson Road; a connection south to Knollwood; full movement 
intersections at Meander Drive and Patterson Road; full movement signalized 
intersections at 25¾ Road and Patterson Road; roundabouts at 25¾ Road and 
Patterson Road; roundabouts at 1

st
 and Patterson; and double northbound left turn 

bays.   
 
Applicant‘s initial plan included an unsignalized access, full movement intersection at 
Park and 1

st
 Street; a full movement intersection with Meander and Patterson; a 

potential connection south on Knollwood; and a street stub to the west.  This proposal 
was dismissed because of unacceptable levels of service.  After exploration of several 
alternatives and working with staff, as well as taking into consideration concerns of the 
neighbors, applicant has devised a final plan which would allow for a full movement, 
unsignalized intersection; a three-quarter movement at Meander and Patterson; a full 
movement at 1

st
 and Park; a street stub to the west; and double left turn bays 

northbound to westbound on Patterson.   
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Lowrey wanted to know why a full movement intersection on the west 
edge of the property would work but a full movement intersection at Meander and 
Patterson would not.  Mr. Carter stated that it has to do with a stacking issue at the 1

st
 

and Patterson signal which precluded the ability to make a successful left turn at 
Meander due to either stacking issues or gap.   
 
Commissioner Lowrey also had a question regarding the amount of Open Space that 
would be between pods A and B and pods C and D.  Mr. Ciavonne confirmed that there 
would be physical space, some shared parking and/or landscaping between the 
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buildings.  Mr. Ciavonne stated that there is a relationship between parking and square 
footage and use with some uses requiring more parking per square foot than other 
uses. 
 
Commissioner Pitts asked why roundabouts were not viable options.  Mr. Carter stated 
that roundabouts were considered for both 1

st
 and Patterson and at 25¾ Road and 

Patterson.  According to Mr. Carter, there was a portion of the intersection at 1
st
 and 

Patterson with a roundabout that did not function in an acceptable fashion.  Also, per 
the traffic study, the quantity of vehicles exiting the site at North 1

st
 and Park do not 

necessitate a signal.  It is applicant‘s contention that all of the intersections as proposed 
function to staff‘s satisfaction.   
 

 

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Kathy Portner, Assistant Community Development Director, made a PowerPoint 
presentation to the Commission.  A brief background with respect to this project was 
given.  The site currently is undeveloped and has historically been used in an 
agricultural manner.   
 
Ms. Portner stated that the current zoning on the property is RMF-12.  In 2000, based 
on the 1996 Growth Plan, the entire site was shown as residential medium/high density 
of 8 to 12 units per acre.  Surrounding the subject property is zoning of RMF-5 to the 
south; to the north is some B-1 as well as another Planned Development; and high 
density residential zoning to the east.  The future land use map was amended in 2003 
and gave the Patterson Road frontage of the property a commercial designation.   
 
An Outline Development Plan is intended to be very conceptual which shows very 
broadly the general concepts that are proposed for the property as well as the general 
circulation plan that is proposed.  If approved, the PD zoning would be established with 
the specific underlying zoning, such as B-1 zoning for the commercial development, in 
addition to some deviations with respect to certain types of uses that would and would 
not be allowed.  
  
Also requested are some deviations in the bulk standards for the commercial area.  
Applicant is proposing an increase in the maximum height that might be allowed for the 
properties fronting Patterson as well as a restriction of the height on the portion of the 
property sitting on the knoll.  With respect to the properties to the south that are 
proposed for residential, and in particular the two larger pods, a default zoning of RMF-
12 is proposed.  For the property that currently has the three single-family homes on it, 
a proposed default zone of RSF-4 is being proposed.  Further, applicant is proposing to 
prohibit future subdivision of those lots.  Ms. Portner stated that a right-of-way would be 
required to the property line to provide for future connections to adjacent properties. 
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Staff finds that the proposal for rezone to Planned Development and the request for 
approval of the Outline Development Plan are consistent with the Growth Plan Future 
Land Use designation and many of the goals and policies of the plan.  Staff believes 
that the Planned Development zoning allows for some better controls in looking at how 
the uses interact with each as well as to ensure compatibility of each of the pods. 
   
Ms. Portner pointed out some of the Policies of the Growth Plan that this request is 
consistent with including, but not limited to: 
 

o Policy 1.2 which requires consistency with the Future Land Use designation. 
o Policy 10.1 which encourages redevelopment of transitional areas in accordance 

with the Future Land Use designation. 
o Policy 11.1 to promote compatibility by addressing things such as traffic, noise, 

lighting, height and bulk differences through the use of various design 
techniques. 

o Policy 15.1 which encourages residential projects that integrate a mix of housing 
types and densities with amenities. 

 
Staff also finds that the request meets the review criteria of Section 2.12.B.2 of the 
Zoning and Development Code.   
 
Ms. Portner stated that Jody Kliska would address the traffic and transportation issues. 
  
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Lowrey had a question regarding the height deviation requested for pods 
A, B, C and D.  Ms. Portner stated that the standard height is 40 feet and applicant has 
reduced the request from 55 feet to 49 feet.  She further stated that applicant is not 
requesting any deviations from the RMF-12 zoning as originally proposed.  There was 
further discussion regarding the requested height adjustment and whether or not a 
variance would be required.  Jamie Kreiling, Assistant City Attorney, confirmed that if 
the Commission agrees at this time to a height of 49 feet, the bulk standard then 
becomes up to 49 feet.   
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Ms. Jody Kliska, City Transportation Engineer, addressed the Commission in order to 
provide an overview to the Commission regarding City responsibility, effects, etc.  Ms. 
Kliska stated that one way to better manage access is to keep signals at a half mile or 
greater.  The TEDS exception committee considered signalization at 25¾ Road.  One 
of the overall criteria for the design exception is whether or not a project can be 
accommodated under existing standards.  She went on to state that current traffic 
volumes northbound on 1

st
 Street during the p.m. peak hour are approaching in the mid 

200 range.  It is anticipated that this development would generate an additional 100 
vehicles during the p.m. peak hour.   
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Elizabeth Good Remont, a professional engineer who prepared the traffic study on 
behalf of applicant, explained that when unsignalized intersections are analyzed, level 
of service is provided for each movement.  She stated that all of the movement at the 
intersection of 1

st
 and Park are anticipated to operate acceptably throughout the 2025 

horizon.  With respect to the 25¾ Road intersection, long delays are anticipated in the 
long term horizon during the p.m. peak hour for the northbound to westbound left turn.  
 

QUESTIONS 
Regarding the two entrances to Patterson Road, Commissioner Sublett raised the 
question of how many more accidents in a given year will result from the additional 
entrances.  Jody Kliska stated that she does not believe there is an accurate prediction 
model.  Ms. Kliska advised that with traffic signals, accidents go up dramatically. 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked for clarification of the number of additional cars that would 
be generated by this project.  Ms. Kliska confirmed that the total is approximately 7,000. 
 According to Ms. Good Remont, through 2025 the worst level of service that would be 
experienced is a level of service D for the eastbound through left movement.   
 
With respect to the commercial height issue, Kathy Portner clarified that what is before 
the Commission is a Planned Development zoning ordinance that would suggest that 
applicant be allowed to have 49 feet in height for the pods fronting on Patterson Road.  
Another option to consider would be to delete the height variation from consideration 
and at preliminary plan stage, applicant could then come forward with a proposal for up 
to a 25% increase.   
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

FOR:   
John Gormley, 2565 I½ Road, Grand Junction, stated that he is one of the owners of 
the property and is in favor of the project.  He stated that his family has owned the 
property since 1935.  Mr. Gormley stated that the decision to sell the property for 
development was not an easy decision.  As it was their desire to have the property 
developed ―in a cohesive, thoughtful manner that we would be proud of in the future‖, 
Constructors West was chosen as the developer because of its willingness to develop 
the property in its entirety.  He believes that Constructors West is committed to 
developing ―an attractive and well designed project that will be an asset to the 
community and to the neighborhood.‖  Mr. Gormley further stated that he feels the 
project is consistent with the surrounding uses and addresses many concerns of the 
City and of the neighborhood.  He requests the Commission approve the rezone 
request. 
 
Pat Gormley, 2433 North 1

st
 Street, Grand Junction, stated that over the past 30 to 40 

years he has had many opportunities to sell small portions of the property.  However, it 
was their desire to have ―a well planned, well designed and a cohesive development.‖  
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Mr. Gormley believes that this is the best use for this property and asked the 
Commission to approve the rezone request. 
 
Max Krey (2015 Overlook Drive, Grand Junction) owns the property to the west of the 
subject property and believes change is inevitable.  Mr. Krey further stated that as the 
property on the north of Patterson has been developed commercially, it should likewise 
be allowed on the south.  
 
Doug Simons, 653 Round Hill Drive, Grand Junction, addressed the Commission 
stating that he too is a long time resident of Grand Junction.  He stated that the 
proposed development is an ―absolute model development for our community.‖  Mr. 
Simons urged the Commission to support this project. 
 
Tom Volkmann (371 McFarland Court, Grand Junction) also spoke on behalf of the 
project.  The City has the ability to participate much more actively and much more 
meaningfully in the nature, scope and design of the development.  He also 
acknowledged the traffic concerns.  Mr. Volkmann urged the Commission to consider 
the traffic impacts globally and further stated that he believes the traffic generated from 
this development will not have a significant adverse impact on the traffic and may 
actually benefit the flow of traffic if generated properly.  He supports the adoption and 
approval of the ODP.   
 
Daniel Gartner of 104 Lilac Lane, Grand Junction stated that the two primary issues to 
be considered are character and safety.  The character of this development as yet is 
not defined in the ODP; however, as the houses along 1

st
 Street will remain shows that 

this is within the character of 1
st
 Street.  Regarding safety, and in particular considering 

the two nearby schools, Mr. Gartner recognizes that there will be increased traffic 
whether or not this project is developed.  He stated that the proposed density is 
desirable and fits a need of the community.  From a safety perspective there are ways 
to assure that intersections can be developed to assure pedestrian crossing and safety. 
 Mr. Gartner is in support of this project.  While acknowledging that there will be 
increased traffic along 1

st
 Street, he requests the City to look for ways to create 

alternative north-south corridors.   
 
Brad Higginbotham (664 Jubilee Court, Grand Junction) would like to encourage this 
particular development to go forward.  ―It appears to be it‘s almost an ideal 
representation of what we may have abandoned on 24 Road.  That is, single-family, 
multi-family, commercial so that people can live, work and enterprise in one locale 
minimizing that traffic flow.‖  He also stated that he thinks this is an opportunity to begin 
the re-urbanization process of the City and believes this project sets the proper tone. 
 
A brief recess was called at 8:55 p.m.  The public hearing reconvened at 9:05 p.m. 
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Steve Pearo (2502 North 1
st
 Street, Grand Junction) owns the property immediately 

across the street from the Gormleys, and endorses this project.  While understanding 
the concerns regarding traffic and safety, he believes that this project will improve the 
neighborhood and fully endorses the project. 
 

AGAINST: 
Peggy Lippoth, 2246 Knollwood Lane, Grand Junction, spoke against the development 
stating that the total incompatibility of the 111 condominium units with the surrounding 
long existing neighborhoods due to the density and style of buildings are out of 
character with the surrounding neighborhoods.  She also voiced her concern for the 
increased traffic which will be to the detriment of those who live in the established 
neighborhoods.  The amount of traffic generated by the multi-family development will 
create traffic problems and additional access difficulties.  She urged a reduction in the 
density and further stated that the character of the condominium units is essential in 
order to maintain the character of the existing neighborhood.   
 
Anne Bowman, 120 Bookcliff Avenue, Grand Junction, stated that she believes that 
closer attention needs to be paid to the long-term effects that this development will 
have on the community.  Ms. Bowman also has concerns with the traffic hazards that 
will accompany the proposed development.  She urged the Commission to deny this 
project.  However, in the event of approval, she hopes that at a minimum a signal would 
be required on 25¾ Road as well as the implementation of pedestrian safety measures 
on 1

st
 Street. 

 
Susan Potts (2206 Ella Court) stated that the density will put a great deal of pressure 
on 1

st
 Street.  Ms. Potts believes that the density is too great.  Additionally, she believes 

the setbacks should be the same as with existing setback requirements.   
 
Kent Baughman, 2662 Cambridge Avenue, Grand Junction, representing part of the 
Baughman family, stated that, ―We support the development of what the Gormleys are 
doing on this piece of property.  That doesn‘t mean we don‘t have some concerns.‖  Mr. 
Baughman stated that his family has lived on the adjoining property since 1928.  Traffic 
is a huge concern, especially during peak hours.  While he supports the project overall, 
he believes the residential density is not compatible with the existing neighborhood.  
Additionally, Mr. Baughman advised the Commission that access on 25¾ Road has not 
been approved by the Baughman family.  He urged the Commission to take into 
consideration the concerns that have been raised with respect to this project.  
 
Sharon Sturges, 112 Hillcrest, Grand Junction, commended Mr. Milyard and Ciavonne 
and Associates for keeping the community apprised.  Ms. Sturges is frustrated ―to have 
an illusion of a public process and not a substantive public process.‖  She does not 
believe the City is looking globally at what‘s happening here.  She expressed a concern 
with respect to the expansion of St. Mary‘s Hospital.  She also stated that one of the 
things drawing people to the area is lifestyle; however, ―you‘re killing the thing that 
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is…that is most likely causing one of the increases in our population and that is 
because it‘s a livable place.‖  She believes that the City is not globally addressing 
traffic.  This development will have a concentrated impact.  Speaking on behalf of the 
Hillcrest community, Ms. Sturges requested the Commission ―to look at globally the 
impact of what the St. Mary‘s project is going to have and we would request a signal.‖   
 
Tom Dixon (3025 North Ridge Drive, Grand Junction) stated that he believes a great 
opportunity exists on the Gormley property.  He is, however, very concerned with both 
the scaling and the intensity that could potentially occur.  Mr. Dixon further stated that 
while he supports commercial business, it needs to be oriented towards neighborhood 
commercial.  ―The potential for substantially more office and retail on this site would 
create a substantial issue for this character and the quality of life that we know in this 
area, both from terms of traffic, visual and just the impact of living in an urban 
environment where you have developments out of scale with the surrounding 
development.‖  He further stated that the Commission needs to consider the substantial 
residential development that pre-exists in this area as well as the residential zoning to 
the west.  He requested the Commission to look at the neighborhood character and the 
quality of living that exists there.   
 
Steve Olsen, who lives at 2203 Knollwood Lane, Grand Junction, voiced his concern 
with respect to the density associated with the proposed condominiums.  He stated that 
currently there are 116 single-family units and one unit that has a duplex, having a total 
of 368 residents.  The 118 residences cover an area of roughly 40 acres.  Mr. Olsen 
contrasted that with just over a 9-acre parcel, of potentially more than 400 residents in 
111 units.  While not being concerned with the commercial development, he did request 
the residential portion of the application be declined ―to a less denser unit on that piece 
of property so that we that are residents up there in that area still have access to our 
homes and we can be safe and secure.‖   
 
Ms. Kreiling addressed the Commission regarding a comment earlier by Mr. Dixon with 
regard to the phasing or development schedule.  Ms. Kreiling stated that is one of the 
approval criteria for consideration for an ODP - ―An appropriate phasing or development 
schedule for the entire property or for each development pod area to be developed.‖  
Mr. Dixon was then given an opportunity to re-address the Commission.   
 
Tom Dixon stated that the gist of his questioning was that he is concerned with the 
development of the commercial first and secondarily residential.  He stated that, ―You‘re 
more likely in my experience to get the potential for a much more inferior residential 
project than if you phase commercial along with residential.‖  He would like to see a 
parallel between phases of residential and phases of commercial. 
  
Jim Baughman of 2579 F Road, Grand Junction, next addressed the Commission.  Mr. 
Baughman supports the Gormleys‘ ability and right to develop their property.  At the 
time this property was annexed into the City in 1991, it was zoned RSFR (one unit per 
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five acres) and now it has been rezoned to RMF-5.  He stated that he was unaware of 
the rezoning of his property.  Mr. Baughman corrected a statement made earlier by Mr. 
Ciavonne that all of the surrounding property has been developed, stating that, ―So 
there is future development, definitely on the south and the west side that can happen 
in the future at this site.‖  He has concerns with the proposed development and the 
Outline Development Plan.  He is further concerned with the proposal for a 49-foot 
height on the commercial development.  Further concerns relate to buffering and 
setback requirements as well as with irrigation.  Reiterating what his brother said, Jim 
Baughman stated that, ―The access that is being proposed on the 25¾ Road alignment, 
that access is partially on Baughman property.‖  Mr. Baughman again advised the 
Commission that the Baughman family does not support the access as there is no 
agreement.    
 
Bob Richardson, 116 West Wellington, Grand Junction, stated that he too has concerns 
relating to traffic, safety, and height of the commercial development.   
 
Penny Frankhouser, 2255 Knollwood Drive, Grand Junction, stated that widening 1

st
 

Street would be necessary to allow for a double left-hand turn. 
 
Mark Ryan, 2582 Patterson, Grand Junction, owner of Redstone Veterinarian Hospital, 
and speaking on behalf of the Redstone Business Plaza and Hi-Fashion Fabrics, 
voiced a concern of lack of access to their businesses by blocking off the median on 
Patterson.   
 
Chris Clark, 615 Meander Drive, Grand Junction, posed questions regarding traffic flow 
and more particularly, flow of traffic on North Patterson.  Mr. Clark has concerns with 
access off Patterson.  He next discussed the issue of ingress and egress, proposed 
density, height of the buildings especially as it has the potential for shadowing which 
could result in icing on the roadways.  Mr. Clark stated that overall he is in favor of the 
development, however, the Commission needs to take into consideration some of the 
issues that have been raised.        
      
Claudia Smith Nelson, 2301 Knollwood Lane, Grand Junction, reiterated the concerns 
with density and its non-compatibility, height of the buildings, traffic and the Baughman 
family‘s concerns. 
 
Jeff Crandell, 2245 Idella Court, Grand Junction, discussed the proposed road going 
into Knollwood Lane, the intersection at 25¾ Road, and access to the Baughman 
property.  He is in favor of the mixed use of the property as opposed to strictly RMF-12. 
  
 
Shayne Schurman, 2403 North 1

st
 Street, Grand Junction, also had concerns regarding 

traffic, the density and the need for a traffic light. 
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Steve Olsen re-addressed the Commission and raised a question with regard to the 
traffic study.  He asked if it was generated to 1

st
 and Patterson only or 1

st
 and Park.   

 

PETITIONER’S REBUTTAL 
With respect to the access to the west, Mr. Ciavonne stated that, ―We‘ve been, I think, 
very clear throughout this process, that if the Baughmans do not want to participate in 
that access, we will just leave that access on this property and we can do that.‖  In 
response to an issue raised by Chairman Dibble, Mr. Ciavonne stated that the access 
would be moved approximately 15 to 20 feet to the east.  Chairman Dibble stated that 
by moving the access in onto applicant‘s property, it will present problems to the 
Baughman‘s drive access.   
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Eric Hahn, Development Engineer, stated that if the access at the west edge of the 
subject property is not able to be split and will need to be moved onto applicant‘s 
property, ―if they can‘t meet basic spacing standards, we‘re looking at another TEDS 
exception.‖   
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Lowrey asked if there isn‘t an agreement with the Baughmans, how far 
away would the access have to be from the Baughman driveway.  Mr. Hahn stated that 
the required separation would be 300 feet to meet TEDS.  ―If they couldn‘t get that 
TEDS exception, that changes the entire layout and then I hate to say they‘re back to 
square one but they are set quite a ways back.‖   According to Mr. Hahn, this is the first 
time that this has been mentioned.   
 
Ms. Elizabeth Good Remont stated that assuming the Baughmans are not willing to 
share access, she does not see any conflict and would be able to provide an analysis 
accordingly.  She further stated that project traffic is anticipated to create about 90 peak 
hour trips along 1

st
 Street which represents about 10% of the existing traffic volume so 

it will not significantly impact 1
st
 Street.  In the traffic study, the intersection of 1

st
 Street 

with Park was analyzed and all movements at that intersection are anticipated to 
continue to operate acceptably with development of the project.   
 
Chairman Dibble raised the possibility of having only two allowed accesses, one being a 
three way and the other a four way, in the event a TEDS exception was re-applied for 
and not granted and the effect that would have on 1

st
 Street.  Ms. Good Remont stated 

that it‘s possible that that access would also be restricted to three-quarter movement.   
 
Ms. Good Remont went on to state that as requested by the City three different 
scenarios were evaluated in preparation of the traffic study.  The three scenarios 
evaluated were the intersection of 25¾ Road as a three-quarter movement access; as a 
full movement signalized access; and as a full movement unsignalized access.  
Operations were acceptable in all three scenarios.  The key intersections evaluated 
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were the intersection at 1
st
 and Patterson including the two adjacent intersections of 

Patterson and Meander and 1
st
 and Park.  As the Knollwood intersection was not used, 

the City did not require the traffic study to be done to Orchard.  The anticipated impacts 
to the intersection are to add 90 peak hour trips south of Park along 1

st
 Street, 

representing approximately 10% of the existing traffic along 1
st
 Street.   

 
Commissioner Lowrey expressed his concern that as presented this represents an 
incomplete application due to the uncertainty of the Baughman agreement.  Ms. Portner 
requested the Commission take a brief recess in order to allow staff the opportunity to 
discuss a possible resolution.   
 
A brief recess was taken at 10:38 p.m.  The hearing reconvened at 10:55 p.m.   
 
Ms. Portner made a recommendation that this matter be remanded back to staff for 
purposes of discussing the access issue as to whether this application can move 
forward as it is currently configured.  After resolution, it would be re-advertised and 
appropriate notice to neighbors.  Chairman Dibble inquired that in the event new 
material is given, would the public have an opportunity to speak for and against that.  
Ms. Kreiling confirmed that if new information is brought forward that differed from the 
present plan or different from the information that has been provided this date, the 
public would then be given an opportunity to comment with regard to the new 
information.  A full hearing would not be opened up.  Chairman Dibble stated that when 
this is brought back before the Commission, applicant would be given an opportunity for 
rebuttal and public input if new information is obtained.  Ms. Portner, to clarify staff‘s 
recommendation, stated, ―We‘re recommending that you remand it for the purpose of 
resolving the issue with the westernmost access.‖   
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Pitts)  “Mr. Chairman, on ODP-2005-309, a request for 

a Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, I would move we remand this 

back to staff for the purpose of resolving the issue regarding the westernmost 

access.” 

 
Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0.   
 
With no further business to discuss, the public hearing was adjourned at 11:00 p.m. 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 10, 2006 MINUTES 

7:00 p.m. to 8:36 p.m. 

 

 
The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
by Chairman Paul Dibble.  The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 
 
In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Dr. Paul Dibble 
(Chairman), Roland Cole, Patrick Carlow  (1

st
 alternate), Tom Lowrey, Lynn Pavelka-

Zarkesh, Ken Sublett (2
nd

 alternate), and Bill Pitts.  Commissioners William Putnam and 
Reggie Wall were absent. 
 
In attendance, representing the City‘s Community Development Department, was Kathy 
Portner (Assistant Community Development Director). 
 
Also present were Jamie Kreiling (Assistant City Attorney) and Eric Hahn (Development 
Engineer). 
 
Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 
There were 26 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 
 

IV. ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 

 
There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 
 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 
There were no minutes available for consideration. 
 

VI. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Available for consideration were items: 
 

9. PP-2005-291 (Preliminary Plan – Pear Park Place) 
 
Chairman Dibble briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning 
commissioners, and staff to speak up if they wanted any of the items pulled for 
additional discussion.  
   

MOTION: (Commissioner Cole)  “Mr. Chairman, I would move approval of the 

Consent Agenda as presented.” 
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Commissioner Pitts seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 

 

ODP-2005-309 REZONE AND OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN – 1
st

 and 

PATTERSON PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

 Remanded from the September 26, 2006 hearing 

Request approval of:  1) an Outline Development Plan (ODP) for a Mixed Use 

development on 20.7 acres, and 2) Request approval to rezone 

from RMF-12 (Residential Multi-Family-12 units/acre) to a PD 

(Planned Development) zone district 

PETITIONER: Constructors West, Inc. 

LOCATION:  SW Corner of 1
st

 Street and Patterson Road 

STAFF:  Kathy Portner 
 
Commissioner Cole addressed the Commission stating that although not personally 
present at the September 26, 2006 hearing, he did view a CD of the public hearing and, 
as a result, is aware of the issues and concerns raised during that hearing. 
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Kathy Portner, Assistant Community Development Director, summarized the September 
26

th
 hearing which included Staff Presentation, Applicant‘s Presentation and extensive 

public comment.  However, prior to Applicant‘s Rebuttal, a question was raised 
regarding an access issue which caused staff, after discussion, to request this matter 
be remanded in order to determine whether or not this request could go forward based 
primarily on the testimony of the Baughmanns.   
 
After review, Ms. Portner stated that the request for rezone to Planned Development 
and approval of an Outline Development Plan can proceed.  Therefore, for 
consideration by the Commission is intensity of uses that are being proposed as well as 
the proposed ranges of density for the residential development and general circulation. 
 Further, if the ODP is approved, at the time of preliminary plan approval, applicant will 
have to show with specificity how the 25¾ Road alignment will work as well as the 
specifics regarding improvements on the 25¾ Road.   
 
Ms. Portner stated that staff is recommending that the Commission proceed with 
consideration of this request.  Furthermore, it is the recommendation of staff that if the 
Commission recommends approval of the rezone and the ODP that it be conditioned 
upon the following condition:  ―That the Preliminary Plan must provide the details of the 
proposed 25¾ Road as to right-of-way location, width and improvement, as well as 
provide for shared access for future development of the adjoining property to the west.‖ 
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QUESTIONS 

 Commissioner Cole raised a question pertaining to the access in the event the 
Baughmanns do not consent.  Ms. Portner confirmed that the right-of-way would 
have to be shifted to the east to allow for a sufficient right-of-way on the 
development to provide for adequate access.   

 Commissioner Lowrey identified a concern with intensity of use in the commercial 
zone and in particular with the potential for increased traffic.  Ms. Portner stated that 
the commercial growth plan designation allows for a range of zoning options, from 
residential office to neighborhood business to general commercial zone district.  In 
this instance, applicant is proposing a planned development zone district with B-1 as 
the underlying zone district.  Ms. Portner stated that applicant is requesting a 
deviation from the underlying B-1 zoning to allow for a drive-through pharmacy.      

 Commissioner Sublett inquired if there are any special requirements that can be 
placed on an applicant for an infill development that may alter some of the criteria 
they would have to meet.  Kathy Portner stated that compatibility can be looked at in 
a number of ways, for instance, intensity, architecture, etc.   

 Chairman Dibble commented that he believes with an ODP it is premature to identify 
the specific retail establishment at this time.  Commissioner Sublett requested 
clarification in that the traffic study is based on particular types of businesses, and 
specifically a drugstore.  Ms. Portner stated that staff typically asks applicants to 
assess the worst-case scenario from a traffic standpoint.  For consideration, 
however, is a mix of uses that would include retail-type users that may have a drive-
through facility.   

 

APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 
Applicant Bruce Milyard, 868 Quail Run, Grand Junction, next addressed the 
Commission.  Mr. Milyard expounded on the 25¾ Road access issue.  It was 
determined shortly after the hearing on September 26

th
 that a TEDS exception would 

not be needed.  However, prior to preliminary plan approval, access will need to be 
identified, engineered, designed and be in agreement as to placement.  Mr. Milyard 
confirmed that at present there is no agreement with the Baughmann family.   
 
Ted Ciavonne of Ciavonne, Roberts & Associates, spoke on behalf of applicant.  Mr. 
Ciavonne addressed concerns and comment regarding the 49 foot building height.   
 
Mr. Ciavonne summarized public comment from approximately 23 people.  He stated 
that 9 spoke in favor of the proposal and 14 spoke against some aspect of the 
proposal.  He also noted that many of those speaking against the proposal 
complimented either the developer or the plan.     
 
Mr. Ciavonne stated that the current RMF-12 zoning district would allow for a density of 
165 to 248 residential units.  Applicant, however, is proposing a density of 70 to 111 
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residential units.  With respect to the commercial development, applicant is proposing 
neighborhood business as the default underlying zoning.   
 
With respect to the parking along Patterson, Mr. Ciavonne stated that this is a design 
issue and future plans will address this concern.  It is applicant‘s desire to screen 
parking.   
Furthermore, applicant is not seeking a deviation regarding the hours of operation, 5:00 
a.m. to 11:00 p.m. 
Regarding phasing, it is anticipated that the development will begin with commercial 
pods with residential being interjected.  Mr. Ciavonne next addressed the concerns 
regarding the 1

st
 Street and Patterson Road improvements.     

 
Also with respect to the setback requirements, no deviation from the default standard is 
being requested. 
Mr. Ciavonne stated that the most common issue as voiced by the neighbors concerns 
traffic.   
 
Elizabeth Good Remont of Kimley-Horn next addressed the Commission concerning 
the traffic issues and concerns.  Ms. Good Remont prepared the traffic study on behalf 
of applicant.  Additionally, she provided the Commission with a packet of material which 
briefly summarized the traffic study.   
 

QUESTIONS 

 Commissioner Cole asked if the levels of service include project traffic.  Ms. Good 
Remont stated that the level of service is for the build-out horizon which does 
include project traffic. 

 Commissioner Sublett requested a verbal definition of level of service D for a 
signalized intersection.  Ms. Good Remont stated that a level of service D in this 
instance is approximately 62 seconds of delay.  Commissioner Sublett then read 
portions from the Highway Capacity Manual which define levels of service D and F.  

 Commissioner Sublett asked Ms. Good Remont if any adjustment had been made 
for pedestrians and bicyclists.  Ms. Good Remont stated that no adjustments were 
made for pedestrians and bicyclists.    

 

APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 
Ted Ciavonne next discussed certain neighborhood concerns and applicant‘s request 
for a TEDS exception with regard to the 25¾ Road intersection.  Applicant was denied 
that request.  However, the traffic study confirms the plan is still functional whether the 
25¾ Road intersection is signalized or unsignalized.   
 
Mr. Ciavonne stated that the rezone request should be approved because the plan is 
compatible with the Growth Plan and meets the criteria of sections 2.6 and 2.12.B.2 of 
the Zoning and Development Code.  Mr. Ciavonne stated that the commercial 
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development will act as a buffer between traffic along Patterson Road and the 
residential development.  In addition, he noted that higher density residential 
development adjacent to commercial development reduces vehicle trips.   
 
Mr. Ciavonne stated that the ODP should be approved because it meets the intent of 
the Growth Plan, is supported by staff and the ODP uses are compatible with the 
default zone standards of the B-1, RMF-12 and RSF-4 zone districts.  The ODP 
addresses architectural control and site development standards.  Traffic engineering 
issues were resolved with staff.  He itemized certain community benefits associated 
with this proposal including, but not limited to, large open space landscaped areas; 
commercial development within walking distance of existing neighborhoods; a transition 
of densities.   

QUESTIONS 

 Chairman Dibble raised a question with regard to the buffering to the south, and 
more particularly, the type of buffering, how much space is between the proposed 
development and the existing development to the south.  Mr. Ciavonne stated that 
the buffering is a design question.  He also stated that there will be open space to 
the south.  

 Commissioner Sublett inquired if under-building parking was being considered.  Mr. 
Ciavonne stated that they are exploring ―underground‖ parking while taking into 
consideration ventilation concerns. 

 Commissioner Sublett asked a question regarding the transition of level of service D 
to E to F.  Jody Kliska, City Transportation Engineer, addressed the Commission 
and stated that a combination of dynamics would result in the transition.   

 Commissioner Sublett asked Ms. Kliska if levels of service were subjective.  Ms. 
Kliska stated that the Highway Capacity Manual attempts to define levels of service 
both quantitatively and qualitatively.   

 

DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Cole commended both the developer, the planners and staff for the 
amount of work that has gone into such a thorough presentation.  He also 
acknowledged the public input.  Commissioner Cole stated that, ―This is a project that 
can and should go forward.‖ 
 
Commissioner Pitts stated that he likes mixed use that is being proposed.  He believes 
that the traffic is not a project problem but rather a City problem.  Commissioner Pitts 
further stated that he is in favor of the project.   
 
Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh, like Commissioners Cole and Pitts, is in favor of the 
project.  She does have a slight concern with the height, particularly with respect to the 
residential areas.  She thinks it is an appropriate use of the site. 
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Commissioner Carlow stated that he too is concerned with the height.  He would prefer 
applicant to apply for a variance.  Commissioner Carlow does not see a problem with 
this project. 
 
Commissioner Lowrey agrees with Commissioners Pavelka-Zarkesh and Carlow 
regarding the height.  He also is in agreement with staff regarding the extra conditions 
regarding the 25¾ Road.  He further stated that the project complies with the Growth 
Plan.  Commissioner Lowrey stated that he is also concerned with the intensity of use in 
the commercial development. 
 
Commissioner Sublett stated that, ―This is a great project.  That‘s a simple way to say it 
and I commend everyone involved for it.‖  However, he is concerned with the project 
and believes the timing of it is wrong.  He believes the commercial development is 
significantly out of line with the commercial development that surrounds it.  He also 
voiced his concern regarding the height.  ―My big concern is very simply the intensity 
and the traffic that results from that intensity.‖  Therefore, Commissioner Sublett stated 
that he cannot support the project. 
 
Chairman Dibble stated that he does not have any problems inherently with the project. 
 He next discussed the height issue and noted that a 25% allowance to the 40 foot 
default would result in a building height of 50 feet.  Additionally, the 25¾ Road access 
issue needs to be finalized.  As far as he believes, this request does meet the criteria of 
the Growth Plan and the Code and would be supportive of the project. 
 

MOTION: (Commissioner Lowrey)  “Mr. Chairman, on ODP-2005-309, a request 

for a Planned Development, Outline Development Plan, I move we forward a 

recommendation of approval to the City Council with the findings and 

conclusions listed in the staff report and specifically that the Preliminary Plan 

must provide the details of the proposed 25¾ Road as to right-of-way location, 

width and improvement, as well as provide for shared access for future 

development of the adjoining property to the west and that the maximum height 

shall be as zone B-1, 40 feet, but that the applicant will have the opportunity in 

the Preliminary Plan to ask for an additional 25%.” 

 
Commissioner Carlow seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 6-1 with Commissioner Sublett opposing.   
 
With no further business to discuss, the public hearing was adjourned at 8:36 p.m. 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO.  
 

AN ORDINANCE REZONING APPROXIMATELY 20.7 ACRES FROM RMF-12 TO PD 
(PLANNED DEVELOPMENT) 

 
THE 1

ST
 AND PATTERSON PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

LOCATED AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF 1
ST

 STREET AND PATTERSON 
ROAD 

 
Recitals: 
 
 A request for a Rezone and Outline Development Plan approval has been 
submitted in accordance with the Zoning and Development Code.  The applicant has 
requested that approximately 20.7 acres, located at the southwest corner of 1

st
 Street 

and Patterson Road, be rezoned from RMF-12 (Residential Multifamily, 12 units per 
acre) to PD (Planned Development).   
 
 This PD zoning ordinance will establish the default zoning, including uses and 
deviations from the bulk standards.  Specific design standards for site design, building 
design and signage will be established with the Preliminary Plan. 
 
 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 2.12.B.2 
of the Zoning and Development Code and the proposed Rezone and Outline 
Development Plan is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Growth Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS REZONED FROM 
RMF-12 TO PD WITH THE FOLLOWING DEFAULT ZONES AND DEVIATIONS 
FROM THE DEFAULT ZONING:. 
 

Property to be Rezoned: 
 
Commencing at a BLM aluminum cap for the NW corner of the NE1/4 NE1/4 of 
Section 10, Township One South, Range 1 West of the Ute Meridian, from 
whence a Mesa County brass cap for the NE corner of said Section 10 bears S 
89°57‘24‖E 1319.98 feet; Thence S 00°11‘19‖E on the west line of said NE1/4 
NE1/4 Section 10 50.00 feet to the south right-of-way line of Patterson Road and 
the Point of Beginning; Thence S 89°57‘24‖ E 591.25 feet; Thence S 34°27‘55‖ E 
24.27 feet; Thence 89°27‘24‖ E 46.50 feet; Thence S 00°02‘36‖ W 20.00 feet; 
Thence S 89°57‘24‖ E 5.00 feet; Thence N 00°02‘36‖ E 25.09 feet; Thence N 
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34°33‘07‖ E 19.09 feet; Thence S 89°57‘24‖ E 604.65 feet; Thence S 18°31‘47‖E 
on the west right-of-way line of North First Street 14.23 feet; Thence S 00°05‘42‖ 
E 286.50 feet; Thence S 89°54‘28‖ E 13.00 feet; Thence S 00°05‘42‖ E 487.65 
feet; Thence leaving said west right-of-way line N 89°58‘07‖ W 470.50 feet to a 
5/8 inch rebar in concrete; Thence N 00°02‘55‖ W 77.45 feet to a 5/8 inch rebar 
in concrete; Thence N 89°58‘20‖ W 387.30 feet to the east line of the Baughman 
tract; Thence on the east line of said Baughman tract N 00°11‘19‖ W 100.15 feet 
to the south line of the N1/2 NE1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 10; Thence N 
89°57‘47‖ W 430.00 feet to the west line of the NE1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 10; 
Thence N 00°11‘19‖ W 610.30 feet to the beginning.  Containing 20.74 acres, 
more or less. 
 

PD Zoning Standards: 
 
See Attached Exhibit A, Outline Development Plan 
 

A. Default Zones by Pod 
 

 Pod A—B-1 

 Pod B—B-1 

 Pod C—B-1 

 Pod D—B-1 

 Pod E—B-1 

 Pod F—RSF-4 

 Pod G—RMF-12 

 Pod H—RMF-12 
 

B. Deviation of Uses by Pod 
 

Pods A, B, C, D and E are restricted to the uses allowed in the B-1 zone district with 
the following modifications: 
 
The following uses are specifically not allowed: 
 

 Drive up/through fast food uses 

 Drive up/through liquor stores 

 All other drive up/through uses 

 Outdoor kennels and/or boarding  

 Outdoor storage 

 Community Correction Facilities 

 Mental health uses 

 Drug and alcohol rehabilitation uses 

 Halfway houses 
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 Law Enforcement Rehabilitation Centers 
 
The following uses are specifically allowed (in addition to the other B-1 uses and 
excluding those listed above): 
 

 Drive up/through pharmacy 

 Drive up/through dry cleaners 

 Veterinary clinics with indoor kennels and/or indoor boarding 

 Outdoor display with a temporary use permit 
 
Pod F is restricted to the uses allowed in the RSF-4 zone, excluding duplex units. 
 
Pods G and H are restricted to the uses allowed in the RMF-12 zone. 
 

C. Deviations from Bulk Standards by Pods 
 
Pods A, B, C, D, and E shall meet the bulk standards of the B-1 zone district with the 
following modifications: 
 

 Non-residential uses require no minimum lot width. 

 Non-residential uses require no minimum lot size. 

 Maximum FAR shall be 0.7, excluding underground and/or under building 
parking garages. 

 Maximum FAR shall be based on the individual Pod sizes. 

 Minimum frontyard setbacks shall be 30‘ from the right-of-way for Patterson 
Road and 1

st
 Street and 15‘ from all internal streets. 

 Minimum rearyard setbacks shall be 0‘. 

 Maximum height shall be 35‘ for structures located in Pod E and 40‘ for Pods A, 
B, C and D, with the opportunity to request up to a 25‘ increase in height with 
Preliminary Plans.  The height shall be measured from the finished grade of the 
adjoining parking lot. 

 Maximum building size shall be 40,000 s.f. for office buildings, 20,000 s.f. for 
retail buildings and 45,000 s.f. for mixed use buildings. 

 
Pods G and H shall meet the bulk standards of the RMF-12 zone district with the 
following modifications: 
 

 Minimum lot size shall be 1,500 s.f. 

 Minimum lot width shall be 20‘. 

 There is no minimum street frontage required. 

 Minimum frontyard setbacks shall be 15‘ for principal building if alley loaded 
garages are proposed and 20‘ if street loaded garages are proposed. 

 Minimum frontyard setbacks for accessory structures shall be 20‘. 
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 There is no maximum lot coverage requirement. 

 There is no maximum FAR. 
 
Pod F shall meet the bulk standards of the RSF-4 zone district with the following 
modifications: 
 

 The lots cannot be further subdivided. 
 
 

 

 INTRODUCED on first reading on the 18th day of October, 2006 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED on second reading this _____ day of _______________, 2006. 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 

_____________________________  
      President of Council 
 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 14 
Conduct a Hearing to Appeal a Planning Commission Decision to Deny the Pinnacle 
Ridge Preliminary Plan, Located Northwest of Monument Road and Mariposa Drive 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Appeal of the Planning Commission Denial of the Pinnacle 
Ridge Preliminary Plan, Located Northeast of Monument 
Road and Mariposa Drive 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 23, 2006 File # PP-2005-226 

Author Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Presenter Name Kathy Portner 
Assistant Director of Community 
Development 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes   No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  
Consent 

 
X 

Individual 

Consideration 

 

 

Summary:  Appeal of the Planning Commission denial of the Pinnacle Ridge 
Preliminary Plan, consisting of 72 single family lots on 45.33 acres in a RSF-2 
(Residential Single Family, 2 du/ac) zone district. 
 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Consideration of the record to determine the 
validity of the Planning Commission denial.  
 

Background Information:   

 
On September 12, 2006 the Planning Commission consider a request for approval of a 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Pinnacle Ridge.  The Planning Commission denied the 
request.  Pursuant to Section 2.18.E of the Zoning and Development Code, the 
applicant has appealed the Planning Commission decision to the City Council.   
 
As per Section 2.18.E.2 of the Code, in considering a request for appeal, the appellate 
body shall consider only those facts, evidence, testimony and witnesses that were part 
of the official record of the Planning Commission‘s action.  No new evidence or 
testimony may be considered, except City staff may be asked to interpret materials 
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contained in the record.  If the City Council finds that pertinent facts were not 
considered or made a part of the record, they shall remand the item back to the 
decision-maker for a rehearing and direct that such facts be included on the record. 
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In granting an appeal, the appellate body shall find: 
 

1. The decision maker may have acted in a manner inconsistent with the provisions 
of this Code or other applicable local, state or federal law; or 

2. The decision maker may have made erroneous findings of fact based on the 
evidence and testimony on the record; or 

3. The decision maker may have failed to fully consider mitigating measures or 
revisions offered by the applicant that would have brought the proposed project 
into compliance; or 

4. The decision maker may have acted arbitrarily, acted capriciously, and/or 
abused its discretion; or 

5. In addition to one (1) or more of the above findings, the appellate body shall find 
the appellant was present at the hearing during which the original decision was 
made or was otherwise on the official record concerning the development 
application. 

 
The applicant has met the appeal application requirements, as stated in Section 
2.18.E.4 of the Code, and was present at the Planning Commission hearing during 
which the original decision was made.   
 
In considering this appeal, the City Council shall affirm, reverse or remand the decision 
of the Planning Commission.  In reversing or remanding the decision back to the 
Planning Commission, the City Council shall state the rationale for its decision.  An 
affirmative vote of four members of the City Council shall be required to reverse the 
Planning Commission‘s action. 

 

Attachments:   
1. Letter of Appeal 
2. Planning Commission Staff Report 
3. Vicinity Map / Aerial Photo 
4. Growth Plan Map / Zoning Map 
5. Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
6. Site Constraints/Development Potential 
7. Applicant‘s General Project Report 
8. Response to Comments 
9. Ridgeline Analysis 
10. Temporary Turn-around Agreement 
11. Neighborhood Comments 
12. Verbatim Minutes 
13. Development File #PP-2005-226 (copies available for review in the Community 

Development Office, City Clerk Office and City Council Office) 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION         MEETING DATE: September 12, 2006 
PLANNING COMMISSION             STAFF PRESENTATION: Kathy Portner 

 
AGENDA TOPIC: PP-2005-226 Pinnacle Ridge Preliminary Subdivision Plan 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Preliminary Subdivision Plan Approval 
 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: NE of Mariposa Dr. and Monument Rd. 

Applicants:  
Bob Jones, Two R&D, LLC 
Robert Jones, Vortex Engineering 

Existing Land Use: Undeveloped 

Proposed Land Use: Residential Subdivision 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac) 

South Public 

East Residential Low (1/2 - 2 ac/du) 

West Residential Medium Low (2-4 du/ac) 

Existing Zoning:   RSF-2 (Residential Single Family, 2 du/ac) 

Proposed Zoning:   Same 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PD (Planned Development, 4 du/ac) 

South CSR (Community Services and Recreation) 

East RSF-2 and County RSF-4 

West PD (Planned Development, 4 du/ac) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2 – 2 ac/du) 

Zoning within density range?      x Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A request for Preliminary Subdivision Plan approval for 72 
single family lots on 45.33 acres in a RSF-2 (Residential Single Family, 2 du/ac) zone 
district. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends denial. 
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ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
The property was annexed into the City in early 2005.  The annexation consisted of a 
parcel, a portion of which contains the Energy Center Subdivision, platted in 1955.  The 
Energy Center Subdivision was never developed and no improvements were ever 
provided.  The City did not recognize the validity of the Energy Center plat.  The 
annexation did not include a portion of the antiquated plat owned by others, which is 
now enclaved. 
 
The property is landlocked, which means there is no legal access to any adjoining 
Right-of-Way.  The City has agreed to negotiate with the developer for access across 
City-owned property, known as Painted Bowl, to Mariposa Drive.  Development of the 
property will also require secondary access to the underdeveloped property to the 
northeast.   
 
The property has steep terrain and a ridgeline visible from Monument Road.  An 
―Existing Slope Analysis‖ done by Rhino Engineering for the property indicates 
approximately 21% of the property containing slopes of less than 10%; 24% of the 
property containing slopes of 10%-20%; 36% of the  property containing slopes of 20%-
30%; and 19% of the property containing slopes of greater than 30%. 
 
The applicant is proposing a Preliminary Subdivision Plan, consisting of 72 single family 
lots on 45.33 acres, for an overall density of 1.6 units per acre.  The property is zoned 
RSF-2, allowing for a maximum density of 2 units per acre.  The applicant is proposing 
to use the clustering provisions of the Code to reduce the minimum lot size requirement 
of 17,000 square feet. 
 
The plan proposes an access point across a portion of the City‘s Painted Bowl property 
to Mariposa Drive, with a future connection to the undeveloped property to the 
northeast.   
 
2. Consistency with the Growth Plan 
 
The Growth Plan designates this property as Residential Low, ½ - 2 acres per unit.  The 
existing zoning of RSF-2 is at the high end of the land use designation.  In addition the 
following goals and policies of the Growth Plan and Redlands Area Plan must also be 
considered in determining consistency: 
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Policy 20.7:  The City will limit development on steep slopes, ridgelines and hilltops to 
promote public safety and preserve natural vistas of the Bookcliffs, Grand Mesa and 
Colorado National Monument. 
 
Policy 20.9:  The City will encourage dedications of conservation easements on land 
along the hillsides, habitat corridors, drainageways and waterways surrounding the City. 
 
Policy 20.10:  The City and County will limit cut and fill work along hillsides.  In areas 
where cut and fill is necessary to provide safe access to development, the City may 
require landscape improvements to reduce the visual impact of such work. 
 
Goal 21:  To minimize the loss of live and property by avoiding inappropriate 
development in natural hazard areas.   
 
Policy 21.2:  The City will prohibit development in or near natural hazard areas, unless 
measures are undertaken to mitigate the risk of injury to persons and the loss of 
property.  Development in floodplains and/or drainage areas, steep slope area, 
geological fault areas, and other dangerous of undesirable building areas will be 
controlled through the development regulations. 
 
Policy 21.3:  The City will encourage the preservation of natural hazard areas for use as 
habitat and open space areas.  
 
Redlands Plan Goal:  Protect the foreground, middleground, and background 
visual/aesthetic character of the Redlands Planning Area. 
 
Redlands Plan Goal:  Minimize the loss of life and property by avoiding inappropriate 
development in natural hazard areas. 
 
Redlands Plan Policy:  Development on prominent ridgelines along the major corridors 
of Highway 340, South Broadway, South Camp Road and Monument Road shall be 
minimized to maintain the unobstructed view of the skyline. 
 
Redlands Plan Policy:  Development along Monument Road, as an access to the 
Tabeguache trailhead and gateway to the Colorado National Monument, and along 
Highway 340, as the west entrance into the Monument, shall be sufficiently setback 
from the corridors to maintain the open vistas of the Monument. 
 
Redlands Plan Policy:  Development in or near natural hazard areas shall be prohibited 
unless measures are taken to mitigate the risk of injury to persons and the loss of 
property. 
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Redlands Plan Policy:  The City will limit cut and fill work along hillsides.  In areas where 
cut and fill is necessary to provide safe access to development, mitigation shall be 
required to reduce the visual impact of the work. 
 
3. Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
A preliminary subdivision plan can only be approved when it is in compliance with the 
purpose portion of Section 2.8 and with all of the following criteria: 
 

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

 

The proposed density of 1.6 units per acre is within the Future Land Use 

designation of Residential Low, ½ to 2 acres per unit.  However, the goals 

and policies of the Growth Plan and Redlands Area Plan also need to be 

considered.  Staff finds that the proposal is not consistent with the 

following goals and policies:  Policy 20.7, Policy 20.10, Goal 21, Policy 21.2, 

as well as the Redlands Plan goals and policies to limit development on 

steep slopes, limit cut and fill, and preserving the visual/aesthetic 

character of the Redlands and the Monument Road corridor. 
 
The Grand Valley Circulation Plan identifies Monument Road as a Minor Arterial 
and Mariposa as a Major Collector.  The proposed subdivision will access 
Mariposa through the City-owned Painted Bowl property.  The City has agreed to 
negotiate with the developer for the purchase of the needed right-of-way. 
 
The Urban Trails Plan does not show any specific trails through this property, but 
does show trails on Monument Road and Mariposa to connect to. 
 

 
b. The Subdivision standards of Chapter 6. 

 
The intent of Section 6.7 of the Code is as follows: 
a. Complement neighborhood development and uses; 
b. Reinforce the importance of public places such as boulevards, parks, and 

open spaces; 
c. Protect existing natural resources and wildlife habitat; 
d. Mitigate erosion from wind and water; 
e. Avoid development in riverine slide areas, geologically hazardous areas and 

in floodplains; 
f. Preserve stands of existing mature trees and native vegetation; 
g. Reduce fire hazards; 
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h. Promote pedestrian uses, bicycling, and transportation modes other than the 
private automobile; 

i. Reduce long term service and maintenance costs to the City, its residents 
and owners in the subdivision; and 

j. Avoid repetitive building and lot layouts. 
 

The applicant is proposing to use the Cluster Development provision of the Code 
(Section 6.7.D.5).  A minimum of 20% of the gross acreage must be provided as 
open space.  The development proposal includes 34.13% open space (excluding 
the private street, shared driveways, sewer tract and detention ponds).  Minimum 
lot size in a cluster development is determined based on the amount of open 
space provided.  The provision of 34.13% open space in the RSF-2 zone district 
results in a minimum lot size of 8,297 square feet.  However, the Hillside 
provisions of the Code further restricts minimum lot size for those lots with an 
average slope of greater than 10%.  Eighteen lots have average slope of less 
than 10% and they all exceed the minimum requirement of 8,297 square feet. 
 
The applicant received a TEDS Exception in 2004 to exceed the maximum cul-
de-sac length for the proposed Pinnacle Heights roadway, as well as to allow a 
6% grade through an intersection.   
 
Shared driveways are proposed in Tracts I and K.  Tract K meets the standards 
of TEDS, and Tract I, as proposed was a part of the TEDS exception approved 
to exceed cul-de-sac length. 
 

Private streets are proposed in Tracts G and H.  TEDS requires that private 

streets include pedestrian access.  A sidewalk is being proposed on one 

side of both tracts.  Private streets must be approved by the City Council. 
 

Access is not being provided to the Foster property (the area surrounded 

by this development).  Pinnacle Heights right-of-way, as designed, is 

separated from the in-holding by a tract for a retaining wall.  Access to the 

Foster property would more feasibly be provided near the southeast corner 

of the property, rather than into the steep hillside. 
 

Access to the undeveloped property to the east is proposed at the 

northeast corner of Pinnacle Ridge.  The access goes through a section of 

greater than 30% slope area.   The proposed grading would require 25’ cuts 

through the 30% slopes.  The proposed access also requires an easement 

from the adjoining property owner for the construction of a temporary 

turnaround.  
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A trail corridor is proposed through the open space, six feet wide with compacted 
road base.    
 

Section 6.7.F.7 of the Code requires that significant natural features, 

including rock outcroppings, be identified to be protected.  Field inspection 

of the site revealed some significant rock outcroppings that have not been 

identified on the plans.                                                                                         

                                                                                                                                

                                                                                                                                

                                                                                                                   
 
 

c. The Zoning standards contained in Chapter 3. 

 
The proposal meets the zoning standards as set forth in Chapter 3 of the 
Code. 

 
d. Other standards and requirements of this Code and all other City policies 

and regulations. 

 
This development is subject to Section 7.2.G of the Code, Hillside 
Development.  The Hillside Development standards are applicable to hillside 
development and excavation of hillside(s) so that soil and slope instability and 
erosion is minimized; the adverse effects of grading, cut and fill operations 
are minimized, the character of the City‘s hillsides are preserved, and the 
public‘s interest is protected. 
 
The provisions of the regulations are designed to minimize hazards, preserve 
natural features, encourage preservation of open space, and provide for 
greater aesthetics by blending with the natural terrain, minimizing scarring 
and erosion caused by cutting, filling and grading, and prohibit development 
of ridgelines. 
 
The proposed Pinnacle Ridge includes 18 lots with average slopes of less 
than 10%; 42 lots with average slopes of 10%-20%; and 12 lots with average 
slopes of 20%-30%.  All lots are meeting the minimum requirements of Table 
7.2.A for lot size and lot width.   
 
Section 7.2.A.7, Street Design, states:  ―Streets, roads driveways and other 
vehicular routes shall not traverse property having a slope greater than thirty 
percent (30%) unless, after review by the Planning Commission and approval 
by the City Council, it is determined that; 
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(1) Appropriate engineering measures will be taken to minimize the impact of 
cuts, fills, erosion and storm water runoff consistent with the purposes of 
this Section; and 

(2) The Developer has taken reasonable steps to minimize the amount of 
hillside cuts through the use of landscaping and other mitigation 
measures acceptable to the Director. 

 

There are several sections of proposed roadway that cross greater than 

30% slopes.  One is the access to the property to the east, which includes 

cuts of up to 25’, with slopes being laid back from the cut.  A section of 

Pinnacle Heights is also traversing greater than 30% slopes, as well as an 

area of expansive soils.  Through this section, the applicant is proposing 

cuts of up to 30’ and fills of up to 20’.  Several sections would include 

retaining walls, including the section adjacent to the Foster property, which 

would preclude access to the Foster property.   

 

The City is very uncomfortable with Pinnacle Heights Road from Pinnacle 

Ridge drive up to the top.  This proposed street is at a steep grade, travels 

from a 20' fill to a 20' cut in 100' horizontally, and turns 90 degrees; all 

within an area of expansive soils on an existing 30% slope.  Although 

extensive engineering procedures can be used to theoretically build a 

stable street, the City's recent experience with streets in expansive areas is 

that they move and cost the taxpayers a lot of money to maintain in the 

long run; sometimes in the short run.  This design exacerbates the typical 

problem by having a steep grade, both deep fills and deep cuts adjacent 

each other and contains a 90 degree turn.                                                         
                                                                            
 
There are areas with slopes greater than 30% on the property. There are also 
plans for significant grading on many of the lots. Some lots with building 
envelopes on slopes steeper than 30% may require slope stability analyses in 
areas with significant claystone. Building envelopes should have a minimum 
setback from the edge of steep slopes.  Irrigation on lots above steep slopes 
may affect slope stability. Irrigation should be kept to a minimum in areas above 
steep slopes. 
 

The Pinnacle Heights Drive access road (previously named Spur Drive), in 

the south-central portion of the property, takes a 90-degree turn to the 

southeast and goes up a steep 43% slope.  This placement of the access 

road was called into question in the Preliminary Geotechnical 

Investigation, Subgrade Investigation and Pavement Design by 

Geotechnical Engineering Group, Inc. Pinnacle Heights Drive runs 

approximately perpendicular to the steepest slope on the property. This 
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part of Pinnacle Heights Drive should be reevaluated to contour this slope. 

Otherwise a full slope stability analysis should be conducted for this slope 

with the proposed cuts included in the analysis. 
 
The proposed subdivision is also subject to Section 7.2.H of the Code, Ridgeline 
Development.  The stated purpose of this section is to preserve the character of 
the identified ridgelines and to minimize soil and slope instability and erosion.  
This development‘s ridgeline along Monument Road is one of the identified 
ridgelines.   
 

The Ridgeline standards require that buildings fences and walls shall be 

setback a minimum of 200 feet from the ridgeline.  This setback can be 

lessened if the applicant shows that the proposed new structure will not be 

visible on the skyline as viewed from the centerline of the mapped roads or 

that mitigation will be provided.  The applicant has provided a ridgeline 

analysis which shows that there will be visual impacts with lot 9, block 3; 

lot 10, block 3; lot 13, block 3; and lot 14, block 3.  The applicant is 

proposing mitigation measures that include a 30’ setback from the 

ridgeline (which is the minimum required), restricting the homes to one 

floor from a finished floor elevation and a maximum roof elevation, earth-

tone colors and vegetation.  The depictions on the analysis show 

substantial cutting into the hillside to place the homes. 
 

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

the subdivision. 
 

The preliminary plans provided for the sewer infrastructure do not 

adequately address the feasibility of design of the deep sewer 

proposed, specifically  sections shown as deep as 40’.  It has not been 

shown how all of the infrastructure could be configured to allow for 

future maintenance of the sewer line.   

 
Based on the fire flow data provided by Vortex Engineering, dated 3/15/06, a 
plat note must be recorded for this subdivision: 
"The expected available fire flow for this subdivision, per the design data 
submitted on March 15, 2006, is less than 1750 gallons per minute.  Based 
on this fire flow, any proposed structures with a fire area* exceeding  3600 
square feet will be required to install a residential fire sprinkler system, 
approved by the Grand Junction Fire Department, before a building permit is 
issued.   
*Fire Area is defined on page 357 of the IFC, 2000 edition" 
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f. The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon the 
natural or social environment. 

 

The subdivision design, as proposed will have adverse impacts on the 

environment.  The extensive amount of cuts and fills proposed will have 

an aesthetic impact on the property as viewed from adjoining properties 

and rights-of-way; as will the ridgeline development that will be visible 

from Monument Road.  Also, the proposed lots along the west property 

line, with Pinnacle Ridge Drive and additional lots being cut into the 

adjoining hillside, will have negative impacts visually to the existing 

Ridges development to the west. 
 

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

 

The extensive amount of earthwork, including substantial cuts and fills, 

will not be compatible with adjoining development. 
 
h. Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 
There are no adjacent agricultural uses. 

 
i. Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of 

agricultural land or other unique areas. 

 
It is not piecemeal development or premature development. 

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

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

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

or improvement of land and/or facilities. 

 

As proposed, the development would likely cause an undue burden on 

the City for maintenance of facilities due to the extensive cuts and fills 

proposed for the roadways, the expansive soils, and the deep sewer. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Pinnacle Ridge application, PP-2005-226, for preliminary 
subdivision plan approval, staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
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8. The proposed preliminary subdivision plan is not consistent with the Growth 
Plan; specifically Policy 20.7, Policy 20.10, Goal 21, Policy 21.2, as well as 
the Redlands Plan goals and policies to limit development on steep slopes, 
limit cut and fill, and preserving the visual/aesthetic character of the Redlands 
and the Monument Road corridor. 

 
9. The preliminary subdivision plan is not consistent with the purpose of Section 

2.8 and does not meet the review criteria in Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and 
Development Code; specifically the intent of 6.7; no access to the Foster 
property; no identification or protection of significant rock outcroppings; roads 
crossing greater than 30% slopes without adequate mitigation; significant 
cuts and fills and general disturbance; ridgeline development without 
adequate mitigation; and 40‘ deep sewer. 

 
10. The proposed subdivision will have adverse impacts upon the natural and 

social environment with the extensive disturbance and cuts and fills proposed 
and will not be compatible with surrounding development. 

 
11. As proposed, the development will likely case an undue burden on the City 

for maintenance of facilities due to the extensive cuts and fills proposed for 
the roadways, the presence of expansive soils, and the deep sewer. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the proposed preliminary 
subdivision plan, with the findings and conclusions listed above.  
 
 
RECOMMENDED PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION: 
 
Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Pinnacle 
Ridge, PP-2005-226, finding the proposal to be consistent with the Growth Plan and 
consistent with the purpose of Section 2.8 and Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and 
Development Code, and subject to the City Council approving the private streets and 
vehicular routes traversing greater than 30% slopes; and the acquisition of necessary 
right-of-way for access to Mariposa Drive. 
 
 Mr. Chairman, on item #PP-2005-226, I move we recommend approval of the private 
streets and the vehicular routes traversing greater than 30% slopes. 
 

NOTE:  Staff is recommending denial of the motions. 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County 
directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 

PINNACLE RIDGE CONTOUR MAP 
Figure 5 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 12, 2006 MINUTES 

7:00 p.m. to 10:37 p.m. 

 

 

The regularly scheduled Planning Commission hearing was called to order at 7:00 p.m. by Chairman Paul Dibble.  

The public hearing was held in the City Hall Auditorium. 

 

In attendance, representing the City Planning Commission, were Dr. Paul Dibble (Chairman), Roland Cole, Tom 

Lowrey, Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh, Patrick Carlow (1
st
 alternate), William Putnam and Reggie Wall.  Mr. Pitts was 

absent. 

 

In attendance, representing the City’s Community Development Department, was Kathy Portner (Assistant 

Community Development Director). 

 

Also present were Jamie Kreiling (Assistant City Attorney) and Rick Dorris (Development Engineer). 

 

Lynn Singer was present to record the minutes. 

 

There were 28 interested citizens present during the course of the hearing. 

 

VII. ANNOUNCEMENTS, PRESENTATIONS AND/OR VISITORS 

 

There were no announcements, presentations and/or visitors. 

 

VIII. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

Available for consideration were the minutes of the July 11, 2006 and July 25, 2006 public hearings.   

 

The following items were identified for correction to the July 11, 2006 minutes: 

 Page 2: The word “approve” should replace the word “receive”.  Therefore, The Motion should 

read as follows:   

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, I move to approve the Consent Agenda as 

presented.” 

 Page 7: The word “he” should replace the word “she” in the 6
th

 paragraph. 

 Page 1: Commissioner Putnam noted that he is listed as being in attendance twice.   

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, I would move the minutes of July 11, 2006 be approved as 

corrected. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 7-0. 

 

The following items were identified for correction to the July 25, 2006 minutes: 

 Page 2: Delete the word “would” from both motions. 

 Page 3: Replace “…we would recommend approval…” with “…I move to recommend 

approval…”. 

 Page 2: As there were two abstentions, the second Motion should, in pertinent part, read as 

follows:  “A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 5-0.” 

 Page 1: The spelling of Commissioner Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh’s name should be corrected to Z-A-

R-K-E-S-H. 
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 Page 3: The spelling of Commissioner Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh’s name should be corrected to Z-A-

R-K-E-S-H. 

 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, I would move the minutes of July 25, 2006 be approved as 

corrected. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed by a vote of 7-0. 

 

IX. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Available for consideration were items: 

 

10. PP-2005-179  (Preliminary Plan – Erica Estates Subdivision) - PULLED 

11. GPA-2005-188 (Zone of Annexation – Abeyta-Weaver Annexation) 

12. ANX-2006-211 (Zone of Annexation – Pine E Road Commercial Annexation) 

13. RZ-2006-161 (Rezone – Mirada Court Rezone) 

 

Chairman Dibble briefly explained the Consent Agenda and invited the public, planning commissioners, and staff to 

speak up if they wanted any of the items pulled for additional discussion.  . 

 

MOTION: (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, I would move approval of the Consent Agenda, items 

2, 3 and 4 as presented.” 

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 

 

IV. FULL HEARING 

 

CUP-2006-199 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT – RIVERSIDE CROSSING 

Request approval of a Conditional Use Permit for a restaurant with a drive-thru window on 4.35 acres in a 

C-2 (General Commercial) zone district 

PETITIONER: James Walker – WTN COEX II, LLC 

LOCATION:  2504 Highway 6 & 50 

STAFF:  Pat Cecil 

 

Ms. Kathy Portner requested this matter be continued to September 26, 2006. 

 

MOTION: (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, I would move to continue item 5, CUP-2006-199, to 

September 26, 2006.” 

 

Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed unanimously by a vote of 7-0. 
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PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION VERBATIM MINUTES 

 

 

PP-2005-226  PRELIMINARY PLAN – PINNACLE RIDGE SUBDIVISION 

Request approval of the Preliminary Plan to develop 71 homes on 45 acres in a 

RSF-2 (Residential Single Family-2 units/acre) zone district 

PETITIONER: Bob Jones – Two R&D, LLC 

LOCATION:  NE of Mariposa Drive & Monument Road 

STAFF:  Kathy Portner 

 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 

Kathy Portner:  Good evening, I‘m Katherine Portner, City Community Development 
Department. I‘ll try to give you an overview of the project.  The applicant was going to 
go first and give you that in much more depth so I‘ll give you a general overview and 
then the staff recommendation and then allow the applicant to go through in more 
detail.  The request is for a preliminary subdivision plan approval of the Pinnacle Ridge 
Subdivision.  The property is located northeast of Monument Road and Mariposa Drive 
which enters into The Ridges and Redlands Mesa.   
 
The property was annexed into the City in early 2005.  The annexation did not include 
an approximate 5-acre piece in the center of the site.  That currently is not included as 
a part of this plan; it is under separate ownership.  The Energy Center Subdivision that 
you see within this boxed area; these lots were platted in 1955.  The City is not 
considering this a valid plat; it was never built and the property is actually landlocked 
and there is no legal access to this piece of property.  The future land use designation 
for this site is Residential Low, ½ acre to 2 acres per unit.  The surrounding future land 
use to the east is also Residential Low; to the south is public.  This is under public 
ownership.  It is known as the Painted Bowl property owned by the City; and to the west 
and the north is Residential Medium/Low, 2 to 4 units per acre.  At the time of 
annexation, this property was zoned RSF-2 which is at the high end of the growth plan 
designation of residential low.  The surrounding zoning of The Ridges property and the 
Redlands Mesa is PD, Planned Development, with a density not to exceed 4 units per 
acre.   
 
And the property to the east that is in the City limits is also zoned RSF-2 as is Pinnacle 
Ridge.  The areas that are outside of the City limits have a range of zonings and 
typically the Country Club Park area has a zoning of RSF-4 to the South, the City 
owned property has a zoning of CSR.  The property has steep terrain and a ridgeline 
that is visible from Monument Road.  Approximately 21% of the property has slopes of 
less than 10%; 24% of the property has slopes of 10 to 20%; 36% of the property has 
slopes of 20 to 30%; and 19% of the property has slopes of greater than 30%.  And that 
is significant in that our Zoning and Development Code deals with the varying degrees 
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of slope in a variety of ways through our clustering provisions as well as our steep slope 
section of the Code. 
 
The Development Plan calls for 71 single family lots on the property with an access to 
Mariposa Drive that would actually cross a corner of the City Painted Bowl property.  
The City Council, many months ago, had agreed that they would negotiate with this 
property owner to provide that access and the details of where that access would be 
would be determined through the review and approval of a preliminary plan. 
 
There are many portions of the Code that have to be considered when considering a 
preliminary plan.  Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code states that a 
preliminary subdivision plan can only be approved when it is in compliance with the first 
portion of Section 2.8 and with all the following criteria.  And those are listed out in your 
staff report in detail.  I would just like to point out some of the review that is specific to 
this property because of the topography as well as some of the areas we feel this 
proposal is not consistent with the code.   

 The Code section requires that the development be found to be consistent with 
the Growth Plan, the Grand Valley Circulation Plan, Urban Trails Plan and other 
adopted plans.   

 While the proposed density of this subdivision is 1.6 units per acre is within the 
allowable density of the future land use designation of Residential/Low, we also 
have to take into account the many goals and policies of the Growth Plan as well 
as the Redlands Area Plan.  Staff feels that this proposal is not in compliance 
with several of those goals and policies and specifically those are:   

o Policy 20.7:  The City will limit development on steep slopes, ridgelines 
and hilltops to promote public safety and preserve natural vistas of the 
Bookcliffs, Grand Mesa and the Colorado National Monument. 

o Policy 20.10: The City will limit cut and fill work along hillsides and areas 
where cut and fill is necessary to provide safe access to development.  
The City may require landscape improvements to reduce the visual 
impacts of such work. 

o Goal 21:  To minimize the loss of life and property by avoiding 
inappropriate development in natural hazard areas. 

o Policy 21.2 – The City will prohibit development in or near natural hazard 
areas unless measures are undertaken to mitigate the risk of injury to 
persons and the loss of property.  Development in floodplains and/or 
drainage areas, steep slope areas, geological fault areas and other 
dangerous or undesirable building areas will be controlled through the 
development regulations.   

o The Redlands Plan Goal is to protect the foreground, middleground and 
background, visual, aesthetic character of the Redlands Planning area.   

o The Redlands Plan Policy is that development on prominent ridgelines 
along the major corridors of Highway 340, South Broadway, South Camp 
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Road and Monument Road shall be minimized to maintain the 
unobstructed view of the skyline. 

o And the Redlands Plan Policy is the City will limit cut and fill work along 
hillsides.  In areas where cut and fill is necessary to provide safe access 
to development, mitigation shall be required to reduce the visual impacts 
of the work.   

 
The staff feels that this proposal is not consistent specifically with those goals and 
policies.   
 
The Applicant is proposing to use the cluster development provisions of the Code, 
which is Section 6.7.D.5.  To be able to apply the cluster portion of the Code, a 
minimum of 20% of gross acreage must be provided as Open Space.  This 
development proposal includes 34.13% Open Space, which that in turn is used to 
determine a minimum lot size for those clustered lots.   It results in a minimum lot size 
of 8,297 square feet; however, the hillside provisions of the Code further restricts 
minimum lot size based on average slope of lots - any which are greater than 10%.  18 
lots have average slope is less 10% and they all do meet or exceed the minimum 
required so that the 8,297 square feet. 
  
The Applicant did receive a TEDs exception in 2004 to exceed the maximum cul-de-sac 
length for the proposed Pinnacle Heights roadway as well as to allow a 6% grade 
through an intersection.  And that is for this roadway which is a long dead-end road that 
exceeds our maximum cul-de-sac length and ends in a private drive. 
 
There are private streets proposed in Tracts G and H of this development and TEDs 
does require that private streets include pedestrian access.  They are proposing 
sidewalk on one side of both tracts.  Private streets, however, must be approved by the 
City Council.  And so if you choose to take action tonight to approve the preliminary 
plan, we would also ask that you would make a recommendation to City Council on the 
appropriateness of the private streets. 
 
This parcel that we talked about that was not included in the annexation that is under 
separate ownership under the old subdivision plan actually had a road access platted 
but very unbuildable approximately in this location.  This particular plan is not providing 
access to that parcel and that is required by the Code.   
 
The access point that if you look at the drawing you might assume would be at this 
point which happens to access the steepest part of that property; it‘s certainly not 
buildable.  Also separately the proposed right-of-way from the Foster piece is a 
separate tract of land that includes a retaining wall.  Access to the undeveloped 
property to the east is proposed at the northeast corner of Pinnacle Ridge which is up in 
this area.  The applicant has received tentative approval from the adjoining property 
owner for a temporary turn-around easement on the adjoining property for this access 
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point.  However, this access point, does go up a steep grade with some significant cut 
and crosses a slope of greater than 30% which also requires special consideration by 
the City Council.   
 
This development is subject to Section 7.2.G of the Code, the hillside development 
section.  Hillside development standards are applicable to hillside development and 
excavation of hillsides so that soil and slope instability and erosion is minimized.  The 
adverse effects of grading, cut and fill operations are minimized.  The character of the 
City‘s hillsides are preserved and the public‘s interest is protected.  The provisions of 
the regulations are designed to minimize hazards, preserve natural features, encourage 
preservation of Open Space and provide for greater aesthetics by blending with the 
natural terrain, minimizing scarring and erosion caused by cutting, filling and grading 
and prohibit development of ridgelines.  The proposed Pinnacle Ridge includes 18 lots 
with average slopes of less than 10% which are not specifically regulated by the hillside 
section of the Code; 42 lots with average slopes of 10 to 20%; and 12 lots with average 
slopes of 20 to 30%.  All of those lots are meeting the minimum requirements of Table 
7.2.A for lot size and lot width.  I do want to point out that this one lot at this 
intersection, I‘m still not clear whether or not that lot size meets the requirement.  They 
are showing a detention facility that appears to actually partially on that lot and that 
would not be allowed.   
 
Section 7.2.A.7, the street design section of the hillside development section of the 
Code, states that:  ―Streets, roads, driveways and other vehicular routes shall not 
traverse property having a slope greater than 30% unless, after review by the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council, it is determined that; appropriate 
engineering measures will be taken to minimize the impacts of cuts, fills, erosion and 
storm water runoff consistent with the purposes of this Section; and the Developer has 
taken reasonable steps to minimize the amount of hillside cuts through the use of 
landscaping and other mitigation measures acceptable to the Director.‖ 
 
There are several sections of roadway that cross greater than 30% slope.  We have a 
very small section in this area and the road access that is being proposed to the 
property to the east crosses an area of greater than 30% slope.  And our area of most 
concern is this section of roadway that is crossing a significant area of greater than 30% 
slope and also crossing area of clay soils that may create some problems in the future. 
 The City does have concerns with the road sections particularly this road section and 
although certainly as our engineers have said, anything can be engineered and built, 
our concern is that there are so many problems with this that it would probably be better 
to avoid it and somehow design the subdivision to avoid that crossing.  It also by 
coming up with this 30% slope is requiring this retaining wall and prohibiting access into 
the adjoining property.  We have concerns with the long term viability of the road 
section and the future maintenance costs to the City of Grand Junction.   
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The proposed subdivision is also subject to Section 7.2.H of the Code – ridgeline 
development.  The stated purpose of this section is to preserve the character of the 
identified ridgelines and to minimize soil and slope instability and erosion.  This 
development‘s ridgeline along Monument Road is one of those identified ridgelines and 
that is in this area.  The ridgeline standards require that buildings, fences and walls 
shall be set back a minimum of 200 feet from the ridgeline.  This setback can be 
lessened if the applicant shows that the proposed new structure will not be visible on 
the skyline as viewed from the centerline of the mapped roads or that mitigation will be 
provided.  The applicant has done a ridgeline analysis and they are showing that there 
would be 4 lots where the structures would be visible from Monument Road.  That is 
this lot, this lot, this one and this one.  They are proposing to only meet the minimum 
setback of 30 feet from the ridgeline and to provide certain mitigation.  The mitigation 
that they are proposing is to restrict the homes to one floor from the finished floor 
elevation and a maximum roof elevation, earth-tone colors and vegetation.  The 
depictions of the analysis show substantial cutting into the hillside to place the homes to 
even show the mitigation that they are proposing.  So that in of itself would be quite 
visible from Monument Road. 
   
The preliminary plans provide for the sewer infrastructure and do not adequately 
address the feasibility of design of the deep sewer proposed up in this area where there 
are sections as deep as 40 feet.   It has not been shown how all the infrastructure could 
be configured to allow for future maintenance of the sewer line nor whether there would 
be additional width in the right-of-way or their tracts that are provided for that deep 
sewer. 
 
The subdivision design as proposed the staff feels will have adverse impacts on the 
environment.  The extensive amounts of cuts and fills proposed will have an aesthetic 
impact on the property as viewed from adjoining properties and rights-of-way as will the 
ridgeline development that will be visible from Monument Road.  This type of terrain 
once disturbed is very, very difficult to get back to some natural state.  Also, the 
proposed lots along the west property line with Pinnacle Ridge Drive in this area and 
additional lots being cut into the adjoining hillside which are these lots will have negative 
impacts visually to existing Ridges development to the west.  Again, the extensive 
amount of earthwork including substantial cuts and fills will not be compatible with the 
adjoining development.   
 
Staff also feels that as proposed the development would likely cause an undue burden 
on the City for maintenance of facilities due to the extensive cuts and fills and the 
crossing of steep slopes as proposed for the roadways and the expansive soils and 
also the deep sewer that is being proposed.   
 
After reviewing the Pinnacle Ridges application, staff makes the following findings of 
fact and conclusions: 
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1. The proposed preliminary subdivision plan is not consistent with the Growth 
Plan, specifically Policy 20.7, Policy 20.10, Goal 21, Policy 21.2 as well as the 
Redlands Plan Goals and Policies to limit development on steep slopes, limit 
cut and fill and to preserve the visual aesthetic character of the Redlands and 
the Monument Road corridor.   

2. The preliminary subdivision plan is not consistent with the purpose of Section 
2.8 and does not meet the review criteria of Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and 
Development Code, specifically the intent of Section 6.7, the fact that there is 
no access provided to the Foster property; there is no identification or 
protection of significant rock outcroppings that are present on the site; roads 
crossing greater than 30% slopes are proposed without adequate mitigation; 
significant cuts and fills and general disturbance as well as the ridgeline 
development without adequate mitigation and the 40 foot deep sewer.   

3. The proposed subdivision will have adverse impacts upon the natural and 
social environment with the extensive disturbance and cuts and fills proposed 
and will not be compatible with surrounding development.   

4. As proposed the development will likely cause an undue burden on the City 
for maintenance of facilities due to the extensive cuts and fills proposed for 
the roadways, the presence of expansive soils and the deep sewer.   

 
The staff recommends that the Planning Commission deny the request for preliminary 
plan approval.  I‘ll be happy to answer any questions. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any questions of staff at this time.  If not, we will hold those and ask 
you later.   
 

Kathy Portner:  I‘m sorry, if I could add, we did receive two letters since you got your 
packets that I will pass out.  One is a resident of The Ridges that is opposed to the 
development; and the other is a property owner off of Bella Pago who is asking that if 
this is approved that he have the opportunity to work with the developer to get driveway 
access to the cul-de-sac which would be a much more direct way for him to access his 
property.  Currently he has a very long driveway accessing Bella Pago.  I‘ll hand those 
out. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I see the applicant has arrived and his representative.  We‘ll ask 
him to step forward and give us his presentation. 

 

PETITIONER’S PRESENTATION 

Robert Jones:  Thank you Mr. Chair and the Commission members.  I apologize for 
being tardy.  My name is Robert Jones II.  I‘m with Vortex Engineering, 255 Vista Valley 
Drive, Fruita.  I am one of the applicant‘s representatives.  I will be presenting the 
Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision tonight.  I will skip the repetitious location and overview of 
the project.  I think staff has done a pretty good job at giving you general location and 
so forth of the project.  Staff has certainly painted a grand picture for you regarding the 
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Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision which I hope to spin into a work of art.  I‘ll start with the first 
requirement of a preliminary plan subdivision approvals and that‘s consistency with the 
Growth Plan and the Urban Trails Master Plan and the Grand Valley Circulation Plan.   
 
Just to touch on a couple points that Ms. Portner did not go over in terms of what is 
proposed tonight.  The Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision plan we feel obviously does meet 
and is consistent with the Growth Plan as well as the subdivision regulations of Section 
2.8.B.2.  The subject sight is surrounded by residential medium-low density future land 
use classification 2-4 dwelling units per acre to the west.  And to the South is public 
land that is used as another residential low similar classification.  The proposed density 
of this subdivision is approximately 1.58 units per acre is consistent with the Growth 
Plan as well as the zoning of RSF-2.   
 
The subdivision also conforms with the Grand Valley Circulation Plan and Trails Master 
Plan.  We have an unpaved trails system incorporated in the development over 3,000 
lineal feet of trails is planned with this with 4 separate connector points into the existing 
Ridges Trails system as well as a future trails system for the development to the east.   
 
We talked about the Growth Plan.  I think it needs to be remembered that the non-
compliant policies referenced in the Staff Report were established to limit development 
on steep slopes.  They were not meant to preclude development on steep slopes.  As a 
matter of fact, Policy 20.10 specifically has language like in areas where cut and fill is 
necessary to provide safe access to development the City may require landscape 
improvements to reduce the visual impact of such work.  Landscape improvements 
have been proposed with this application in the form of MSE retaining walls, MSE 
retaining walls which would also limit the amount of cut and fill to the minimum required 
in those sections that the road accessing to the upper part of the subdivision.  This 
shows how we comply with Policy 20.7 and Policy 20.10.  MSE stands for Mechanically 
Stabilized Earth walls or keystone walls.  I brought some visual examples of MSE walls 
that are used in a wide variety of applications throughout the country.  You see them all 
over Grand Junction, CDOT is installing some similar ones on the 24 Road project.  
These are just a few examples of MSE walls and the type that will be proposed with the 
Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision.   
 
Goal 21 and Policy 21.2 both pertain to development in or near natural hazards areas.  
Let me read you the definition of a natural hazard area from the Zoning and 
Development Code Definitions, Chapter 9.  It states that natural hazard, the geologic 
floodplain and wildlife hazard as identified by state or federal agency.  It is my 
contention that this natural hazard labeled by planning staff has been mistakenly been 
utilized for this area is incorrect.   
   
To my knowledge, there has been no state or federal agency which has identified this 
site as a natural hazard.  I would like to take the opportunity to address another element 
of the Staff Report which stated the placement of the Pinnacle Heights access road was 
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called into question in the preliminary geotechnical investigation, sub-grade 
investigation and pavement design report by Geotechnical Engineering Group.  I would 
like to have Mr. John Withers who is the president of Geotechnical Engineering Group 
offer the report referenced in the staff report, expand on this point and the subdivision 
that this area is in a natural hazard classification because we believe it is in error.   
 

John Withers:  Hi I‘m John Withers with Geotechnical Engineering Group and we‘ve 
done several investigation studies out at Pinnacle Ridge site and specific to geologic 
hazards.   The mapped geologic hazards that I‘m familiar with are near the site; they 
are not on the site.  We believe they consist of the northeast facing slope facing 
Monument Road.  We‘ve worked with the developer and mitigated the natural hazards 
that could exist at this site and it‘s my opinion there is no reason this site cannot be 
developed or shouldn‘t be developed from a geotechnical or geologic standpoint.  As 
far as the preliminary sub-grade investigation, the preliminary geotechnical investigation 
that we did out there we did identify several potential issues - things that are identified 
in a preliminary investigation that might warrant further study or warrant engineering 
controls during the development.  One of the things we identified on site was the 
potential for some rocks to roll on the site.  And after that was reported, we did visit the 
site with the developer and each and every location where there was a potential, it was 
removed, the rocks were removed.  In my opinion, there is no reason that this site 
cannot be developed or shouldn‘t be developed from a geotechnical standpoint.   
 

QUESTIONS 

Chairman Dibble:  What about, not the rocks, but the earth in cases of torrential 
downpour.   
 

John Withers:  In case of what? 
 

Chairman Dibble:  In case of rain - of heavy rain. 
 

John Withers:   I believe there should be a storm water management that is a part of 
any  development but that the storm water is contained and then it‘s moved to another 
location.  That would be a civil engineering issue.  I think that Robert could speak to that 
but the storm water; I would not consider that a geologic hazard.  That is contained on 
site and there is a design period that it is contained for so there is no issue as far as 
that is concerned in my opinion.   

 

Commissioner Putnam:  It is my understanding that many years ago before The 
Ridges was developed there was an environmental impact statement which included 
the opinions of some Geologists about the stability of the soils and the formations and 
so forth.   Are you aware of it?  And does this overlap with that? 
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John Withers:   There is a map that has been prepared of the Redlands area prepared 
by Steven S. Hart in 1976.  That particular references one that we use; it‘s a broad 
brush approach to identify geologic hazards in the area.  And that is one reference that 
we included in our study and it does show the potential for the rock fall toward 
Monument Road. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  From your development area? 
 

John Withers:  Well it‘s actually not this developed property; it is outside the property 
boundary. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  When you did your studies, did you take into consideration 
development as proposed in this plan? 
 

John Withers:  Yes sir. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  And you‘re comfortable with it? 

 

John Withers:  Yes sir. 

 

Commissioner Cole: Ok, thank you. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any other questions of the expert? 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Here‘s my problem with this.  I‘ve been out viewing this site 
and reading the Staff Report, reviewing that and there are a lot of abstractions.  I‘m 
having some difficulty in understanding this.  We‘ve got steep slopes and the ground is 
sandy or something so the rocks can move so we‘ve got potential rockslides and all 
that.  I‘m having a difficulty wrapping my brain around this, and saying is this good or 
not.  Or is this the right kind of development.  It‘s a beautiful site, offers wonderful views 
and I don‘t question that the property can be developed in some way or in some 
fashion.  My issue is what is a good way to develop it so that we don‘t have problems 
with the roads as staff has brought up where the City is going to be required to do future 
maintenance because of slides or whatever or unstable ground.  That we don‘t have 
houses built on silhouette ridgelines and things.  It doesn‘t mean it can‘t be developed, 
but to develop it in a proper way.  And I‘m just having a hard time figuring out.  I mean 
staff, to me, is reading a report, I think it brought up a number of things that are 
problems.  And I would like to see someway picturesque concrete address of these 
things and I haven‘t seen that yet but I know we are early in the hearing.  That‘s my 
concern.   
 

Robert Jones:  I understand that concern and I felt it important to address the natural 
hazards statements placed on this projects at the beginning of the presentation.  In 
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dealing with the Growth Plan policies which staff states that we are violating and two of 
these policies specifically dealt with natural hazard areas and so in the findings and 
facts and conclusions regarding the hazard areas and so I just felt it was necessary to 
address that.  So I will finish my presentation with points which the staff report 
questioned regarding natural hazards.   
 

John Withers:  Just to address one point that Thomas brought up that I don‘t see any 
potential for land sliding on the site.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  But earlier you said there was potential rockslides on this 
site, potentially. 
 

John Withers:  We identified individual rocks that were, in my opinion, in precarious 
positions out there.  The soils are such that there is slope stability everywhere on the 
site.  Now there were some rocks at the surface that were moved away from these 
areas.  The way that the geology has been left out there from weathering over eons, it 
is similar to many places in the Redlands area and The Ridges area where there are 
rocks that could possibly roll.  I choose to take a conservative approach with sites like 
this when we‘re talking about putting residences and people living in them and so when 
the developer understood that I had some concerns on the order of 10 or 15 rocks that 
could potentially roll on site, well they were moved.  So that‘s what I mean in the 
reporting and when I talked about rocks that could possibly roll.  I thought they could roll 
and they were moved. 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  So you‘re saying the problem is taken care of? 
 

John Withers:  Right, there is no more problem with potential rocks that could roll out 
on site. 
 

Chairmain Dibble:  I would like to go back to another subject, the ground itself.  The 
staff is reporting extensive amounts of cuts and fill proposals.  Can you give us an idea 
of approximately how much of the land or the percentage or method of appreciation 
how much land is going to have to be shifted, moved or filled because every one of 
those places that‘s disturbed is a potential for some kind of movement in the future 
because of the stability having to reset itself.  Do you have an idea of how much land 
movement will occur during development. 
 

John Withers:  I believe Roberts developed grading plans.  I haven‘t reviewed them 
but he would be better. . . . 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I would like to percentage and where the potential is for some 
problem. 
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Robert Jones:  That‘s actually a very good question and one that I will attempt to get 
you an answer on.  This project has approximately 34% Open Space, approximately 
15½ acres, which the majority of which won‘t be disturbed at all.  We‘re talking about 
land disturbance which leaves roughly 65% of the property however I anticipate that 
given some of the building envelopes and the slopes on these lots that. . . .especially in 
those areas where there is a 20 to 30% slopes, people are going to be going in and 
carving  out individual building envelopes.  One of the things that we utilize to try and 
create compatibility with the environment and the slopes that we do have is . . . .a real 
good example is this is Mariposa and our connector road comes in this way.  These 
homes in this area essentially when you turn right you‘ll see a two-story home backed to 
the homes will be utilitized as….the walls will be utilized as retaining walls and studs.  If 
you turn to the left these homes here are going to be walk-outs and so you‘ll see the 
upper level of the homes which the bottom levels, or basements, will be utilized as 
retaining walls themselves as well and we did that to minimize the amount of retaining 
walls and the elevation differences that these neighbors to the west would see so it‘s a 
long way to answer your question.  Don‘t know that I can you an exact percentage. . . . 
certainly less than the open space that we provided. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Is it reasonable to assume that both of those examples you gave us 
will have considerable earth moving?  Considerable cutbacks into the surrounding 
hillsides? 
 

Robert Jones:  We have a 17,000 square foot lot and you‘re going to carve out a 4,000 
square feet or 5,000 square feet of driveway and home.  I don‘t know that I would 
consider that considerable.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Both of them are very steep graded hillsides in the area of 20 to 30 
and plus. 
 

Robert Jones:  This is an existing slope analysis that basically the gray is the areas 
where the slopes are less than 10%.  I think Ms. Portner had a similar exhibit up for her 
presentation.  Those areas that are black are slopes 10-20% and slopes 20-30 are the 
cross hatched green.  So you can see in areas that these are all less than 10% so 
there‘s not going to be a lot fill going on.  I think, you know, obviously the (inaudible) 
Road will require some cut.  I think it‘ll be difficult to provide percentages.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Is it fair to say that the green areas will have considerable cut, the 
black or the brown or whatever color that is will have less but it will be necessary as you 
just told us along the west side to cut in there.  So maybe percentages is a poor 
estimate but how else can we measure the amount of instability created by earth 
moving and it will be.  That‘s what will happen.  That‘s been a known geological 
structure since we had earth and so there will be instability if you start moving it around 
regardless whether you take the big boulders out.  You still got the residue of the earth 
itself and smaller boulders in that area.  You‘re going to have to do a lot of mitigation in 
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order to just create the project because of the amount, whatever percentage that is, in 
the amount of moving of the earth.  Is that a fair statement?  
 

Robert Jones:  Yes and no.  Yes because those areas with steeper slopes you will 
have to cut more in terms of maybe depth, but in those areas where you have steeper 
slopes you‘re certainly not going to be doing a lot (inaudible).  Grading that you would 
see in a typical flat subdivision.  That‘s what I‘m saying we would go in and look at the 
piece you‘re designing the home on and you‘re basically cutting out for the home and 
you‘ll have a small front yard with a driveway.  So yes and no but I think it‘s also 
important to understand with any subdivision especially a subdivision such as this there 
will be constant monitoring from qualified geotechnical engineer and consulting 
agencies so. 

 

Commissioner Putnam:  Has any study of subsurface structure been made?  
Suppose you start to dig this 40 foot deep sewer and 20 feet down you hit a big layer of 
sandstone.  Do you just say woops, and dynamite it out, or what do you do? 
 

Robert Jones:  Yes we did complete test pits as well as drilling to a field depth.  I 
guess John can answer to that question. 
 

John Withers:  Yea, we know what‘s there and there are some areas that we 
anticipate some tough excavation.  These areas aren‘t different from areas recently in 
Redlands Mesa where a large tract hoe with a stinger mounted to it, a jackhammer was 
used to cut through, what you might prefer to as sandstone.  I haven‘t seen anything on 
this site that would require blasting but there are some heavy-duty excavation that we‘d 
anticipate out there.    
 

Chairman Dibble:  Are there any other questions for the engineer at this point?  We‘ll 
probably be talking to you again.  
 

Robert Jones:  The second part I would like to go over is the access that will be 
provided to the enclave Foster Property.  The stub connector to the already platted 
Foster lots has been provided and as you can see it is provided and what we were 
forced to do for the proper location is these lots you see here are platted lots owned by 
someone else.  This road you see here is public right-of-way.  A stub-connecting street 
obviously has to line up with the adjacent public right-of-way.  The tract separating the 
right-of-way and the Foster property was specifically required by the Community 
Development Department during the preliminary plan review.  Originally the right-of-way 
touched the Foster property on the plan submitted to the City.  The reason for this 
request by City staff was they did not want to maintain the retaining walls, 
understandably.   We feel there is a simple solution to this issue which is for a 
revocable permit could be drafted and granted for this area and I think we‘ve had some 
preliminary conversations with the City regarding this revocable Permit would allow the 
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adjacent property owner to access and build a connecting road to Pinnacle Heights but 
would still protect the City interest.  And which the HOA would be responsible for 
maintaining the retaining walls.  And the revocable permit could be made a condition of 
approval of the preliminary plan.  
 
Another thing to understand is that, I apologize for the scale, but directly to the east of 
this road is open space so if it were to come out some sort of bow???? were need to be 
provided in this area that you access the proper higher up.  That could certainly be 
accommodated and made a condition of approval.   
 
The section of Pinnacle Heights Road referenced in the staff report which exceeds a 
slope of greater than 30% is relatively small, in actuality it‘s about 250 feet to be exact.  
In order to minimize the hillside cuts in this area MSE walls are planned.  The MSE 
walls will not exceed 6 feet in height and the MSE wall will be approximately 100 feet 
long on the north side of the road behind the curb and will be approximately 450 feet 
long on the south side of the road behind the sidewalk and 100 feet second tier of MSE 
plant from station five plus 600.  I have a cross-section which I‘d like to show you.  This 
is a cross section of roughly around station 5 plus 50.  It shows the MSE walls along the 
south side of the road where you have a tiered system of retaining walls.  Another 
variation of a typical road design to utilize and to minimize the cut and fill is the 
elimination of the side walk on the north side of the road in the area.  You can see that‘s 
it‘s been eliminated.  We requested an alternate street section for the Pinnacle Heights 
Road. . .a small portion in there.  There is still a public sidewalk on the south side.  Staff 
states that they are uncomfortable with this road and recommended alternate routes 
which are not feasible.  I think it‘s important to point out here that the Pinnacle Heights 
Road location and alignment was established a long time ago at the beginning of this 
project.   
A TEDS exception was granted by the Public Works Department for this road.  Let me 
go through the requirements quickly for you of the TEDS exception.  No. 1 - will the 
exception compromise safety?  The findings of the Public Works Department was no.  
Other alternatives that were considered were deemed not acceptable.  I processed a 
TEDs exception for this project and personally had to go through the alternate routes 
and some of them were quite crazy but we had to go through it just to propose the 
alternate locations of the road.  And it was deemed that Pinnacle Heights location 
alignment was acceptable.  The third TEDs exception was we had to propose a design 
used in other areas.  The answer is yes, there plenty of long cul-de-sacs and so forth.  
Now the recent Spy Glass Ridge development has similar long access road that leads 
up on top to those lots.  Will the exception require CDOT efforts of coordination and the 
answer is no.  This is a one time exception or manual revision and it‘s determined to be 
a one-time exception.  If staff was uncomfortable with Pinnacle Heights Road you would 
of thought that the Public Works department would have denied the TEDs exception for 
this road but they did not.  As a matter of fact, there are several statements in the staff 
report which appear they should be coming from an engineering perspective.  Some of 
the comments have not been stated before in any of the review comments through this 
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process I would like to know who on staff is stating them. This project is very much like 
recently approved Spyglass Ridge Development which required the road to traverse 
areas of slope greater than 30% to access lots at the top of the development.  Spy 
Glass Ridge also has steep slope lots that is similar to Pinnacle Ridge.  However the 
applicant in this case in order to give the City of Grand Junction a little comfort with the 
Pinnacle Heights Road has agreed to provide an extended three year bond for that part 
of Pinnacle Heights Road which accesses the top lots as well as additional geotechnical 
quality assurance and quality control requirements as stated on the notes on the plan.   
 
The proposed subdivision is subject to Section 7.1.2.H of the Code of the Ridgeline 
development.  The Pinnacle Ridge development we feel complies with the ridgeline 
protection ordinance.   The Staff Report identified 4 lots of the 72 which will have small 
visual impacts from Monument Road.  This is an overview.  It‘s basically an excerpt 
from the ridgeline analysis that was completed for this development.  There was eight 
individual site lines that were chosen and ran basically different scenarios for vehicles 
as they would be traveling north and south on Monument Road.  Of the eight, as I 
indicated, they did identify 4 lots.  These 4 lots will be mitigated as Ms. Portner has 
referenced.  The houses will have a minimum of 30 foot setbacks in front of the new 
ridge line.  The houses are restricted to one floor from the finished floor.  The mansard  
of the roof is restricted to 16 feet above the finished floor and the house may have a 
lower floor with a walk out basement depending on the detail design.  The house shall 
have earth tone colors with non reflective materials and vegetation is required to screen 
the visual impacts of the building.  With these measures the Pinnacle Ridge Subdivision 
complies with the ridgeline protection ordinance.   
 
An additional comment stated in the Staff Report relative to the fire flow due to the 
height of some of the lots on the upper sections.  A very detailed fire flow analysis had 
to completed for the fire department.  A note was required for those lots on the upper 
portion of the development which indicated if a home were to be built greater than 
3,600 square feet then it would need to be sprinklered and the developer was fine with 
that.  I would like to note that all Fire Department comments have been adequately 
addressed. 
 
Through the various neighborhood meetings that we had, and we had a couple.  
Honestly I intended to have one more before the hearing but ran out of time.  There 
was a great deal of concern about the drainage off of the site.  And I think you‘ll 
probably hear a little bit about that if this is open up for public comment.  I think it‘s 
important to note not only for City but for adjacent property owners to the west that the 
drainage discharge and the 100 year storm have been in the area of the east plateau 
court and Ridgeway Court which is in these areas.  These two roads are actually being 
improved by as much as 35% from a discharge of 15 cfs to a discharge of 9.8 cfs and 
this is being accomplished by over-detaining that which is normally required of the 
development regulation to provide another benefit to the surrounding community.  
Under state law, any development cannot increase greater than pre-development flow 
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rate and we do that through detention.  The developer, at the request of the City‘s 
engineering department, and rightly so, maximized the size of the basins to provide for 
over-detention and that‘s a good thing.  It‘s a good thing because there has been 
historically I think problems in this area with drainage because everything basically 
sheet flows off of the hill and the existing drainage in The Ridges is probably less than 
par.  I felt that important to note.  Staff has tried to utilize various arbitrary goals and 
policies to show how this site does not meet the goals and policies of the Growth Plan 
and the subdivision regulations.   As you can see only 12% of the site has slopes 
greater than 30%.  Of these areas are predominantly located around the large plateau 
on this site which once again is being preserved as Open Space.  The actual impact to 
the slopes greater than 30% is minimal at best and these impacts will be mitigated with 
the decoratively landscaped retaining walls.   
 
This project has been designed, re-designed and analyzed by what we feel is nearly 
every possible angle.  We do feel that this subdivision will be a very nice addition to The 
Ridges area and we do feel it meets all the applicable Growth Plan and subdivision 
regulations.  We respectfully request your approval of the preliminary plan subdivision 
as it‘s presented. 
 

QUESTIONS 

Chairman Dibble: We will ask some questions of the applicant at this time. 
 

Commissioner Putnam:  You referred to arbitrary goals and policies.  Are you aware 
that the growth plan was put together with a lot of public comment and passed by our 
governing bodies and stuff like that and they are still arbitrary?   
 

Robert Jones:  No, my point in the statement was that the types of goals and policies 
that were being applied to this development we feel were not accurate. 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  I have one small question.  On that retaining wall 
that you mentioned - that 100 feet or better, how high does it go because I couldn‘t see 
the map?  The lot just doesn‘t show up on the screen very well. 
 

Robert Jones: the majority of the walls will be beneath 6 feet generally we would like to 
see them go, from an aesthetic standpoint, you know if you could tier them at 4 feet 
then they look really nice. 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  ok, so that‘s 4 to 6 feet twice so that would be 8 to 
12 feet high? 
 

Robert Jones:  Correct. 
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Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Ok, what‘s the cut back then?  At 12 feet between 
the two walls? 
 

Robert Jones:  Yes it would be a 4:1 slope. 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  How far out is it from the face of the wall then to the 
curb?  Is that another 12 feet? 
 

Robert Jones:  From here? 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Yes, to there. 
 

Robert Jones:  There would be a standard five foot sidewalk with a foot half . . . 
 

Commisisoner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  So it‘s about 6 feet and another. . . .is this to scale?  
 

Robert Jones:  No I don‘t believe it is. 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Ok, I was going to say somethings not adding up in 
my mind here.  Ok, so there‘s about 18 feet then that you‘ve cut from, at least, the slope 
plus the road. 
 

Robert Jones:  Correct.  A portion of the road will need fill. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  it was stated that there were several sections of the proposed 
roadway that crossed greater than 30% slope, could you go back to your other map and 
show us the road cuts that are in that category?  And how many . . . 
 

Robert Jones:  There is a road cut in this area that exceeds 30% and there is a small 
area in here that crosses 30%.  The gray area is indicates where slopes are greater 
30% as you can see so you can see that this portion of the road and this small portion 
of the road here.  So it‘s those two areas. 

 

Chairman Dibble:  So there are just two areas that will be in approximately 100 feet in 
one and what on the other? 

 

Robert Jones:  Pinnacle Heights section is the longest being about 350 feet. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  And it does transfer to 90% transverse in the middle of it?  As it 
turns to the 90 degree turn there at the end of that lower configuration there is L shaped 
bend, that 90 degree turn there, is that correct?  And that‘s approximately where the 
grade will have to match the property that is not your property that has to have an 
access.  So they are either going to have to come down the grade when they build. 
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Robert Jones:  Right, what they would do when developer of this property when he 
brings forth a plan, I imagine they would remove that section of the wall and tie back in 
and then drop the grade.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  It looks that whole slope into their property is at 30% grade.  Would 
you agree with that? 
 

Robert Jones:  Well I think they would accomplish by reducing the number of lots in 
that area and providing the road location where it is presently platted.  But we can plan 
for their development only to a certain extent.  We‘ve had limited conversations with the 
adjacent property owner relative to that road location.  As I indicated we would be open 
to  providing like a half cul-de-sac bulb out here similar to this area where this private 
street exits off . . .which would facilitate a better connection to this property.  
 

Chairman Dibble:  But that would have to be done at a later date and they would have 
to revise their plat and the City‘s. . . .I assume that their roadway has been dedicated to 
the City according to their plat development.  If it‘s an approved plat. 
 

Robert Jones:  Actually I think that‘s an enclave.  I think that particular piece of 
property is still in the count.  But it would be dedicated yes but I think it could be 
planned for in the final plan stage.  You‘re basically approving the preliminary plan with 
the layout in this particular connection point could be revised as I indicated to provide a 
better connection point.  See our hands are tied that we have to provide a stub 
connection to the adjacent right-of-way if we were to propose it up the hill farther, as 
you have seen from the previous exhibit then the road connection would basically be in 
the center of a lot.  So that landowner  could say your proposing the street connection 
in the center of our lot; you can‘t do that and so even though you and I both know given 
slopes on this plan is going be reworked we have to provide a connection to that in this 
location. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  At a later date when this is developed who will be responsible for 
the redevelopment of both your property and the other property.  We assume that the 
other owner will have to bear the burden on his own but who will do the bulb or 
whatever you want to call it on your property in order to reconnect to a different 
location? 
 

Robert Jones:  I think a small bulb out from this 90 degree turn could be 
accommodated on our plan with the final plat subdivision phase.   

 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Based on what you‘re showing there, wouldn‘t there 
be 8-12 foot retaining wall? 
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Robert Jones:  Yes, but this property is going to have to be cut down somewhat to 
facilitate the buyer on top due to its limited lot area. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  So we‘re in affect, it‘s not under your jurisdiction but in effect we‘re 
looking at a lot more earth moving up on that property in order to accommodate the 
grade for your property. 
 

Robert Jones:  I couldn‘t comment on how this particular piece of property is going to 
be developed. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  But there is a grade difference?  He has to come to your grade if 
you‘ve got a roadway. 
 

Robert Jones:  Yes, but at that particular point is within 6 feet of the existing grade. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Six feet, ok.  Six feet in height; but it‘s a 30% grade though.  Most 
of that property is his property. 
 

Robert Jones:  There is a sliver of 30%.  
 

Chairman Dibble;  Right up the channel if that were a (inaudible). 
 

Robert. Jones:  As I indicated, I think realistically the connection is even closer to this 
area.   
  

Chairman Dibble:  Which is 20 to 30? 
 

Robert Jones:  Yes; to preserve those flatter areas. 
 

Chairman Dibble: They are on a pinnacle, they are on a ridge. 
 

Robert Jones:  It is a ridge, yes. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Are there any other questions at this time of the applicant? 

 

Commissioner Cole:  There was a comment by staff in Kathy‘s presentation that said 
that that particular area where we were just discussing was unbuildable as far as a road 
there was a term she used.  Can you comment on that? 
 

Robert Jones:  That‘s an interesting comments that goes back to what I was saying I‘m 
not really certain . . .some of these comments in the staff report have not been 
displayed in any of the comments from the engineering department that we have seen 
to date.   Obviously we feel that it‘s buildable because it‘s been designed and 



52 

processed and it‘s before you tonight and signed and sealed by a professional 
engineer.  I think perhaps the City may be able to answer the question better because I 
don‘t believe that it is not buildable.   
 

Commissioner Cole:  I‘m a little troubled by your development in the event we‘re 
forcing a certain type of access for the property next to it.  I‘m somewhat concerned.  I 
wouldn‘t have as much concern if this property were level ground but I do have a 
concern with it being. . .with the slopes like it is.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  We do have a member of the engineering staff with us this evening. 
 Perhaps he would like to comment on that area and the other areas involved. . . .from 
the City‘s position.  I‘m sure he‘s been in deep consolation with staff proper.  One thing 
we haven‘t covered in this, is this 40 foot hole that refer to as a sewer line.  Would you 
care to shed some light, if you can see light at the bottom of that hole, would you care 
to shed some into there? 
 

Robert Jones:   Yes, actually I don‘t really believe that the 40 foot sewer. . . we are in 
present negotiations with the adjacent property owner to obtain proper easements to 
eliminate that that 40 foot sewer.  And the sewer would be discharged to the north into 
the existing sewer system in The Ridges.  I believe that‘s High Ridge Drive. 

 

Chairman Dibble:  Are you saying then there is, in your preliminary plat, that this has 
not been resolved? 
 

Robert Jones:  Actually the preliminary plan we had to show the feasibility of sewer 
and it is feasible.  It is certainly not desirable.  We went through various discussions 
with staff at different levels. . .we talked about lift stations.  A lift station is another 
option of the over 40 foot deep sewer however given the City‘s recent regulations 
regarding lift stations and quarter million dollar deposit, it‘s actually cheaper to lay 40 
foot deep sewer which is why that is designed and proposed.  This is in a second and 
third phase of the development.  It‘s likely that this 40 foot deep sewer shall be resolved 
long before we get to those phases. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Presuming we have 40 foot deep sewer, and you put it in place and 
20 years from now, 15 years from now we have a problem at 40 foot.  Who will have 
that problem as a burden?  
 

Robert Jones:  Excellent question and one that Mr. Dorris and I have kicked around 
and come up with a couple different solutions.  One thing that we talked about was 
running a parallel sewer line at a shallow depth with dumps into a deeper system so 
that the majority of your maintenance would be down the shallow lines.  You can run a 
shallow line and a deep line discharge so the homes are getting all of the shallow line 
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up above and then you have (inaudible) and manholes and so forth into the deep lines. 
In that way we felt the maintenance could be accommodated in an adequate manner.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  I‘m not grasping that so I have to ask Mr. Dorris if he could shed 
any light . . . he‘ll be coming up in a minute.   I just don‘t understand that, period, so 
we‘ll see what Mr. Dorris has if he can illuminate that a little bit better for me anyway.   
Any other questions at this time?  You‘ll have another chance to dialogue with us but 
any other questions at this time of Mr. Jones? 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Basically what I‘m hearing so far is that the city is saying, or 
the city staff is saying there‘s too much earth movement, there‘s too many cuts, there‘s 
some houses being built too close to ridgeline silhouettes and stuff.  And your saying 
well it‘s not too bad.  Yea there‘s some cuts but it‘s not that bad.  And we‘re suppose to 
decide whether there is too much or too little (inaudible) or that your‘s is ok.  And I have 
a hard time getting a grasp of this.  So what I would like to know is assuming this land is 
developable, assuming we didn‘t put 50 houses on there. . .I‘m not concerned with the 
density, I‘m not concerned that the land is not developable, what I am concerned about 
is this a good plan or is the staff bringing up reasonable objections and should we 
develop this land or is there a better plan.  Are there alternatives to this to what we‘re 
seeing here that give us the same number of houses but with less earth cutting and a 
safer plan or a better plan.  In view of the standards set by our Growth Plan which are 
flexible, but  doesn‘t mean they are arbitrary or something.  There‘s flexibility involoved. 
 And I think that is what I‘d like know.  Have there been alternatives discussed.  Are 
there reasonable alternatives?  That‘s the only way I can judge this.  I got somebody 
saying there‘s too much cuts and I trust what that person is saying.  I hear what you‘re 
saying.  I don‘t really know.   
 

Robert Jones:  Let me try and answer that.  I‘ll give you a little bit of history.  This 
project originally in the County, was platted in 1955 as the Energy Center Subdivision.  
As a matter of fact you can on the City‘s GIS and all these lots on top are platted lots.  
Some are owned by different property owners obviously.  This project was originally 
designed a portion of it, the upper lots in this area, was originally designed and 
processed through the County.  It was approved and it was, at that time that the City 
requested that it be brought into the City and worked through the system with a master 
plan.  This project has been worked on by this particular developer for the last 4 to 5 
years.  A considerable amount of money design effort from various consultants looking 
at multiple angles of it has brought before you the preliminary plan you see tonight.  
Staff has raised some concerns regarding the layout which I‘ll bet are not all unfounded 
but we believe to be properly mitigated.  Some ideas of staff have been kicked around 
and I know staff had given strong preference to actually accessing this subdivision from 
some of the existing roads in The Ridges to the west - utilizing some of the existing cul-
de-sacs.  We felt that those roads are substandard and did not provide adequate 
pedestrian access as well.  Not to mention the neighbors to the west probably wouldn‘t 
welcome that too much.  But we wanted kind of a ridge to be, we didn‘t want integrate it 
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into that subdivision in that manner so we respectfully declined the opportunity to 
propose that.  I guess what that comes down to is that there are many different ways to 
do something and plan developments.  This one is limited somewhat by its topography 
and steep slopes.  There‘s only so many proper locations for the road in areas that we 
have proposed.  Certainly access the upper lots those have to, a small portion has to 
traverse slopes greater than 30% so to answer your question then yes we have looked 
at other alternatives, we have looked at other alternatives for years, we looked at them 
when were processing plans with the County and we have spent the last two years 
processing plans with the City of Grand Junction.  We feel that this is the best plan in 
terms of density and the horizontal location, vertical locations of the roads.  I hope that 
provides you with an answer to your question.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  It‘s a statement of conclusion but it doesn‘t tell me why it‘s a 
better plan and my concern is this road, I guess its Pinnacle Heights, that it goes right 
up the gut of steep hill heading East and its got the curb and it goes to the South side of 
the Foster Property.  When I was up there driving, there is a one lane dirt road that 
follows the contour lines around the Foster property but provides a gradual assent and 
gradual descent.  Which, why have a one lane road one way that can go up there and 
comes back out.  I‘ve seen that in Portland and San Francisco.  I‘m just throwing that 
out, its an idea, I don‘t know how viable it is or not. But I‘m really concerned about this 
road climbing right up that hill there and the cuts.  I do want to hear from staff as to 
possible alternatives or what would be (inaudible) so that this land can be developed 
but  better. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Ok, Mr. Lowrey thank you. One thing that Mr. Lowrey triggered a 
thought here.  The staff has made comment the extensive amount of earthwork, 
including substantial cuts and fills will not be compatible with adjoining development.  I 
get a little concerned when I hear definitive statements, especially negative definitive 
statements without being able to determine exactly what compatibility is and in which 
areas and so forth.  I realize this isn‘t your statement but it‘s made in direct 
contradiction to what you‘re saying.  We already identified the one that Mr. Lowrey just 
focused on going up to the other property there but can you perhaps refute that 
statement about some of the other properties if they exist about not being compatible 
with the adjoining development.  Certainly the properties to the west.  In other words, 
I‘m assuming that‘s not only one that they will have to ask staff this same question.  But 
there are probably other areas that they are contention that it is not compatible. 
 

Robert Jones: I think, it‘s important for them to remember for the reasons that I stated, 
you know, the way we‘ve designed these corridors through here with the alternating 
elevations of the homes.  The amount of retaining walls that were planned into this 
development truly minimize the cuts and fills.  You know when you go inside of a 
mountain you have one of two ways to do it.  You either put in retaining walls or go and 
lay it back.  And we chose retaining walls to minimize those areas of cut and fill.  I 
would bet if you saw The Ridges before it was developed probably there were areas 



55 

that it looked exactly like this.  I don‘t think this area predominantly has these sections 
of steep slopes and rock and so forth.  The Redlands Mesa development had areas 
that probably were questionable to staff that look very nice now.  Spy Glass Ridge is 
another development similar so you know.  I don‘t think it‘s correct to state that it is 
going to be…it‘s going to have a negative aesthetic impact.  On the contrary, I think this 
is going to be a premier subdivision that‘s going to have a very positive affect on the 
surrounding subdivision, both to the north and west and the future planned subdivision 
to the east.  So, I hope that partly answers your question. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any other questions at this time for the applicant? 
   

Commissioner Lowrey: Well he never really does answer the questions.  I‘m not, and 
I don‘t think my collegues, are talking about aesthetics here.  We‘re not saying this 
isn‘t.. . . this is beautiful area.  (inaudible) The point is, but it‘s also a challenging area to 
develop because of topography.  It has some severe slopes, and the soil looks like it 
moves around or it‘s kind of soft soil so if you make road cuts in it, you have potential 
for future slides because you‘ve made those costs so therefore you‘re going to retaining 
walls in to do all this stuff, to mitigate (inaudible) the point is not aesthetics but the point 
is, is there a better way to develop this to mitigate the cuts.  And that‘s what staff has 
pointed out, they are saying they don‘t recommend approval of this because apparently 
we‘re not mitigating the cuts and the earth movement and potential future slides and the 
cost and maintenance that the city will then have to bear five years from now or ten 
years from now.  And so I get the idea that at least the City thinks there is a better way 
to do it.  What I‘ve heard from you is well we . . .   
 
Is there maybe a better way to design this and still get the same number of houses and 
that kind of stuff, but a better way to design it due to the topography.  The staff is telling 
me that there is and that‘s why we look at what the design is but apparently they don‘t 
like your design.  So if there is a better design, what is that better design?  I‘m not 
necessarily looking for a lot of detail but conceptually maybe there are some better to 
do things.  I would like to hear if there is or if there isn‘t. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Unfortunately Mr. Lowrey, this evening what we have before us is 
what we have to deal with.  I don‘t if staff would be prepared nor should they.  They 
have probably assisted quite a bit in coming up with these things and their objections to 
them which you have had dialogue with them over the course of time.  However this 
evening I don‘t believe we prepared or should we be to present an alternative and 
perhaps discuss and create a plan for you.  They‘ve proposed a plan this evening and 
that is, I guess, is what we‘re going to have to deal with this evening.  And if at a later 
date, if we do deny this, you‘ll have to come back with something else if you care to go 
forward. 
 

Robert Jones:  Let me take one moment to try and answer Mr. Lowrey‘s question 
regarding the road location for Pinnacle Heights.  In the TEDs exception process that 
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we went through for this project, as I stated earlier, we had to go through alternative 
locations.  The location through the Foster property, I think was discussed with the City. 
  But although as you can see, we are going to bring it through this ridge that‘s going to 
cross areas of greater than 30% and a significant amount.  The original road, 
interesting enough, in the plat actually ran through here and there was another road 
that ran through here called Spur Drive.  It traversed slopes as you can see a wide vast 
area of slopes greater than 30%.  If you sit up on top, you could see it‘s pretty gulley.  
So obviously this location is not feasible.  The area to the south is areas of vertical cliffs 
and we even went through that alternative with the Public Works Department.  This 
area you can see there is a small sliver, a small band of slopes greater than 30% which 
had to be traversed but when you look at the topography and the layout, I don‘t see how 
you can not see that this is the logical way to access the top of this property.  The area 
to the east . . . .is property that is not owned and I‘ve seen the layout on this 
development and homes that are planned in here and so to answer your questions, this 
is the best design and this is the best design particularly for accessing the top because 
of this reason. 
 

(Commissioner ????)  Can we take a break? 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Yea, we are.  The public has been very patient, very attentive, we 
are going to take a five minute break, then we will ask you to chime in on this and then 
we will ask then the developer and staff, including our engineering staff, to come back 
and continue discussing it, but we want the public to have an opportunity.  But we do 
need to take a five minute break.  Ok, thank you. 

(A brief recess was called at 8:42 p.m.  The public hearing reconvened at 8:48 

p.m.) 
 

Chairman Dibble:  We will call the meeting back to order.  Now will give the public a 
chance to share with us.  We would ask for those who are in favor in favor of the project 
to come forth and share with us their thoughts and then those that are not in favor of 
the project to come forth.  If someone has already expressed very adequately your 
thoughts and opinions, rather than going back over them again, we ask you to say well I 
agree with so and so, he stated it real well and I‘m in favor or whatever.  If everyone 
spoke here for 10 minutes, we would be here until 1:00 in the morning and I‘m sure 
none of you would like to wait that long to speak.  So if that‘s a fair agreement, we‘ll ask 
then to come forward those that are in favor of the project.  We ask you to state your 
name and address and we have word tonight that‘s it‘s on the side.  There‘s a sign up 
for the public record if you will either step to the side after you have finished and sign 
your name and address on that we‘d appreciate it. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

FOR:   
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Linda Afman, 350 High Desert Drive, Grand Junction:  Good evening, my name is 
Linda Afman.  I live at 350 High Desert Drive in The Ridges, Redlands Mesa, Grand 
Junction, Colorado.  Thank you for having the opportunity to speak this evening.  I 
would like to speak in favor of this development and ask the Planning Commission to 
approve the preliminary plan allowing the City and the developer to go forward.  The 
development would be compatible with the adjoining Redlands neighborhood, The 
Ridges.  Which I was a resident for over 17 years and now I reside in Redlands Mesa.  
The adjoining subdivision does have a high density and would be very compatible with 
this development.  Slopes and soils would character in the Redlands are being built on 
currently.  The recently approved development, shadow Run in The Ridges, will have 
retaining walls and enhancing the interior roads and if you were to drive up there now, 
the project that you see now, the site slopes have drastically been minimized.  It is 
amazing what high technology can do today.  The entire neighboring subdivision has a 
variety of slopes throughout.  Homes and roads are all functioning well.  And I think it 
was mention earlier the ridge in the early stages, yes, looked very much like this 
development and before Redlands Mesa was even started, I filmed the entire area and 
believe me it looked exactly like Pinnacle Ridge and technology again can do wonderful 
things.   
 
The comment was made about the sewer line and blasting.  Having been a very much a 
part of Redlands Mesa, blasting did take place in Redlands Mesa and very successfully. 
 It minimized a lot of the excavation and really prevented the destruction of any of the 
outgrowth, the rocks, and it was done very nicely.  Again, I would ask that the Planning 
Commission approve this development to go forward so City and the developer can 
address some of the issues.  Thank you. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Someone else please. 
 

Darren Davidson:  My name is Darren Davidson.  I guess it‘s ok if I talk for the owners 
of the property.  I just want to bring up a few things, just reiterate them or bring them. . . 
.(inaudible)  Just so you know the history of it, which Robert went into just a little bit.  
The property has been put under contract five years ago and four years ago we had a 
signed approved plan from the County from the County staff and the County engineer 
to go ahead to construct Pinnacle Heights.   That plan was ready, we were ready to go 
start moving dirt and then decided not to and entered negotiations with the City 
because of the Persigo and the wanted it in the City.  We decided then not to go 
through with the County plan even though it was signed and approved, just because we 
thought we would go ahead and go through the City.  Annex and everything would be 
okay there.  Now four years later and 100s and 100s of thousands of dollars later in 
engineering, we‘re still trying to get the previously approved plan just approved again.   
 
A few of the things I think we‘ve done of the site that the developer (inaudible) we done 
other developments and have done them in other towns also some of the things I 
noticed here that we‘ve done, I don‘t think we‘ve had to do in other spots deal with the 
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rockfall hazards and John Withers had said, we did identify rockfall hazards and instead 
of just designing around them, which is all we would have had to do.  We went ahead 
and just went on the site and removed them.  The City had the question about them, 
since we heard that we just went up there and alleviated that question altogether.  The 
next, I don‘t think this has ever been mentioned, but on our plans if you look at them it 
says we‘ll have a full time geological engineer or a geotechnical engineer on site during 
the road construction.  I think that‘s most of the concern is the soils here and when you 
build a road in soils you can do it 30, 40, 50 foot deep it doesn‘t matter if you do it right. 
 I think where Dorris, the City Engineer, mentioned once that you can do anything, it just 
takes the money to do it.  I mean you can build a 50 foot road but it‘s going to take the 
engineering and money from the bottom up to be able to do it and do it right.  So I think 
in our plans we‘re stating that we‘ll have a fulltime, you know when we‘re building these 
roads on site, it‘s not just a partial inspection.  (inaudible) fulltime on site geotechnical 
engineer.  I think we‘ve tried to get around that one.   
 
We also extended our warranty which was never mentioned.  We gave the City, not 
only one year but we extended two more years on the road for the warranty.  You know 
if something is going to happen, it should happen that first year.  But in case it doesn‘t, 
we gave them an extra two years.  And I know that‘s never been required or been 
offered on any other site in town. So that‘s something we did.  We went ahead and we 
staked out all the roads because we had concerns with the City and they said well, that 
was our idea maybe we‘ll go out and stake out all the roads and we‘ll go walk the whole 
site.  So with the City staff and the city engineer, inspectors we went out there and to 
our own expense we staked every bit of the roads out there and we went and walked 
the entire site with the City and we did have a couple comments that I went ahead and 
changed the alignment just a little bit.  They had some good comments about using up 
some more of the lower percentage of steep slopes.  So we used those up and we did 
do that and that was something we didn‘t need to do and we did take that into 
consideration.  The one thing we didn‘t do is connect onto the existing City street that 
they thought would be good.  Just with our talks in the neighborhood meetings that we 
had with the neighbors we told them that that wasn‘t something that . . . and then we 
come back now and tell them yea, we want to connect on to your neighborhood streets. 
 They are going to be furious when we told them in all our city meetings that we‘re going 
out Mariposa and then the majority of our traffic can go down Mariposa to the highway 
and then back into town.  I think that‘s something that I feel if we tried to connect onto 
their streets now we would going back and saying. . . .the other neighborhood concern 
was the flooding issue and we did (inaudible) great detail on that with making sure that 
all of our flows are less than, are equal to or less than, what the site leaving it right now. 
 We have done extensive traffic studies, which that was required anyways but we did do 
that just to make sure the roads in the Redlands were able to handle our traffic.  We 
have approximately 40%. . .I think 38% of our project is dedicated to open space.  That 
was more than we had to of had in there.  We have quite a few numbered lots less than 
we could have tried to get with the density that we have.   
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We have done extensive studies on that ridgeline.  There are only four lots that are 
going to be seen from the road and there‘s nothing.  And you can view those four lots 
we‘ll be seeing . . . .mitigation with those and I think it‘s just the roofline that you will see 
on those lots.  It‘s not like we‘re building a house and you‘re going to see the entire 
house out there.  It‘s just the roofline that you are going to see on those lots.  We put in 
a half mile of walking trails and biking trails and that wasn‘t something that was required 
but just for the surrounding neighbors that use that site, that was one of their comments 
that people walk on there currently so we put in a half mile of walking trails so they can 
continue to use that site as well as the new owners that buy property there.  Lynn?  
Mentioned about the retaining walls, I think there is 2 or 3 hundred thousand dollars 
was our estimate in retaining walls in there and none of those had to be done, but the 
reason we did those was to alleviate the steep slopes because you could, as Robert 
said, Spy Glass Ridge that they just constructed instead of doing the retaining walls on 
theirs.  They just have back slopes which you are able to do per Code or whatever as 
long as they are not too steep.  But for like a 12 foot wall, we going to cut 18 foot back 
and 12 foot high or whatever.  If you‘re going in to cut your slope that 18 foot you have 
to go back 40 or 50 foot that you have to disturb and that would look just horrible so we 
went in and put in the 100s of 1000s of dollars in retaining walls just to do away with 
that.  And they are not just the concrete wall, which we could have poured a concrete 
wall that would have served the same purposed but we went ahead and spent the extra 
money on the plan for the retainer for the MSC walls.   
 
I‘m not an engineer, I‘m a contractor by trade.  We build roads and we do construction 
work before (inaudible) and we‘ve built roads and subdivisions up in Vail, Avon, Eagle, 
Aspen, Telluride, Silverthorne.  We‘ve helped construct the roads on by far steeper 
grades than this and we done by far more cuts and fills than we‘ve done here.  Like I 
said, it just takes the time and right. . .you just have to do it the right way to be able to 
make it safe.  And I also want to bring up, by approving this project tonight, you‘re not 
approving construction drawings.  We‘re not going to go out and start constructing 
projects now.  By approving the project, you are approving the plan and we still have to 
take whatever time it takes with the City, the city engineers and city staff to make sure 
the roads, the design of them and everything does meet current standards and just a 
couple of the questions that you had.  Paul your‘s was on that 40 foot sewer.  We are 
currently working with two different landowners and I think we can do either one as far 
as an easement for that sewer.  We have got them signed, we don‘t want to tell you that 
we have them yet but we wouldn‘t have a problem with you putting a contingent upon 
that because I agree we don‘t want to lay a 40 foot sewer and we don‘t want to maintain 
it and neither does the City.  We have no problem putting a contingency on there with 
the approval that says that the sewer needs to be redone and not a 40 foot, the 
standard 8 foot or whatever.  We wouldn‘t have a problem with that.   Because we know 
we‘ll have one of the two easements signed before we construct. 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Who are you representing? 
 



60 

Darren Davidson:  I‘m a property owner. 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Are you doing any building on this or are you going to be 
doing the building? 
 

Commissioner ????:  (Inaudible) 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I think you are shedding some light on some things so I think the 
more light that we can get.  I was a little surprised also Tom (inaudible) 
 

Darren Davidson:  Mr. (inaudible) you had the question on better access over and the 
reason we left open space. We stubbed to what is a currently platted street.  (inaudible) 
we were required to stub there.  We did leave open space next to that the city could 
require.  We can‘t do it, but the city could require us to go ahead and stub over further 
to better meet their site and we could match into their existing site to make it more 
useable for them.  We would have to stub over right in the middle of one there lots 
currently platted lots but that could be done and that‘s the reason we left open space 
there, was for that reason. About the steep roads, we have spent four years and 100 
thousand dollars to designing this site and we‘ve looked at every possible way in and 
different road we could do on there.  It‘s not like we just went out  and hand sketched 
this in and started designed it.  We went out and spent every effort, including walking 
with the City to try and find different ways we could do it.  (inaudible)  We think this is 
the best.  I guess that‘s all I have. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I‘m going to allow questions to be asked of this gentlemen because 
of his involvement in the construction part.  He‘s a homeowner obviously he can speak 
on behalf of the project.  We see that once in awhile, but it‘s a little unusual for you not 
to join with your compatriots in the presentation of the application.  So what I‘m going to 
allow if you like to ask some question of this gentlemen for some clarification.  I think 
he‘s added some light to some of these subjects.  Any questions we‘d like to, because 
this will be his opportunity to answer them, otherwise we‘ll back to Mr. Jones to rebut.   
 

(pause) 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Ok, thank you for you input.  Is there anyone else in favor of the 
project?    Ok, then we‘ll ask those who would like say something in opposition to the 
project or have problems with it to come forward and share that with us. 
 

AGAINST 

Mike Holland, 2398 Mariposa Drive, Grand Junction, CO:  Good evening, my name 
is Mike Holland.  I reside at 2398 Mariposa Drive.  Can I get on the screen there and 
show you a few things on Pinnacle Ridge?   
 



61 

Kathy Portner:  Do you just want their plan? 
 

Mike Holland:  Yes, I just want to show a couple thing real quick.  How many of you 
have walked or road in your car up in this area?  This is like a fish bowl here.  When 
water starts flowing down this, I wouldn‘t want a home for nothing here.  It‘s real steep 
and let‘s see, my house is right here on the end.  This slope really doesn‘t get too steep 
until you get down into here.  But to say that there is not very much land to move when 
they do is - is completely untrue in my opinion.  There going to have to dig this down 
way deep in here.  One of my concerns is how many feet are they going to cut from the 
top of the hill at the southeast, how many cubic feet of dirt will be moved where it will be 
used for fill?  A lot these answer they‘ve given are very unclear, I don‘t understand what 
they are saying.  Most of the open space they are talking about you can‘t do any thing 
with it because it‘s so steep.  So anyway, if any of you guys have gone up there and 
looked at this.  You see that it‘s way steep.  I don‘t how they are going to put a lot these 
homes in there.  I wouldn‘t want a home in this area, right in here, for nothing.  Because 
we lived there nine years and when it rains, that water comes down off this mountain 
and it will go right into these houses.  I think they‘ve painted a rosy picture for you this 
evening of what their plans are.  It‘s very unclear what they are saying.  I‘m not a 
surveyor or geologist.  I‘ve taken me and my neighbors a pick and tape measures from 
the easement of this hill and it is steep.  I think they are going to have problems later 
on.  I think the staff here, I agree with everything they have said.  I think it should be 
declined to have this built like this.  I think this whole row of houses here, two down this 
road behind my house is going to be real unpleasant to look at.  I don‘t think it‘s 
compatible with the rest of the neighborhood.  So that‘s what I have to say, thank you. 
 

Don Goff, 2399 Ridgeway Court, Grand Junction, CO:  Good evening, my name is 
Don Goff.  I live at 2399 Ridgeway Court which is right here. That‘s my property where 
the arrow is.  I‘m bordered up against it.  We lived here approximately 13 months.  I‘ve 
been working up there since 2003 and we fell in love with it.  I brought my wife here to 
look and that‘s where we decided to buy because of the openness, the beauty of it.  
This here would pretty much ruin the reason I bought this property so I have a lot of 
strong feelings against it.  We sit out here in the every evening and see people walking 
up and down with their dogs and their bikes and their kids and everybody uses this 
area, the path that he‘s talking about.  As far as your question about how much dirt is 
going to be removed as far as removal.  You can take a square footage of the lot, the 
square footage of your house and driveway and if he digs into the ground as he said 
he‘s going  to do, you can calculate it out.  So they can give you an accurate removal, 
so it is possible.  But this here would be a good possibility causing my family once 
more.  I‘m very much opposed to it. 
  

Cinda Kerbein, 2421 Hidden Valley Drive, Grand Junction, CO:  I‘m Cinda Kerbein.  
I live at 2421 Hidden Valley Drive.  And I guess my main concern that I would address 
to the city is, I‘m also very concerned about runoff issues and the applicants did talk 
about the west side of their property along these courts over here that they were 
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thinking of making sure that wasn‘t an issue but I‘m not sure they have addressed it 
over in this area as aggressively as they have over there.  My house in Hidden Valley is 
in a bowl and there are two big bridges right behind me and since we‘ve lived there 
three years, there has been a lot of rains but a couple have brought a lot of silt and 
water into my garage from that hill.  My back fence is essentially halfway buried back 
there from the fill coming down just from what‘s going on now.  The house has been 
there since 78, I‘ve only owned it for three years but I don‘t know how long that has 
been going on.  That‘s obviously going to have to be fixed.  I know there‘s a lot 
rainwater coming off of there so that‘s a big concern.  If they are moving a lot of dirt and 
putting houses up there, I‘m also concerned about just looking up at someone‘s, I don‘t 
know if it‘s a road or if it‘s houses, I‘m not really sure what‘s going on there but just the 
aesthetics of that having them do it  (inaudible)  they say they are going to mitigate 
some of that which will be good.  The open space I‘m also concerned about because 
this is a very fragile environment and they say it‘s going to be open space and it is really 
not going to be really usable.  I mean it will be open space that you will see, and not 
built on but if they leave it open space and they have 71 families with 2.2 kids 
scrambling around in there, that open space is going to be inilated pretty quickly with 
the very fragile environment there so I don‘t know what there plans are there.  Those 
are my only concerns.  Thanks. 
 

Rebecca Behrens, 2413 Hidden Valley Drive, Grand Junction CO:  Hello I‘m Becky 
or Rebecca Behrens and I live at 2413 Hidden Valley Drive which is somewhere up in 
the area.  My concern is, I don‘t see it on the plan, but originally and I‘ve been 
continually been told that there is a possibility of maybe a road to come up maybe 
through here onto our Hidden Valley Drive.  And my concern is, I drove it with my van 
today.  I love those handy little odometers they put up there.  There was a second 
grader in my son‘s class that actually walks a third of a mile to a bus stop at Ridgeway 
Drive to High Ridge Drive which goes up and around.  It is not a very wide road; it‘s not 
designed for extra traffic and my concern is that we have seven or eight kids walking, 
my son walks 2/10 of a mile to get home on a very busy road and in fact just this 
summer he was almost hit by a truck as it was navigating around the corner and a 
parked car.  He was on the side of the road; he was also navigating around the parked 
car.  And that‘s my biggest concern at this point is that I do not want any more traffic on 
our road than there already seems to be plenty.  So that is my only concern and I don‘t 
see it up there. 
 

William Foster, 2204 Rangeview Court, Grand Junction CO:  My name is Bill Foster. 
 I live at 2204 Rangeview Court.  I appreciate staff‘s comments.  I have never seen a 
vacation of a road, cause this Rawhide is a dedicated county road without a separate 
series of hearings.  What they‘ve done is whatever I‘ve done several subdivisions in the 
City and in the County and every time we have adjacent landowners, we‘re required to 
provide them ground level access with water, sewer stub outs and we‘ve also 
(inaudible) say we have to do a cooperative water stormwater retention plan for a piece 
of property that wasn‘t developed yet.  We‘ve tried to work with the petitioner and I‘m 
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very disappointed to see, although I‘ve been in discussion with him in the three weeks, I 
didn‘t know until I picked up a copy of the plan that there was going to be 10 foot 
retaining wall and a grass strip so that we don‘t have any method.  And their proposal 
doesn‘t provide any kind of method for us to access that property.  Currently, because 
RawHide is dedicated, and the (inaudible) properties between it and Bella Pago are 
owned by partners of ours.  We do have a way to get to our property (inaudible).  I‘ve 
never seen the process run like it was tonight.  Number one, we have a printed process 
and you don‘t follow it.  Secondly, I‘ve never seen a vacation done without any kind of 
hearing either.  I think this should be tabled or declined.  Thank you. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Someone else please.  No one else would like to comment?  We 
won‘t be taking comments once we close the public section of the meeting.  If 
something comes up later in your mind, we‘re getting tough on that.  This is your 
opportunity.  You may come forward again sir. 
 

Mike Holland:  If this is ever approved, hopefully not tonight, hopefully it will be a 
different plan than this, but I think you should really think about limiting the street 
lighting.  Kind of like Redlands Mesa.  They don‘t have a bunch of light pollution.  
Hopefully they will change this whole design, because I think there‘s too many houses 
also.  Thank you. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Anyone else that would like to take the opportunity.  Because it 
won‘t be allowed after we close it.  Ok, we‘re going to close this public process.  I‘m 
gong to ask before we have rebuttal by our applicant, the city engineer to step forward 
and tell us what he thinks. 

DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER PRESENTATION 

Rick Dorris:  I‘m Rick Dorris.  I‘m the Development Engineer for the city that has 
worked on this project for the same four years.  I‘ve never going to live down the 
comment that you can build anything, it just takes money.  I think I‘m going to quit 
saying that and revise it; the question is not can you build it?  The question is; should it 
be built?  And that‘s what Kathy and I‘ve discussed.  This map is the site analysis map, 
the one that‘s on the screen.  The bluelines that you are looking at are contours which.  
If you know how to read a topographic map, that indicates the areas of cut or fill.  So 
that cut goes a hundred feet or something back from the road. I‘ve been making a 
bunch of notes here and I guess I‘d like to ask you guys the question.  Do you want me 
to address the topics that I think are pertinent or would you guys like to ask me specific 
questions. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I think the answer is yes.  We would like you to go ahead 
addendum the staff report or concur with it or disagree with it if you‘d like, if she‘s 
misrepresented it.  And then we will ask questions we‘d like to ask you.  How does that 
sound? 
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Rick Dorris:  One of the things that Mr. Jones talked about was the TEDS exception.  
Yes they get one early on.  That one did address grade a little bit but primarily the 
TEDS exception has to do with horizontal geometry.  One of the things that I‘ve asked 
for on a couple different occasions in this review process is analysis or feasibility of a 
road coming off the ridge up here and going north and on to Mr. Munkres‘ property.  Mr. 
Munkres isn‘t in the audience tonight.  He also has 40 or 50 acres over here that I know 
he‘s currently in the planning stages on and I don‘t know what conversations have 
happened between the Jones‘ and the Munkres‘ about trying to plan things together.  
The County design that they alluded to had a road coming up here and had an acute 
angle going back to Bella Pago.  So it wasn‘t an analysis of road taking off and going 
through Mr. Munkres‘ property and whether or not he would connect here or connect 
down here.  That‘s the other option as opposed to taking this road here.  That‘s one 
option that I would like to see investigated that has not been investigated, at least to 
what I‘ve seen.  They may have done it, but it hasn‘t been submitted so that I could take 
a look at it.   
 
Another thought is, this is a preliminary plan.  You guys have heard me talk a lot about 
preliminary versus final before.  We have required that they go into a lot more detail on 
this preliminary plan because of the challenges unique to this site.  So a lot of the things 
that Mr. Davidson just talked about. Yea, they did have to do a lot more but you have to 
do a lot more to prove that something was going to work on this site.  Whether it‘s this 
plan or another plan.  It‘s a challenging site.  It‘s got a lot of relief???  Its got sewer 
issues, its got access issues, its got water line issues, its got drainage issue.   
 

Commissioner Cole:  Are these things that you would consider on the final plan?  I‘m  
assuming you would go into much more detail on the final plan that what has been 
required here. 
 

Rick Dorris:  You are correct.  That is correct.  The one good part about the 
subdivision is that they over-detained here and they have over-detained up here so that 
the amount of runoff that they are releasing off of the site is quite a bit less than the 
historic.  So that is a good benefit to the neighbors up in this area and also in this area. 
 The biggest concern from an engineering standpoint is the 40 feet deep sewer is one.  
It sounds like they are working with neighbors to keep from having to do that.  I guess 
my recommendation would not be to make that a contingent approval.  I think that‘s too 
big of a contingency to put on there.  Either we approve it with the 40-foot deep sewer 
or we continue this to I don‘t know a month or two down the road when they can get the 
easement or some other option that either Kathy or Jamie comes up with.  The biggest 
engineering concern is the road in here.  And we have had meetings with the Jones‘ 
and Geotechnical Engineering Group about how to build this road so that it doesn‘t 
move on us.  We‘ve had several roads out in the Redlands constructed in the last 5 
years that met our engineering standards when they were designed.  They went 
through field engineering, some met standards, some didn‘t.  Some of the roads moved 
6 inches vertically and/or a little bit horizontally.  One of them in Redlands Mesa 
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continues to be a major ongoing problem.  That one had some field issues.  The 
grading in this area. The road goes from a 28 foot fill to a 30 foot cut where you can see 
me moving the mouse.  We‘ve got a major fill in here.  We‘ve got a major cut in here 
and I was drawing some cross sections.   
 
Do you know how to get the document camera up?  This is a cross section about where 
Mr. Jones cross section would be.  This is not drawn to scale obviously.  I‘m sitting out 
here in the audience drawing it on the back of a sheet of paper but the point I‘m trying 
to make here is that we are building a road on a hillside.  We‘ve got a significant cut on 
one side, we‘ve got a significant fill on the other side.  It‘s not to say that it can‘t be 
done.  The question is, is there a better plan for that than this one.  That‘s really all I 
had to illustrate there.   
 

QUESTIONS 

Commissioner:  Lowrey:  (inaudible) there is some word there that I can‘t make out.  
From where that arrow (inaudible) what‘s that distance? 
 

Rick Dorris:  Let me see if they‘ve got some cross sections of the plans that I can go to 
that are to scale.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Actually I think Lynn was kind of asking that earlier. 
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Yes  (inaudible) 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  (inaudible) 
 

Rick Dorris:  These are not cross sections but they are right and left profiles from the 
road so if you give me just a second I‘ll interpret it.  At about the bend here we have a 
fill in the neighborhood of 20 feet on the outside and then right in here, at the left right-
of-way which I‘m presuming is here, we‘ve got a fill in the neighborhood of 15 to 20 feet. 
 When we get up in here we‘ve got cuts in the neighborhood of 15 to 20 feet.  This is an 
area of expansive soils.  It‘s a steep grade.  Not only for the street, but also for the 
slope cause it‘s a 30% slope.  And again, it‘s not can it be done.  Based on what we‘ve 
seen happen in the Redlands area lately, when we go through final design on this we 
are going to overkill it and then the geotechnical engineers are going to be camped on 
site during construction making sure that whatever happens, if something is uncovered 
that‘s different than we anticipated then the changes can be made in the field.  But is 
there a better design?  Because we might take all those engineering precautions and 
the thing still moves on us and it‘s a tax payer expense for long term maintenance.  I 
have said we would want at least a three year warranty on this thing.  What happens in 
10 years or 20 years?  Crystal balls don‘t know.  So it could be a long term expense for 
the tax payers that we‘re not anticipating.     
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Commissioner Cole:  Will there be sewer lines, etc. in these areas here too or not?   
 

Rick Dorris:  Yes, sewer lines and water lines. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  There will be an additional cut below the level of the street. 
 

Rick Dorris:  That is correct.  Yea there will be all utilities in there.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  we are saying it‘s in greater access of between 30 feet and 50 feet 
of variance of Earth movement one way or the other? 
 

Rick Dorris:  I‘m not understanding your question. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  There is 15 to 20 feet cut and 15 to 20 feet fill so a 30 to 40 foot 
variance of levels that have to be dealt with as far as new Earth or removal of it.   
 

Rick Dorris:  Yea, I‘m not sure that logic really has a lot to do with it. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  All that is going to have to be factored in there and you‘re right Mr. 
Cole, if their sewer is in there that‘s going to be another 8 foot minimum.   

 

Rick Dorris:  I‘m not exactly sure where the sewer is at vertically but yea, there will be 
4 to 8 foot cuts additionally for sewers and water lines in there.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  You made the statement, is there a better design or you‘re 
asking the question in some manner. 
 

Rick Dorris:  That‘s correct. 

 

Commissioner Lowrey:  you don‘t have to comment on that now but before you finish 
I would like you to comment on that particular question about better design. 
 

Rick Dorris:  Ok.  I mean I can speculate.  I have not done the study of it because it‘s 
not the City‘s project, it‘s the developer‘s project.  What I was saying about the road to 
the North, I‘ve asked for that and haven‘t received it.  I can‘t stand up here and tell you 
that this is the best place for that road because I don‘t know.  I have other questions 
that have not been answered by the developer.  One of the other notes that I made was 
access to the Foster property.  Can you flip me back to the computer screen please?  I 
think this has already been addressed a little bit.  They aligned this road up to go with 
the platted road and I think some of the comments about right-of-ways and vacations 
and so forth.  We didn‘t go through a vacation process because we don‘t recognize the 
plat.  We don‘t believe that that right-of-way was really dedicated to the public.  We 
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don‘t believe those lots were really created because nothing has been done on it in 50 
years.  In any event, if this street was to be extended or. . . 
 

Commissioner Cole:  Are you saying Rick that there is no recorded of that being 
platted? 
 

Rick Dorris:  Oh yea, there is a record, you bet but we don‘t recognize it because it‘s 
never been constructed. 
 

Commissioner ???? – (inaudible) 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Is has been and still is landlocked.   
 

Rick Dorris:  I believe that‘s true but I don‘t remember exactly what the plat looks like.  
There is, if I can find this mouse again on this computer screen, this road on the old plat 
does go out this way.  I don‘t remember where it comes out and it may come out on 
Bella Pago.  Anyway, I think accessing the Foster‘s property at grade is something that 
is fairly easy to do by either extending this road per say.  You could take the road and 
shift it up one lot to get there.  You could create a bulb out or something so they would 
have that grade access.  It‘s not that difficult to overcome.  The black lines in here are 
contour lines, those are proposed contour lines.  Can you zoom me out just a little bit?   
 
These contours are just to build the roads.  And if you‘re building the houses on there 
it‘s going to be significantly more cut and fill.  This is a steep hillside and they are 
talking, as a matter of fact there are some cross sections in here about how they will do 
the lots.  There will be a lot of disturbance.  When you create a subdivision on a parcel 
like this with a lot of topography, you do disturb a lot of ground.  That‘s just a given fact 
of it.  It‘s a planned development and largely what they are proposing is single family 
homes.  Could you make smaller lots with higher density in a cluster area, yes.  Would 
you connect to the cul-de-sacs to the west, there‘s also a vacant lot in there which they 
don‘t own but could be purchased to go to the street to the north.  Those are some of 
the things that the City has talked to them about over the course of this project.  This is 
in kind of a fish bowl and there is a drainageway going through there.  That‘s something 
that‘s going to receive a lot of attention at final design presuming that this gets 
approved.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Mr. Dorris, in regards to the other access points that would infer 
that to be quite a bit of road construction improvement on the outlying roads to tie into 
this if what I‘ve seen they are small winding roads with no site amenities, no sidewalks. 
 

Rick Dorris:  They do not have sidewalks on them.  They are asphalt roads with 
roadside ditches on them. 
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Chairman Dibble:  Barely adequate for a two-lane access right?  Most of them of them 
are 16 to 18 no more than that? 

 

Rick Dorris:  It‘s been a long time since I‘ve driven on those roads.  I would suspect 
that they‘re 20 to 24 feet wide but I‘m guessing.  I drew a cross section on the 40 foot 
deep sewer. This is the road per say.  This would be a house.  This would be a 40 foot 
deep sewer.  This is the trench, provided you didn‘t use trench boxes.  But this is a 
OSHA trench laid back to one to one.  It would be 80 feet plus or minus wide to build 
that sewer.  This is something that we‘ve required to be overkill to the design as well.  
Our utility engineer came up with the idea of doing a redundant shallow sewer that 
these houses would dump into then when we got to a down stream manhole we 
connect the shallow sewer with the deeper sewer.  If something did happen and this 
had to get maintained 10 or 15 years from now it would be a major expense to do that.  
We would be doing everything possible could do without digging it up.  We would be 
trying to go in at the manholes and do slip lines and things like that.  We would certainly 
like to see the sewer go out in a different fashion.  That‘s pretty much all the notes that I 
made so at this point why don‘t you guys ask me specific questions. 
 

Commissioner Carlow:  in relation to this sewer line, you had mentioned that there 
had been some problems with dirt shifting and stuff (inaudible) different road shifting 
and that sort of thing.  Has it affected sewer lines, water lines at all? 
 

Rick Dorris:  You know that‘s the $64,000 question in my mind.  If we had to go out 
(inaudible) those sewer lines that I know of.  We haven‘t received complaints of 
people‘s sewers backing up.  So if it has moved, it hasn‘t been enough cause sewer 
blockage.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  It was raised that no official natural hazard identification has been 
made by a state agency.  Can you comment on that. 
 

Rick Dorris:  You know I‘m going to defer that to Kathy because she‘s more familiar 
with her comments than I am.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any other questions of the engineering staff as to . . .and then do 
you still have your question Tom that maybe he could comment on.  You did talk about 
the road dedication vacation.  They don‘t know anything about whether that‘s been. . 
.was that in reffered to the property? 
  

Commissioner Cole:  That was the Foster property. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  The Foster property. 
 

Rick Dorris:  Are you talking about vacation of right-of-way. 
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Commissioner Cole: Yes. 

 

Rick Dorris:  Kathy may  want to expand on that.  The City did not recognize that plat 
so we didn‘t recognize the lots and we wouldn‘t recognize the vacation or the presence 
of right-of-way either. 
 

Commissioner Wall:   I have a question about that.  How come the lots are not 
recognized if they are drawn and all that stuff?  Is there only a certain amount of time 
that when you plat something that they exist or am I opening a can of worms I shouldn‘t 
open? 
 

Rick Dorris:  It‘s a valid question, and generically speaking, yea it‘s lines on paper but 
it doesn‘t have any access.  Nothing was ever made to improve that ground so that you 
could build on those lots.  There‘s not infrastructure, there‘s no water, there‘s no sewer, 
and there‘s no paved road to get there and so in essence the plat wasn‘t validated 
because nothing was ever built there.  Jamie would you care to add to that? 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  And Ms. Portner may also be able to add some.  Jamie Kreiling, 
assistant City Attorney.  Having not actually been the one that was involved in bringing 
this piece into the City but having some information on it I believe it was Mr. Shaver, the 
City Attorney, that worked with the annexation of this property.  But it is also my 
understanding that when they were bringing the property in, it was with the clear 
understanding that we did not recognize the plat and we would not be recognizing the 
plat.  The only concern was that all of the parcels that have been involved in the original 
 plat were not willing to come in and that‘s the piece that‘s being shown on many of the 
exhibits saying that it is not included here and the piece that Mr. Foster was referring to 
that they actually own.  But it‘s been the City‘s position that they do not recognize the 
plat and as they do not then they are also not recognizing the dedication.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  You‘re talking about the Foster property right? 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  that‘s the piece that‘s not being included and not actually brought into 
the City with the annexation because they didn‘t want to but is now presently enclaved. 
 And when they do come in, we won‘t recognize that portion of the plat either and they 
will have to develop with a new plat here in the City.  So we won‘t be recognizing the 
right-of-way that they are claiming is showing in the area that they had to connect to.  It 
is my understanding we did not require or indicate that they had to connect to that, we 
were considering it to be an undeveloped property.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Now they would have to be annexed anyway with a complete new 
proposal. 
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Jamie Kreiling:  I‘m sorry? 
 

Chairman Dibble:  They would have to be annexed into the City with a complete. . . 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  Right, once they are annexed and they want to develop, then we won‘t 
be recognizing that portion of the plat and they will also have to plat at that time. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  I have a question of the attorney.  Given the testimony tonight 
has said that this plat, and I‘m assuming is very similar to what‘s been presented 
tonight, was approved while it was in the County.  Should that, and I think I know the 
answer, but should that have any bearing on our decision here tonight?  
 

Jamie Kreiling:  When you‘re saying approved I think you may be referring to Mr. 
Davidson‘s comment that they wanted to develop there in the County and the County 
basically approved that.   The difficulty would be is that they couldn‘t develop in the 
County particularly because they had no access and it was the access that they have to 
get through the City property that was causing them a difficulty to be able to develop.  
And as the City would not recognize the plat and the other matters in regards to the plat 
because of the age of the plat and the fact that it was not meeting any standards or the 
majority of the standards that the City would require today, then no, you would not in 
any manner have to consider the fact whether the County had approved it or didn‘t 
approve it because once it took land use jurisdiction with the City, it‘s whether or not the 
City approves it.  Is that clear? 
 

Commissioner Cole:  Yes. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any more questions for our engineer?  (pause)  Ok, thank you very 
much.  Now we‘ll ask the applicant to . . . 

 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Actually before we hear from the applicant, can we get Kathy 
Portner‘s thoughts. 
 

Kathy Portner:  I think the question was to comment on the natural hazards area and 
the applicant‘s contention that policy 21.2 does not apply simply because it is not a 
mapped natural hazard area.   Actually if you read the entirety of that policy, I would 
suggest that it does apply.  Policy 21.2 says that the City will prohibit development in or 
near natural hazard areas unless measures are undertaken to mitigate the risk to injury 
of persons and/or the loss of property.  It goes on to say, development in floodplains 
and/or drainage areas, steep slope areas, geologic fault areas and other dangerous or 
undesirable building areas will be controlled through the development regulations.  And 
that is what ties back to the development regulations that talk about the intent of the 
steep slope regulations, the ridgeline regulations and generally minimizing cuts and fills. 
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Chairman Dibble:  The comments were made that this has to be identified particularly 
by the State agency. 
 

Kathy Portner:  Under our definition of natural hazard area.  The second sentence of 
that policy expands and is not only referring to something that‘s been identified on any 
one of those state documents as a natural hazard area. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Is that clarified for everyone? 
 

Kathy Portner:  Were there any other questions for me? 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  The engineer, Mr. Dorris, touched on what he thought might 
be some better plans at least for roads or access.  And I‘ve raised the question a 
number of times, whether there is a better way to do this.  Do you have any thoughts on 
that or in a conceptual way?  I‘m not trying to redesign this but what other alternatives 
have been talked about? 
 

Kathy Portner:  We did discuss some alternatives  through this process and first of all 
I‘d like to point out that through the review process we have the applicant do a site 
analysis.  In our opinion that should have been done first before the actual layout of the 
subdivision was completed.  And since the time the site analysis was done, we haven‘t 
seen a significant change in the layout of what was originally proposed.  We did talk 
about, as Mr. Dorris indicated, whether or not there was a better way to access that 
upper area perhaps through the adjoining property perhaps to avoid this potential 
problem.  The other that we talked about is the potential of single loading this road 
rather than double loading it.  It really is trying to squeeze a lot into a narrow area and 
significantly impacting what occurs on this side of that slope.  We did talk about the 
alternatives which I‘m sure that the neighbors and Ridges might not appreciate but the 
potential for smaller pods of development perhaps to access directly into The Ridge 
where maybe that wouldn‘t be a full connection for Pinnacle Ridge but those access 
points could be for some smaller pods of development.  We talked about this area 
probably being the most developable area, right in here and potential of different 
housing product where you are not trying put in single family detached homes that 
maybe there is a better way of clustering the housing product putting in townhomes or 
other attached type units where you are maximizing the number of units that you get on 
the most developable area and minimizing the amount of infrastructure that you are 
putting in.  The other thing I‘d like to point out is that the zoning density of RSF-2.  It‘s a 
maximum and their proposed density is about 1.6 so there aren‘t quite to that 
maximum, but I also think that on a site like this you can‘t assume you‘re going to be at 
that upper end of what‘s allowed within that zoning district.  So perhaps a design that 
has fewer units may have worked better also. 
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Commissioner Lowrey:  You mentioned about a site analysis that was requested first 
or if that had been done first.  What difference would that make? 
 

Kathy Portner:  The purpose of a site analysis is to identify those areas that are the 
least developable and those areas that are the most developable.  And a site analysis 
is a series of overlays of various components of the site, including steep slopes, 
ridgelines, significant natural features, drainages.   All of those layered on top of each 
other that begin to show you these pods that might be the most developable areas.  
And that‘s typically how a design process works.  Now they may have started with 
something similar to that but we did not see that initially.  When the submittal of the 
natural design of the subdivision came after and it‘s typically a very good tool for 
determining, first of all, where to best put your density and, secondly, how to minimize 
the amount of infrastructure and the cost of actually building the development.‖ 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Any reason why that wasn‘t done at first in that sequence? 
 

Kathy Portner:  Perhaps they did it on their own.  We just didn‘t see it and give what 
we did see after the fact it just would seem that perhaps that would have shown a little 
bit different layout, one of the alternatives for development. 
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  That‘s all I have. 
 

Chairman Dibble:   Any other questions of staff?  I want to make a general question, 
one that I asked the applicant.  You made the statement the extensive amount of 
earthwork including substantial cuts and fills will not be compatible with adjoining 
development.  Could I get you to perhaps fine tune that a little bit as far as what 
extensive, substantial and compatible mean in your opinion.   
 

Kathy Portner:  That‘s for you all to decide. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  From your perspective you‘re saying it though? 
 

Kathy Portner:  Yes.  We feel that the amount of cut and fill which it is in our opinion, 
substantial, to get the roads in, to then get access to the lots that are coming off of 
those roads that have 20 or 30 foot cuts and fills that it does become an aesthetic issue 
as well as the potential of future maintenance.  But, I believe that some of the goals and 
policies of the Growth Plan as well as the Redlands Area Plan and the intent of various 
sections of the Code deal with aesthetics.  And that these areas where you have to do 
cuts and fills to get the road at the grade that‘s needed, to get the lots then at a grade 
that can access the road, that gives this property a very different look for the adjoining 
property owners, for those on the public rights-of-ways traveling through there and 
again as Mr. Dorris posed the question, the question is - is that appropriate?  Does that 
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meet the intent of the Code or the Plans that we just meet to minimize areas of cuts 
and fills. And I suggest that aesthetics play a role in that. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Is there any other area of compatibility that might be discussed?  
Drainage you‘re satisfied can be mitigated?   

 

Kathy Portner:  Our engineer has reviewed their plans and feels that they are meeting 
the requirements 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Sewer is still a problem, we realize that. 
 

Kathy Portner:  Yes 
 

Chairman Dibble:  So compatibility any other? 
 

Kathy. Portner:  No, I don‘t believe so. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Ok, thank you very much.  We will now take this under 
consideration for disposition. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  Are you going to let the applicant comment? 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Oh yea the applicant, that‘s right, we want you to comment. 

 

Tom Volkmann:  My name is Tom Volkmann, my address is 255 North 5
th

 Street, right 
across the street.   I‘m here for the applicant to talk about a couple of items before Mr. 
Jones will undoable will come up and speak briefly about some of the engineering 
matters that were brought up.  There are a couple of things I think we need to address 
regarding the history of this property and I really didn‘t anticipate that is was going to 
come up tonight but it has come up umpteen times.  The subject property was platted in 
1955 in the County and that was covered earlier.  The City staff has said and to their 
credit, the told me this a couple years ago, that the City just will not recognize, was the 
term used, this plat.  I guess I‘ll submit to you that this is the plat.  At least it‘s an 8 ½ by 
11 copy of the plat.  And any of you with access to the internet can go on the City‘s GIS 
map on the subdivision and pull up this document.  That‘s where I got it just and hour 
and half ago.  I don‘t say that because I‘m trying to go back to the old plat but I think, I 
say that because it comes in to play in our analysis in the connection to Mr. Foster‘s 
property who spoke earlier.  We can‘t fight the fight for him.  We wouldn‘t fight the fight 
for him.  He certainly wouldn‘t want us to fight the fight for him.  If there is a battle, I 
don‘t know how we can be expected to pick the pony and bet on that one by aligning 
accesses to his property some place that has never been identified.  There are issues 
regarding grading a lot designation on his property that are perhaps different than ours. 
 There are construction aspects on his property.  There are certainly different than ours. 



74 

 All we can say is that the properties that are shown on this plat from 1955, the old 
Energy Center Subdivision, they were platted, they‘ve been taxed and have been sold 
as lots under a County plat.  There are even different ownerships in the mist of it.  So 
we talked about it, the City said we don‘t recognize it.   
 
We don‘t have to decide that tonight, but it‘s significantly more complicated issue than 
we can resolve tonight and I would urge you to consider the difficulties to that scenario 
relative to our prospective development of the property that goes around this.  We‘re 
trying to align an access road with an existing road on a plat that the City says I guess 
we should ignore.  Well it‘s pretty clear from the comment earlier that the owners of that 
property don‘t perceive it to be something to be ignored and Mr. Jones referenced that 
we can through the open space immediately adjacent to the existing road we have, we 
perhaps can work something out.  But for now we are trying to align roads with platted 
roads and until somebody in a black robe tells us we don‘t have to do that, we‘re 
thinking we probably have to do that.  The primary topics I want to discuss and it really 
relates to the standards.   
 

Commissioner Cole:  While you‘re on the subject of pre-platted property, I believe 
what you held up there was the Foster property. 
 

Tom Volkmann:  Actually it‘s the full subdivision, submitted as an exhibit. 

 

Commissioner Cole:  I was just wondering about your property, that you represent.  If 
that is shown on there as it is shown to us here tonight. 
 

Tom Volkmann:  Actually there has been some changes in configuration of the lots 
and in the location of the road.  Mr. Jones can speak to that.  I understand the nature of 
your question, I guess I‘m not really the one that best take off the ways that it has 
changed.  But a quick answer to your question is it is not identical to this, no. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  Ok 
 

Tom Volkmann:  There was a discussion earlier and the staff‘s comments made 
numerous references to goals and policies of the Growth Plan and there was even 
some discussion as to whether or not those were arbitrary or too vague or things of that 
sort.  I submit to you that I‘m not certain that we have to analyze those at all tonight.  
And my reason for saying that is this is the Growth Plan and in the Growth Plan it 
identifies each and every one of the policies and goals.  And the section I‘ve opened 
this to is the implementation section.  The implementation section relative to 20.7, 
20.10, 21.2, the ones that Kathy Portner referenced earlier are all identified under the 
action tools as to be taken care of in the development code.  And through the zoning.  
Ok, so what we need to do is look away from these grossly generalized statements, our 
wish list of minimizing this and that and find out how we have implemented those goals 
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and plans and policies through the Code and all the little fairly cursory references were 
made earlier to 7.2.G Hillside Development in the Development Code, And 7.2 .H in the 
development Code.  This is really where the rubber meets the road.  These are the 
standards under which the City has attempted to minimize development on hillsides, 
slopes and minimize cuts and fill and all of the very generalized soundbites that you 
have in any Growth Plan.   As a matter of necessity, when you sit down as you said and 
you spend that much time trying to touch on every topic when you go to implement it , 
then you write the section 7.2. G‘s and 7.2 .H‘s of the world.  Now if we really look at the 
language in 7.2.G it discusses, by the way to refer to it again is this section on Hillside 
development.  It says that the hillside development standards, and there are arrhythmic 
tables in this section that can actually identify various aspects of development on 
hillsides.  Ironically enough, in 30 degrees plus, or 30 percent plus rather, it says 
minimum lot width and it says development not permitted.  And then under minimum lot 
size it says development not permitted.  But there is a footnote.  When you go down to 
that footnote number, it says development on slopes of greater than 30 percent is not 
permitted unless after review and recommendation by the planning commission and 
approval by the city council it has been determined that appropriate engineering 
measures will be taken to minimize the impact of cuts, fills, erosion and stormwater 
runoff consistent with the purpose of this section.  You really have to focus on that 
language.  It doesn‘t say thou shalt minimize cuts and fills.  It doesn‘t say there‘s not 
way you can do any cuts and fills.  It says you need to apply appropriate engineering 
measures to minimize the impact of those cuts and fills.  I will submit to you that it 
actually assumes cuts and fills.  Then the second section says the developer has taken 
reasonable steps to minimize the amount of hillside cuts and has also taken measures 
to mitigate the aesthetic impact of those cuts through landscaping.   
 
Once again, it‘s not as simple as we have to minimize cuts and fills so we shouldn‘t 
have anybody with any cuts and fills.  As Mr. Dorris mentioned, this kind of property is 
going to have cuts and fills.  I submit to you that you need to dial in on that particular 
language and based upon the discussions that were held and the amount of which 
damage is done and the difficulty that everyone is having trying to come up with a better 
mousetrap here.  That appropriate engineering measures have in fact been taken to try 
and minimizes the impacts of the cuts and fills that are pertinent to this development.  
Mr. Jones spoke about the efforts they‘ll take to mitigate the aesthetic impact of those 
cuts.  He mentioned the three letter building block, whatever that was, I‘m afraid that I 
forgot the letters.  There will be landscaping, there will be terraced walls and things of 
that sort.  Those are significant efforts to mitigate the aesthetic impacts of the cuts and 
the fills.  Now similarly there‘s been a lot of discussion tonight regarding street design 
and whether or not it could be done in a way to minimize, or to greater minimize cuts 
and fills.  Once again in Section 7.2.G, sub section 7 under street design says, 
appropriate engineering measures will be taken to minimize the impacts of cuts, fills 
and erosion.  It‘s the same language.  And the developer has taken reasonable steps, 
not perfect steps, not steps to satisfy staff, not anything of the sort.  The analysis is 
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whether they‘ve taken reasonable steps to try to mitigate the aesthetic impact of these 
things.  Once again acknowledging that cuts and fills are going to happen.   
 
On a similar vein, 7.2.H. relates to the Ridgeline development.  And that doesn‘t say 
that you can‘t build on ridgelines.  I know there is language in the plan, goals and 
policies that would intimate that but we now actually have a Code section that is the 
regulation.  It is actually the land use regulation that tells us how to meet those plans 
and policies.  It says there‘s for all lots platted within the map ridgeline protection area.  
I think there was some discussion earlier that there are four.   (inaudible)  It says 
building, fences and walls shall be set back a minimum of 200 feet from the Ridgeline.  
So paragraph two of that same section.  This setback shall not apply if the applicant 
produces adequate visual representation that a proposed new structure will not be 
visible on the skyline or that mitigation will be provided.  So if you delete the first 
subsection there regarding visibility from the skyline and say that this setback shall not 
apply if the applicant produces adequate visual representation that mitigation will be 
provided.  Now it goes on to list the forms of mitigation that are available.  In an ironic 
twist, they are exactly the list that this applicant submitted to you and was going to apply 
to the four lots that are on the ridgeline development.  He got it from the Code.  So he is 
satisfying that because he is going to mitigate the view of his development from 
Monument Road‘s centerline.   
 
We have to take a peek also at, and this also touches a little bit on something Mr. 
Lowrey, I think if I understood, was identifying earlier in the hearing tonight.  The 
comments are full of some fairly soft references to disfavor by the staff. I would submit 
to you that there is very little in here with any meat on the bone regarding engineering 
standards that these roads fail to meet.  Regarding TEDS manual standards that these 
roads fail to meet.  Regarding any specific Code provision that has any empirical quality 
that this development fails to meet.  Instead there are references to the staff being very 
uncomfortable with this section, what‘s the Foster property that we‘ve been referring to. 
 Very uncomfortable with that.  And the only references there are a vague and I submit 
a baseless reference to increase maintenance costs to the citizens of the city of Grand 
Junction.  There‘s absolutely nothing there.  In fact Mr. Dorris said you need a crystal 
ball or something to that affect, well none of us has one of those.  That‘s why we have 
engineering standards for roads and bridges.  We either meet them or we don‘t.  It‘s a 
wonderfully empirical and mathematic profession.  Nobody has said we don‘t meet 
them.   
 
The one place where we had a intersection slope issue, we got a TEDs exception for.  
And the TEDs exception actually reads that we, let me read the exact language from it, 
it is has other alternatives been considered that would meet the standard.  The 
applicant considered and sketched other conceptual layouts for this development in 
order to accommodate the maximum 12 percent slope requirement.  TEDs, the road 
alignment must follow the existing terrain as much as possible.  Other alignments 
considered did not meet the maximum requirement of 4 percent.  That‘s a 
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recommendation from Tim Moore of the City staff and it is signed by all three members 
of the TEDs committee in approving the TEDs exception for this particular intersection.  
But again I urge you to look for and it‘s a difficult call because the standard isn‘t  - is 
there a better way?  The standard isn‘t - is this the best way?  The standard is - were 
reasonable or appropriate measures employed on an engineering basis to minimize 
these things?  It‘s not a perfect world. Heaven knows that‘s not a perfect piece of 
property but we have to stay true to the standards that are in the Code that specifically 
relate to the hot topics tonight.   
 
I mentioned earlier the access to the enclave property is aligned with the existing cul-
de-sac because we don‘t know what else to do with it.  It‘s impossible.  We can‘t just 
say we‘re going to tie in here if that interferes and buts into the side of one of their 
existing lots and they are going to fight that fight with the City.  It‘s a real (inaudible) 
choice for us be we opted to go with the alignment with the existing road regardless the 
extent in which the City recognizes the existence of that road.  There was a reference to 
a strip of some sort between that road and the enclaved property.  Mr. Jones touched 
on how that all came to pass.  The retaining wall was shown in that point, right in the 
corner of the road just below the Foster property.  And staff‘s comments said we‘re not 
going to maintain that retaining wall so you need to give that to your HOA or something 
and you better put it there for a tract because it‘s not going to be on an individual lot.  
So in an effort to comply with that request it was put in a tract but under that scenario 
Mr. Foster has expressed concern regarding there being a gap between our road and 
his property is a valid one.  What we would propose, I mentioned it very briefly to Jamie 
some time ago, and we certainly don‘t want to represent that we have an agreement on 
it, is that there be a right-of-way that goes all the way to the Foster property of course 
and this retaining wall will actually be within that right-of-way.  That‘s the revocable 
permit that Mr. Jones was referring to and I‘m afraid that‘s my idea.  We would have a 
permit then to maintain our retaining wall even though it‘s within the City‘s right-of-way.  
You folks may have seen such a thing with landscaping within roads rights-of-way and 
things of that sort.  You know, until we use it, you need to maintain it as the adjacent 
property owner.  We‘re fine with that.  But it is not our intention to build some kind of a 
disconnect between that road and the adjacent property.   
 
On the compatibility issue I would suggest that compatibility here is defined by analysis 
such as, we have single family residential at a certain density and the Ridges has 
residential single family density and it‘s pretty close to the same.  We certainly can‘t say 
ours is incompatible with theirs because it would have to be higher.  That wouldn‘t be a 
standard of compatibility that would make any sense.  I think it‘s a bit of a strain to take 
that subdivision subsection regarding compatibility and say that construction related 
work renders the project incompatible.  If we had built ours first would their building of 
their houses be incompatible with us because we would be looking down on their roof 
line.  I don‘t think that‘s what compatible is intended to mean.  I would suggest that we 
may have compatibility issues if we were to go to this multi-family package with 
connected housing up there right above some of these single family homes.  That‘s the 
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beginnings of a fissure for compatibility.  Single family homes above single family 
homes, you know, in adjacent properties.   I just don‘t view that as a compatibility issue. 
 I would ask, and Mr. Lowrey made this reference, earlier to Mr. Jones being able to 
come up to respond to the engineering items that Mr. Dorris mentioned so I will at this 
point unless somebody has some questions for me, I will take my leave but as you 
would extract I urge that you consider this application in forth to the standards that I 
went over with you, not in accordance with grossly generalized goals and policies of the 
plan but actually the Code sections that implement them.  We submit yet again that 
most of the standards applied, this development would be perhaps be in perfect in 
anyone‘s mind.  It meets those standards and should be approved. 

 

Chairman Dibble:  Thank you. 
 

Robert Jones:  I‘ll be brief since it is getting late.  I just wanted to touch on a few points 
provided by Mr. Dorris.  Beginning with the analysis.  The analysis of the road leading 
from the upper section down through the property owned by adjacent developer, Mr. 
Munkres.  I have had the fortune of reviewing some the conceptual layouts of this 
development so I can say, I can talk a little bit what a road coming off of this hill would 
do to this adjacent development.  I say that the adjacent developer has a real question 
about preserving some of his premier lots in this development.  Some of the elevation 
lots that are provided in green on this area of his development.  And so City staff has 
said, give us this option and plan on property that you don‘t own.  We don‘t own this 
adjacent property.  Certainly if we did then maybe things would be different, but we 
don‘t.   
 
The deep sewer was talked about, we have talked about that.  We are working with 
adjacent property owners to eliminate the 40 foot deep sewer.   
 
I think, you know, the statement was made that no site analysis was done on this 
property but certainly maybe it was done internally or part way through the project.  
When you are looking at development, such as this nature, a site analysis was done, a 
fairly detailed one.  And it was discussed with staff, obviously the primary constraint 
with this development is slopes and lots of them.  And so, as an engineer or as planner 
when you look at projects with steep slopes.  Now there‘s a few obvious places where 
roads and homes go and a few obvious places where it doesn‘t.  So I think to say that 
you know the site analysis portion wasn‘t taken into account when the original plan of 
this project was done I think is maybe a little off base but nevertheless an appropriate 
site analysis was completed.   
 
Mr. Davidson talked about staking of all the roads and walking them with City staff 
which was very helpful and City staff had some excellent comments.  And some of 
those comments were incorporated into the design you see before you tonight.  I‘ll talk 
about a few of those specifically.  This cul-de-sac in the design originally went all the 
way up farther into this area.  It was decided that in order to minimize some of the cut 
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and fill in that area to pull the cul-de-sac back and do a small access road here as you 
see.  A number of, a few of the lots were reconfigured due to some of the slopes and 
analysis in that site analysis plan.  Another thing is that you can see on here, these 
magenta lines with the hatch patterns in them represent some significant rock out-
croppings.  I think you‘ll notice with all these with the exception of maybe one or two, 
these rock outcroppings have been preserved.  So I think the site analysis was taken 
into consideration.  The comment was made about the plat and access in previous 
design.  And I‘ll just bring it up, the original design for Energy Center Subdivision 
showed, you may not be able to see this but, this is the Foster property and all these 
lots are in the area of the preliminary plan subdivision in our development.  As you can 
see, this configuration of these lots is not identical to what you see before you but very 
close. The reason it is not identical is because some of the lots were shortened up to 
respect those areas of slopes greater than 30%.  And the access for this and the 
approved County design was actually provided via a signed easement agreement with 
the adjacent property owner and exited on to Bella Pago.  So there was access to this 
development.  I think a, you know, in just summarizing what Mr. Volkmann said, I think 
you‘ll have to agree that when looking about the development Code standards for this 
development, you have to create.  
 

Chairman Dibble:  Any last questions of the applicant? 

  

Robert Jones:  Can I go ahead and submit this plat in as an exhibit into the record 
please?  Thank you for your time. 
 
 
 

COMMISSION DISCUSSION 

Commissioner Lowrey:  I think, in a real short nutshell, Mr. Dorris wrapped it up.  Just 
because it can be built, doesn‘t mean it should be built.  And I kind of think that‘s what 
we‘re looking at here.  And I think the applicant has worked hard to try to fit this into the 
Code as Mr. Volkmann had brought up.  I think part of the mitigation to reduce cuts and 
all that is if you can come up with a better design maybe not the best design, but if you 
can come up with a better design that is mitigation.  If I have a better design, you can 
not have the cuts and I‘m particularly talking about Pinnacle Heights Road as it 
approaches the south side of the Foster property.  If we can come up with a better 
design that eliminates that extreme type of cutting as has been pointed out then I think 
we should do that.  And I think also a site analysis should come first in showing what is 
or isn‘t a better way of doing this so this is a challenging piece of property, but it is a 
beautiful piece of property.  I think development can be done here.   
 
I don‘t have any problem with the density of what‘s being proposed.  It‘s more or less 
the locations of the roadways and the steepness of grades and some of the buildings.  
On at least some of this property, I keep on looking at this map here with the red which 
shows the steepness of the grades and where things are being proposed and 
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(inaudible).  I just think there is a better way to do this project and if we don‘t do it in a 
better way, there‘s going to be tremendous costs to the City in the future, in sewer, and 
road, and maintenance that may not become apparent for a lot more than 3 years 
passed when this project will be built.  Shifting grounds and things like that so I would 
not approve this map.  I think there‘s more work that needs to be done in conjunction 
with the staff and some of staff‘s recommendations need to be built into this plan to 
make it a better plan.  So I would vote not to approve it. 

  

Commissioner Putnam:  I pretty much agree.  I would add that Mr. Volkmann spoke 
very eloquently of reasonable attempts to do the engineering work as required by the 
Code.  Well, the implication there is engineering is an exact science.  I deny that.  It‘s 
an approximation at best.  And it looks to me like what we have here is a situation in 
which one engineer says one thing and the other engineer says the opposite and since 
we are not professionals in that sense, we are not equipped to judge very accurately.  
But it is incumbent on us when there is disagreement like that to send it back to the 
drawing board and wait until there is agreement.  So I can‘t support it.  I would support 
either a postponement of the decision or a denial. 

 

Commissioner Wall:  I‘ll agree.  The biggest question that I have and I have leaned 
both ways this whole night.  I was on one side and I went to the other side but the 
biggest problem I‘ve had, the biggest question all night is the biggest disagreement 
between the two sides.  The two sides really don‘t agree on anything and that‘s what 
surprises me.  A lot of times you‘ll have a 50/50 basis but there‘s really not an 
agreement on anything in my opinion.  So if there‘s not an agreement on anything on 
either side, then apparently something‘s wrong with the plan and it shouldn‘t go through 
until there‘s some consensus of what should really be there.  So with that, I will not 
agree with the plan.   
   

Commissioner Lowrey:  I agree with Mr. Putnam, a continuance may be a viable 
alternative than just a straight denial.  I would agree with that, considering that.   

 

Commissioner Carlow:  I think along those lines.  I don‘t have any problem with the 
basic concept or necessarily the densities or whatever, but there‘s a lot of loose ends 
here - a lot of loose ends.  I‘m nervous about a 40 foot deep sewer.  I‘m nervous about 
the infill kind of piece of property that‘s never been really addressed.  I‘m nervous with 
the magnitude of the cuts they are trying to make and I‘m not saying I agree, I think it 
could be done but I‘m not comfortable with what has been presented tonight.   
 
Commissioner Cole:  Mr. Chairman, as I look at this I‘m kind of in the same position as 
Mr. Wall is.  I‘ve went back and forth all evening.  And if we approve this plan, certainly 
this is not going to meet any requirements for affordable housing out there.  (laughter)   
 It will be quite a costly project to do in the manner that it‘s being proposed.  It seems to 
me that I‘m going to have to agree with my colleagues that there‘s so much 
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disagreement here that it seems to me at least that there‘s a considerable amount of 
challenges that are in this project that perhaps can be resolved in a better way so 
therefore I‘m going to have to.  I‘m not sure that a continuance is even a option since 
this is the plan we have before us.  But I would have to vote to deny the plan and 
actually I‘ve heard good arguments on both side but I just cannot with all the difficulties 
that are here and the challenges with this piece of property, I‘m going to have to deny it. 
  
 

Commissioner Pavelka-Zarkesh:  Mr. Chairman, considering the challenges on the 
site, I would consider, I believe I would vote with my colleagues.  And it‘s either, I think 
we should ask Jamie if it‘s appropriate for a continuance.  But I can‘t vote for it and 
(inaudible) for this subdivision as it stands right now.  
 

Chairman Dibble:  I tried to break this out in my thinking and I vacillated back and forth 
and listened to arguments on both sides of all of these issues. But I tried to pinpoint 
what the issues were.  I think that the first issue that I pinpointed is steep terrain.  
There‘s no question that this is an undulating steep terrain plan.  Mitigation of the 
ridgeline was presented.  I still don‘t think this is going to completely mitigate the 
visibility of those lots.  I don‘t think that just cutting them back and setting them back is 
going to prevent the ridgeline from being altered to the point of a natural look to the 
manmade look.   
 
The third thing is, we can‘t ignore, in my opinion, we can‘t ignore the full intent of our 
Code and our Goals, including that would be the Policies.  I disagree with Mr. Volkmann 
on this.  We have to look at the policies as proportionate and the goals proportionate to 
the overall intent of the Codes and regulations for development and I think they are an 
integral part of it.  So I can‘t, I have to look at those and give them weight.   
 
The fourth thing that, the fourth point was the heavy grading and movement of earth in 
the area.  Even though we can‘t pinpoint a percent or a amount of movement of dirt, 
there‘s going to be a lot of fill, there‘s gong to be a lot of movement of earth around and 
this brings all sorts of problems, it always has in development processes.  I think that 
this particular property probably, have to hedge this, is excessive.  I think we‘re going to 
have to do an awful lot of movement of earth in order to achieve the goals even though 
it might cost a lot of money, that‘s not our consideration.   
 
Anything, I don‘t want to quote Mr. Dorris again, but certainly they‘ve already spent a lot 
of money on this and probably will spend a lot more if it‘s approved but that‘s not a 
consideration.  The fact that they are spending it on movement of stable earth that‘s 
been there and has had weathered the storm, so to speak of the natural forces.  The 
fifth theory of course is the elusive 40-foot hole that we refer to as a sewer.  To me it‘s a 
40-foot hole and I don‘t know that we want to build a sewer that deep.  And I don‘t know 
still what it consists of having gradation.  I think I understand a little bit better, Mr. 
Dorris, but I still wonder how that we‘re not going to allow a lift station or any of those in 
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the area.  We‘ve had a few of those in the past and perhaps they‘re not the answer to 
this area either.  So, when I take a look at this, not to belabor the point, I have to come 
back, is development of this property in it‘s present form and fashion as presented this 
evening, reasonable and prudent that we do this.  And I have to agree with my 
colleagues that perhaps the reasonableness leaves to be desired.  So I‘m going to have 
to also disapprove of this project.  Any other comments?  Ok then I‘ll entertain a motion 
and  

 

Commissioner Putnam:  Before that.  For the record it might be noted that if it is within 
our purview to do, we might continue this to a date uncertain as opposed to direct 
denial because we would save the applicant the trouble and money of starting over.   

 

Commissioner Lowrey:  Yea, I think we ought to explore this. 

 

Chairman Dibble:  What do the rest of you think about that?  I‘m not sure of the 
implications.  Perhaps Kathy you can give us a needle point, or Jamie, a needle point 
discussion on the appropriateness of continuing it as it affects staff and the applicant. 
 

Ms. Kreiling:  Mr. Chairman, rather than actually continuance, if I‘m understanding by 
the comments that have been made by the Commissioners here this evening is that 
you feel that there is additional information that you would need before you could 
determine whether or not all of the criteria have been met for purposes of approving this 
preliminary subdivision plan.  If that is the case, then yes you have the right to remand it 
back to staff and request that that additional information be gathered and be brought 
back at a later date to then make a final determination as to whether the criteria has 
been met.  If you don‘t believe that the information that has been provided here this 
evening has met the criteria, because that is what you have to be looking at is the 
criteria in Section 2.8 and if the information and the evidence presented in your opinion 
does not meet the criteria, then you also still have the option to just deny it.  If you feel it 
does meet the criteria, then you have the option to approve it or approve it with 
conditions.    
 

Commissioner Cole:  Question.  If we were to continue it, I would assume we would 
have to or remand it back to staff.  We would have to tell staff what we desire in order 
to consider it in a different matter. 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  That is preferred so that staff knows what the additional information is 
that you feel you need to meet the criteria is. 

 

Kathy Portner:  Mr. Chairman, if I could further clarify that my assumption is that if it is 
continued that we would not be coming back before you with a new plan.  It would 
essentially be this plan but with just additional information to help you make your 
decisions.  Is that correct? 
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Chairman Dibble:  That‘s my understanding of what we are asking.  

 

Jamie Kreiling:  If you remanded it back for the additional information - that would be 
correct.  But if in finding some of that additional information it‘s determined between the 
applicants and staff that there could be changes made to this plan, it wouldn‘t mean 
that the exact plan that came to you tonight would have to be what comes before you.  
With that additional information if it‘s determined that the plan should be modified to 
some degree, then the modified plan could come back before you. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  And it would be an entirely new plan that we would have to 
reconsider on its merit.   
 

Jamie Kreiling:  It wouldn‘t necessarily be an entirely new plan.  It would be a plan 
based on the additional changes with the additional information. 
 

Commissioner Cole:  But if we deny, they can come back to us.  Is there a time period 
or anything like that that would prevent them from submitting a new plan that perhaps 
addresses some of the concerns the Commission has.   
 

Jamie Kreiling:  That‘s correct.  If it‘s denied then they can always come back with a 
new preliminary subdivision plan for approval.  It‘s just a new process, a new 
application.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Part of this, if we deny it the second part of submission to City 
Council about the private streets would be moot.  Is that correct if we deny it?  If we 
approve it, we make a recommendation to City Council that they approve the private 
street part of it.   
 

Jamie Kreiling:  Correct.  The second motion would be dependent upon whether or not 
you believe that the preliminary subdivision plan would work with the private streets.  So 
if you‘re not going to approve the preliminary subdivision plan, then there isn‘t a reason 
to send the recommendation for private streets forward.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  Right, but the way it‘s worded in our recommended Planning 
Commission motion would be with that included.  We would still consider that or 
perhaps not.  There‘s no subset there so it‘s all one motion unless we put a period 
some place.   
 

Commissioner Lowrey: The assistant City Attorney has said that it doesn‘t seem to 
me a continuance is appropriate because it‘s not additional information, I think, the plan 
needs adjustments.  It‘s not based on additional information.  It needs adjustments 
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based on the staff report and the comments and findings that we‘ve made so I don‘t 
think a continuance fits the situation so. 
 

Commissioner Putnam:  I agree 
 

Chairman Dibble:  I think the only two comments made on continuance were by you 
gentlemen.  So will somebody present a motion that we can vote on. 
  

MOTION:  (Commissioner Wall) “Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the 

Preliminary Subdivision Plan for Pinnacle Ridge, PP-2005-226, finding the 

proposal to be consistent with the Growth Plan and consistent with the purpose 

of Section 2.8 and Section 2.8.B.2 of the Zoning and Development Code and 

subject to the City Council approving the private streets and vehicular routes 

traversing greater than 30% slopes and the acquisition of necessary right-of-way 

for access to Mariposa Drive.” 
 

Chairman Dibble:  Do I hear a second 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  Mr. Chairman, if I may interrupt for a moment.  If I was understanding 
correctly when they were talking about their plan and the plan approval that it would 
include a need for a revocable permit for a wall that is going to be along that area for 
the right-of-way access to the adjacent property.  And if I understood correctly we were 
talking about an 8 to 12 foot wall which would qualify as a structure and Ms. Portner 
may be able to help us here, but I believe that is a revocable permit that will have to be 
approved by City Council in which case that I believe it is also an additional condition of 
your motion that that revocable permit will have to be approved by City Council 
 

Chairman Dibble:  We also considered the condition of the plan for the sewer 
situation.  

 

Commissioner Lowrey:  I suggest we deal with what the revocable permit and the 
things in a separate motion if the first motion is approved.  But it seems highly unlikely 
in view of what everybody said that the first motion is going to be approved, therefore 
we won‘t have to deal it all.  So let‘s do it in. . . 

 

Jamie Kreiling:  Well I understand that the first motion may not be approved but if it 
does get approved, you haven‘t conditioned it upon  
 

Commissioner Lowrey:  then we can make further motions for our conditions. 
 

Jamie Kreiling:  But the original approval has to include the conditions. 
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Chairman Dibble:  That‘s what we had talked about.  We have not included, I think we 
did come, kind of thinking that we didn‘t.  That had to be taken care of probably at the 
final plat approval.  It has to be done anyway.  Mr. Dorris maybe you can, that‘ll have to 
be taken care of. 

 

Rick Dorris:  Maybe I can clarify it.  The plan that is before you tonight has that wall in 
a separate tract dedicated to the HOA.  It is not in public right-of-way.  It does not need 
a revocable permit.  It was discussed tonight but it is not in public-in-way. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  The sewer thing would have to be taken care of anyway through the 
final plat. 
 

Rick Dorris:  That‘s correct. 
 

Chairman Dibble:  So regardless of whether we put it in as a condition or not, it will still 
have to be approved at the final plat. 
 

Rick Dorris:  That‘s correct. 

 

Chairman Dibble:  Ok, so let‘s leave them both out.  Is that fair enough.  So we have a 
motion and a second.  Did I hear a second on that? 

 

Commissioner Lowrey:  I seconded it, yes.   
 

Chairman Dibble:  All in favor signify by saying aye. (no response)  All oppose same 
sign (all said aye).  Motion is not approved by 7-0.   Thank you very much.  Is there any 
other public input that the public would like to come and talk with us before we close 
this evening.  Thank you all for being patient.  We are adjourned.   
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:37 p.m. 
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A COMPLETE COPY OF FILE #2005-226, 

PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAN FOR 

PINNACLE RIDGE, IS AVAILABLE FOR 

REVIEW IN THE OFFICE OF 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, THE CITY 

CLERK’S OFFICE AND THE CITY 

COUNCIL OFFICE 



 

   

 

 

Attach 15 
Public Hearing – Baldwin Annexation and Zoning, Located at 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 
and 50 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Baldwin Annexation and Zoning, located at 2102 and 2108 
Highway 6 and 50 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 24, 2006 File #ANX-2006-182 

Author Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Presenter Name Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  Consent X 
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary: Request to annex and zone 3.19 acres, located at 2102 and 2108 Highway 
6 and 50, to I-1 (Light Industrial).  The Baldwin Annexation consists of two parcels. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt Resolution accepting the petition for the 
Baldwin Annexation and hold a public hearing and consider final passage of the 
annexation ordinance and zoning ordinance. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 

 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation - Location Map / Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map / Zoning Map  
4. Acceptance Resolution 
5. Annexation Ordinance  
6. Zoning Ordinance  
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STAFF REPORT/BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50 

Applicants:  Mars, LLC – Samuel Baldwin 

Existing Land Use: Residential and Commercial 

Proposed Land Use: Commercial / Industrial 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Residential / Lake 

East Auto Sales – Commercial 

West Commercial / Industrial 

Existing Zoning:   RSF-R 

Proposed Zoning:   I-1 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North County AFT 

South County AFT 

East County RSF-R 

West County PUD (Commercial) 

Growth Plan Designation: Commercial / Industrial 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 3.19 acres of land and is comprised of two 

parcels. The property owners have requested annexation into the City to allow for 
development of the property.  Under the 1998 Persigo Agreement all proposed 
development within the Persigo Wastewater Treatment boundary requires annexation 
and processing in the City. 

This annexation was continued from the September 6, 2006 hearing until the 
November 1, 2006 hearing due to a boundary dispute with the property to the North.  
The boundary issue has now been resolved and is ready to proceed with the 
annexation and zoning of the properties. 
 It is staff‘s professional opinion, based on review of the petition and knowledge of 
applicable state law, including the Municipal Annexation Act Pursuant to C.R.S. 31-12-
104, that the Baldwin Annexation is eligible to be annexed because of compliance with 
the following: 
 a)  A proper petition has been signed by more than 50% of the owners and 

more than 50% of the property described; 
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 b)  Not less than one-sixth of the perimeter of the area to be annexed is 
contiguous with the existing City limits; 

 c)  A community of interest exists between the area to be annexed and the 
City.  This is so in part because the Central Grand Valley is essentially a single 
demographic and economic unit and occupants of the area can be expected to, 
and regularly do, use City streets, parks and other urban facilities; 

 d)  The area is or will be urbanized in the near future; 
 e)  The area is capable of being integrated with the City; 
 f)   No land held in identical ownership is being divided by the proposed 

annexation; 
 g)  No land held in identical ownership comprising 20 contiguous acres or more 

with an assessed valuation of $200,000 or more for tax purposes is included 
without the owners consent. 

 
The following annexation and zoning schedule is being proposed. 
 

ANNEXATION SCHEDULE 

August 2, 2006 
Referral of Petition (30 Day Notice), Introduction Of A Proposed 
Ordinance, Exercising Land Use  

August 8, 2006 Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

August 16, 2006 Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

November 1, 2006 
Acceptance of Petition  and Public Hearing on Annexation and 
Zoning by City Council 

December 3, 2006 Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 
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BALDWIN ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: ANX-2006-182 

Location:  2102 and 2108 Highway 6 and 50 

Tax ID Number:  2697-362-00-011 and 012 

Parcels:  2 

Estimated Population: 2 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 2 

# of Dwelling Units:    1 

Acres land annexed:     3.19 

Developable Acres Remaining: 2.875 

Right-of-way in Annexation: .315 ac (13,729 sq ft) 

Previous County Zoning:   RSF-R 

Proposed City Zoning: I-1 

Current Land Use: Residential / Commercial 

Future Land Use: Commercial / Industrial 

Values: 
Assessed: $19,130 

Actual: $167,460 

Address Ranges: 
2102 thru 2108 Highway 6 and 50 (even 
only) 

Special Districts: 

Water: Ute 

Sewer: City of Grand Junction 

Fire:   Grand Junction Rural 

Irrigation/Drainage: 
Grand Junction Drainage 
Grand Valley Irrigation 

School: District 51 

 
 

Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the I-1 district is consistent 
with the Growth Plan designation of Commercial / Industrial.  The existing County 
zoning is RSF-R.  Section 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code states that the 
zoning of an annexation area shall be consistent with either the Growth Plan or the 
existing County zoning.  
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In order for the zoning to occur, the following questions must be answered and a finding 
of consistency with the Zoning and Development Code must be made per Section 
2.6.A.3, 4 and 5 as follows: 
 

 The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood, conforms to and 
furthers the goals and policies of the growth Plan and other adopted plans and 
policies, the requirements of this Code, and other City regulations. 
 
Response:  The proposed zone is compatible with the neighborhood in that the 
uses of the majority of the properties in this area along Highway 6 and 50 are of 
a commercial or industrial nature.   
 
The proposed zoning is consistent with the goals and polices of the Growth Plan, 
the requirements of the Zoning and Development Code and other City 
regulations and guidelines. 
 

 Adequate public facilities and services are available or will be made available 
concurrent with the projected impacts of development allowed by the proposed 
zoning; 
 
Response:  Adequate public facilities are available or will be supplied at the time 
of further development of the property. 
 

 The supply of comparably zoned land in the surrounding area is inadequate to 
accommodate the community‘s needs; and 

 
Response:  The surrounding uses along Highway 6 and 50 are of a commercial 
and industrial nature although most of these properties are still in the County with 
a zoning of RSF-R.  Therefore, the supply of comparably zoned land in the 
surrounding area is inadequate to accommodate the community‘s needs. 
 

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

e. C-2 
f. I-O 
g. M-U 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:   
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The Planning Commission recommended approval of the requested zone of annexation 
to the City Council, finding the zoning to the I-1 district to be consistent with the Growth 
Plan and Sections 2.6 and 2.14 of the Zoning and Development Code.  
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Site Location Map 

Figure 1 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION ACCEPTING A  

 PETITION FOR ANNEXATION, MAKING CERTAIN 

FINDINGS, DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE 

 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #1 AND #2 

 

LOCATED AT 2102 AND 2108 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 AND A PORTION OF THE  

HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 RIGHT OF WAY 
 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 

 

  
 WHEREAS, on the 2

nd
 day of August, 2006, a petition was submitted to the City 

Council of the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, for annexation to said City of the 
following property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described as follows: 
 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #1 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of said Section 36 a distance of 214.15 feet to a point on the 
Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6& 50; thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of 
way a distance of 1007.94 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, continue S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way, a distance of 577.70 feet to 
the Southeast corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 2008, Page 
635, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being a point on the West line 
of Haremza Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along said West line a distance of 301.77 feet to a point on the South line 
of said Haremza Annexation; thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence 
N00°04‘21‖E along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with said West line a distance 
of 299.08 feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with 
said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 
5.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 0.10 acres (4,382 square feet), more or less, as described. 
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BALDWIN ANNEXATION #2 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of the NW 1/4 said Section 36 a distance of 100.05 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4025, Page 675, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being the Point of Beginning; 
thence from said Point of Beginning S56°41‘20‖E a distance of 230.86 feet to the 
Northeast corner of said parcel; thence N00°07‘20‖W a distance of 16.00 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4009, Page 294, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S89°59‘23‖E along the North line of 
said parcel a distance of 171.08 feet; thence S00°00‘39‖E a distance of 8.28 feet; 
thence S89°52‘39‖E along that certain agreed upon line per Boundary Line Agreement 
recorded in Book 4259, Page 22, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado a distance 
of 228.94 feet; thence S00°07‘20‖E a distance of 385.82 feet to the Southeast corner of 
said parcel and also being a point on the Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6 & 50; 
thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way a distance of 296.38 feet; thence 
S33°21‘40‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence S56°38‘20‖E along a line 5.00 feet South 
of and parallel with said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with the West line of Haremza 
Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654 a distance of 299.08 feet; 
thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence N00°04‘21‖E a distance of 296.38 
feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with said North 
right of way a distance of 577.30 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 5.00 feet to a 
point on a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with said North right of way; thence 
N56°38‘20‖W along said parallel line a distance of 999.69 feet to the West line of the 
NW 1/4 of said Section 36; thence N00°17‘30‖E along said West line of the NW 1/4 of 
said Section 36, a distance of 120.07 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 3.09 acres (134,708 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 1

st
 

day of November, 2006; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Council has found and determined and does hereby find and 
determine that said petition is in substantial compliance with statutory requirements 
therefore, that one-sixth of the perimeter of the area proposed to be annexed is 
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contiguous with the City; that a community of interest exists between the territory and the 
City; that the territory proposed to be annexed is urban or will be urbanized in the near 
future; that the said territory is integrated or is capable of being integrated with said City; 
that no land held in identical ownership has been divided without the consent of the 
landowner; that no land held in identical ownership comprising more than twenty acres 
which, together with the buildings and improvements thereon, has an assessed valuation 
in excess of two hundred thousand dollars is included without the landowner‘s consent; 
and that no election is required under the Municipal Annexation Act of 1965. 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION THAT; 
 
 The said territory is eligible for annexation to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado, 
and should be so annexed by Ordinance. 
 

 ADOPTED this   day of   , 2006. 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
      _________________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
_____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #1 

APPROXIMATELY .10 ACRES 

LOCATED AT 2102 AND 2108 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 

 
 

WITHIN THE HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 RIGHT OF WAY 

 
  

 WHEREAS, on the 2
nd

 day of August, 2006, the City Council of the City of Grand 
Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described territory to the 
City of Grand Junction; and 
 

 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 1
st
 

day of November, 2006; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory should 
be annexed; 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
 That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #1 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of said Section 36 a distance of 214.15 feet to a point on the 
Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6& 50; thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of 



14 

way a distance of 1007.94 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, continue S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way, a distance of 577.70 feet to 
the Southeast corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 2008, Page 
635, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being a point on the West line 
of Haremza Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along said West line a distance of 301.77 feet to a point on the South line 
of said Haremza Annexation; thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence 
N00°04‘21‖E along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with said West line a distance 
of 299.08 feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with 
said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 
5.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 0.10 acres (4,382 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 

 

 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 
 

 INTRODUCED on first reading on the 2
nd

 day of August, 2006 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED this   day of   , 2006. 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
      ____________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ANNEXING TERRITORY TO THE 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #2 

 

APPROXIMATELY 3.09 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 2102 AND 2108 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 AND A PORTION OF THE  

HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 RIGHT OF WAY 

 
  

 WHEREAS, on the 2
nd

 day of August, 2006, the City Council of the City of Grand 
Junction considered a petition for the annexation of the following described territory to the 
City of Grand Junction; and 
 

 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 1
st
 

day of November, 2006; and 
 

 WHEREAS, the City Council determined that said territory was eligible for 
annexation and that no election was necessary to determine whether such territory should 
be annexed; 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 

OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO: 
 
 That the property situate in Mesa County, Colorado, and described to wit: 
 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION #2 
 

A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of the NW 1/4 said Section 36 a distance of 100.05 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4025, Page 675, 
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Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being the Point of Beginning; 
thence from said Point of Beginning S56°41‘20‖E a distance of 230.86 feet to the 
Northeast corner of said parcel; thence N00°07‘20‖W a distance of 16.00 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4009, Page 294, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S89°59‘23‖E along the North line of 
said parcel a distance of 171.08 feet; thence S00°00‘39‖E a distance of 8.28 feet; 
thence S89°52‘39‖E along that certain agreed upon line per Boundary Line Agreement 
recorded in Book 4259, Page 22, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado a distance 
of 228.94 feet; thence S00°07‘20‖E a distance of 385.82 feet to the Southeast corner of 
said parcel and also being a point on the Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6 & 50; 
thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way a distance of 296.38 feet; thence 
S33°21‘40‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence S56°38‘20‖E along a line 5.00 feet South 
of and parallel with said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with the West line of Haremza 
Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654 a distance of 299.08 feet; 
thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence N00°04‘21‖E a distance of 296.38 
feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with said North 
right of way a distance of 577.30 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 5.00 feet to a 
point on a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with said North right of way; thence 
N56°38‘20‖W along said parallel line a distance of 999.69 feet to the West line of the 
NW 1/4 of said Section 36; thence N00°17‘30‖E along said West line of the NW 1/4 of 
said Section 36, a distance of 120.07 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 3.09 acres (134,708 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Be and is hereby annexed to the City of Grand Junction, Colorado. 
 

 INTRODUCED on first reading on the 2
nd

 day of August, 2006 and ordered 
published. 
 

 ADOPTED this   day of   , 2006. 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
      ____________________________ 
      President of the Council 
 
 
___________________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE BALDWIN ANNEXATION TO 

I-1, (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL) 
 

LOCATED AT 2102 AND 2108 HIGHWAY 6 AND 50 
Recitals 
 After public notice and public hearing as required by the Grand Junction Zoning 
and Development Code, the Grand Junction Planning Commission recommended 
approval of zoning the Baldwin Annexation to the I-1 zone district finding that it 
conforms with the recommended land use category as shown on the future land use 
map of the Growth Plan and the Growth Plan‘s goals and policies and is generally 
compatible with land uses located in the surrounding area.  The zone district meets the 
criteria found in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and Development Code. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the I-1 zone district is in conformance with the stated criteria of 
Section 2.6 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 be zoned I-1, (Light Industrial). 
 

BALDWIN ANNEXATION 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of said Section 36 a distance of 214.15 feet to a point on the 
Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6& 50; thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of 
way a distance of 1007.94 feet to the Point of Beginning; thence from said Point of 
Beginning, continue S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way, a distance of 577.70 feet to 
the Southeast corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 2008, Page 
635, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being a point on the West line 
of Haremza Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along said West line a distance of 301.77 feet to a point on the South line 
of said Haremza Annexation; thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence 
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N00°04‘21‖E along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with said West line a distance 
of 299.08 feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with 
said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 
5.00 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 0.10 acres (4,382 square feet), more or less, as described. 

And also 
A certain parcel of land lying in the Northwest Quarter (NW 1/4) of Section 36, 
Township 1 North, Range 2 West of the Ute Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State 
of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northwest corner of said Section 36 and assuming the West line 
of the NW 1/4 of said Section 36 bears S00°17‘30‖W with all other bearings contained 
herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of Commencement S00°17‘30‖W 
along the West line of the NW 1/4 said Section 36 a distance of 100.05 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4025, Page 675, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado and also being the Point of Beginning; 
thence from said Point of Beginning S56°41‘20‖E a distance of 230.86 feet to the 
Northeast corner of said parcel; thence N00°07‘20‖W a distance of 16.00 feet to the 
Northwest corner of that certain parcel of land as described in Book 4009, Page 294, 
Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence S89°59‘23‖E along the North line of 
said parcel a distance of 171.08 feet; thence S00°00‘39‖E a distance of 8.28 feet; 
thence S89°52‘39‖E along that certain agreed upon line per Boundary Line Agreement 
recorded in Book 4259, Page 22, Public Records of Mesa County, Colorado a distance 
of 228.94 feet; thence S00°07‘20‖E a distance of 385.82 feet to the Southeast corner of 
said parcel and also being a point on the Northerly right of way of U.S. Highway 6 & 50; 
thence S56°38‘20‖E along said right of way a distance of 296.38 feet; thence 
S33°21‘40‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence S56°38‘20‖E along a line 5.00 feet South 
of and parallel with said North right of way a distance of 575.00 feet; thence 
S00°04‘21‖W along a line 5.00 feet West of and parallel with the West line of Haremza 
Annexation, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3654 a distance of 299.08 feet; 
thence N89°55‘39‖W a distance of 5.00 feet; thence N00°04‘21‖E a distance of 296.38 
feet; thence N56°38‘20‖W along a line 10.00 feet South of and parallel with said North 
right of way a distance of 577.30 feet; thence N33°21‘40‖E a distance of 5.00 feet to a 
point on a line 5.00 feet South of and parallel with said North right of way; thence 
N56°38‘20‖W along said parallel line a distance of 999.69 feet to the West line of the 
NW 1/4 of said Section 36; thence N00°17‘30‖E along said West line of the NW 1/4 of 
said Section 36, a distance of 120.07 feet, more or less, to the Point of Beginning.  
 
Said parcel contains 3.09 acres (134,708 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
Introduced on first reading on the 2

nd
 day of August, 2006 and ordered published. 

 
ADOPTED on second reading this   day of   , 2006. 
 
ATTEST: 
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 ________________________________ 
       President of the Council 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 



 

   

 

 

Attach 16 
Public Hearing – Thunderbrook Estates Growth Plan Amendment, Located at 3061 ½ F 
½ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Thunderbrook Estates Growth Plan Amendment - Located at 
3061 ½ F ½ Road 

Meeting Date November 1, 2006 

Date Prepared October 20, 2006 File #GPA-2006-238 

Author Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Presenter Name Faye Hall Associate Planner 

Report results back 

to Council 
X No  Yes When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  Consent X 
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to amend the Growth Plan, to change the Future Land Use 
Designation from Public to Residential Medium Low for one parcel consisting of 
approximately 11.06 acres. 
 
 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Hold a public hearing and consider adoption of 
a resolution amending the Growth Plan.   
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Location Map; Aerial Photo 
3. Growth Plan Map; Zoning Map  
4. Resolution   
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION        MEETING DATE: November 1, 2006 
CITY COUNCIL            STAFF PRESENTATION: Faye Hall 

 
AGENDA TOPIC: GPA-2006-238, Thunderbrook Estates Growth Plan Amendment 
 
ACTION REQUESTED:  Consideration of a request to amend the Growth Plan, to 
change the Future Land Use Designation from Public to Residential Medium Low. 
 
  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 3061 ½ F ½ Road 

Applicants:  
Owner:  Gary Rinderle 
Representative:  Rhino Engineering – Janet 
Carter 

Existing Land Use: Vacant 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North 
Public - Thunder Mountain Elementary 
School 

South Residential Medium Low (2-4 units per acre) 

East Residential Medium Low 

West Residential Medium Low 

Existing Zoning:   
County RSF-R (Residential Single Family 
Rural, 1 unit per 5 acres) 

Proposed Zoning:   
City RSF-4 (Residential Single Family, 4 
units per acre) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North County RSF-R 

South County RSF-4 & City RSF-4 

East City RSF-4 

West County PUD 

Growth Plan Designation: Public 

Zoning within density range?   NA  Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A request for a Growth Plan Amendment to change the 
Future Land Use designation from Public to Residential Medium Low for one parcel 
consisting of approximately 11.06 acres. 
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RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
1. Background 
 
This 11.06 acre property was originally a part of the Thunder Mountain Elementary 
School site.  The back 11.06 acres was subdivided from the rest of the school site and 
sold to Gary Rinderle.  Since this property was a part of the school it had a Growth Plan 
designation of Public.  Now that the parcel is under private ownership and not owned by 
the school district the Public designation is no longer needed.  In order to develop this 
parcel a designation of Residential Medium Low is being requested, which is what the 
surrounding Growth Plan designations are. 
 
2. Section 2.5.C of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
The Growth Plan can be amended if the City finds that the proposed amendment is 
consistent with the purpose and intent of the Plan and it meets the following criteria: 
 

f. There was an error such that then existing facts, projects or trends (that were 
reasonably foreseeable) were not accounted for; or 

 
This parcel was originally owned by the school district and was subdivided and 
sold to a private owner.  Therefore, the Public designation is no longer 
applicable. 

 
g. Subsequent events have invalidated the original premises and findings; 

 
This parcel was originally owned by the school district and was subdivided and 
sold to a private owner.  Therefore, the Public designation is no longer 
applicable. 

 
h. The character and/or condition of the area have changed enough that the 

amendment is acceptable and such changes were not anticipated and are 
not consistent with the plan; 

 
The character of this area is changing in that more residential development is 
occurring.  Since this parcel was subdivided off from the school district property 
the Public land use designation is no longer applicable.  In order for more 
residential development to occur the Growth Plan needs to change to Residential 
Medium Low to be consistent with the surrounding land uses. 

 
i. The change is consistent with the goals and policies of the plan, including 

applicable special area, neighborhood and corridor plans; 
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The proposed change from Public to Residential Medium Low is making this 
property consistent with the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 

 
j. Public and community facilities are adequate to serve the type and scope of 

the land use proposed; 
 

The school district subdivided off the back 11.06 acres of the Thunder Mountain 
Elementary School site to allow for more residential development in the area.  
The existing school is on the remaining 9.6 acres which is adequate to support 
the facility.  

 
k. 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 

 
This area has been seeing more residential development in the past few years 
and is a desirable place to live.  This 11.06 acre parcel does anticipate future 
residential development at a density not to exceed 4 units per acre. 

 
l. The community or area, as defined by the presiding body, will derive benefits 

from the proposed amendment. 
 

Since this parcel has been subdivided from the school district site the community 
would benefit from the change of Public to Residential Medium Low in that it 
would allow the property to develop a residential subdivision which will provide 
more housing in a growing urban area. 

 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS 
 
After reviewing the Thunderbrook Estates application, GPA-2006-238 for a Growth Plan 
Amendment, staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

12. The proposed amendment is consistent with the purpose and intent of the 
Plan. 

 
13. The review criteria in Section 2.5.C of the Zoning and Development Code 

have all been met.  
 

14. Since the property is no longer owned by a public entity the Public 
designation is not applicable. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the requested Growth Plan Amendment, GPA-2006-238, 
to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed above. 
 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
At the October 24, 2006 hearing, the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the Growth Plan Amendment. 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Vicinity Map / Aerial Photo 
Zoning Map / Growth Plan Map 
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Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Existing City and County Zoning 

Figure 4 
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NOTE:  Mesa County is currently in the process of updating their zoning map. Please contact Mesa County 

directly to determine parcels and the zoning thereof." 
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Residential Low 
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F ½ Road 

County Zoning 
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RSF-R 
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RSF-4 

Residential 
Medium 
Low 2-4 
du/ac 

RSF-4 

RSF-R 

County Zoning 

RSF-4 

County Zoning 

PUD County Zoning 

RSF-R 

County Zoning 
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 CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO.  
 

A RESOLUTION AMENDING THE GROWTH PLAN OF THE CITY OF GRAND 
JUNCTION TO DESIGNATE APPROXIMATELY 11.06 ACRES, LOCATED AT 3061 ½ 

F ½ ROAD, FROM PUBLIC TO RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM LOW 
 

Recitals: 
 
 A request for a Growth Plan Amendment has been submitted in accordance with 
the Zoning and Development Code.  The applicant has requested that approximately 
11.06 acres, located at 3061 ½ F ½ Road be redesignated from Public to Residential 
Medium Low on the Future Land Use Map.   
 
 In a public hearing, the City Council reviewed the request for the proposed 
Growth Plan Amendment and determined that it satisfied the criteria as set forth and 
established in Section 2.5.C of the Zoning and Development Code and the proposed 
amendment is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Growth Plan. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND JUNCTION THAT THE AREA DESCRIBED BELOW IS REDESIGNATED 
FROM PUBLIC TO RESIDENTIAL MEDIUM LOW ON THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP. 
 

 
 A parcel of ground situated in the SE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4 and that part of the West 7.5 
acres of the E1/2 SW1/4 SE1/4 of Section 4, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the 
Ute Meridian being described as follows:  Beginning at the SW corner of the SE1/4 
NW1/4 SE1/4 of Section 4, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian and 
considering the South line of the NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4 to bear North 
89°55‘59‖ West with all other bearings contained herein to be relative thereto; thence 
North 00°11‘54‖ West 658.45 feet to the NW corner of the SE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4 of said 
Section 4; thence South 89°58‘36‖ East 660.67 feet to the NE Corner of the SE1/4 
NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4; thence South 00°14‘53‖ East 658.98 feet to the SE 
corner of the SE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4; thence along the South line of the 
SE1/4 NW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4, North 89°55‘59‖ West 412.85 feet to the East 
line of the West 7.5 acres of the E1/2 SW1/4 SE1/4 of said Section 4; thence along 
said East line, South 00°08‘54‖ East 216.87 feet to the centerline of an 8 foot wide 
concrete line ―Price Ditch‖ as described in Book 1959 at Pages 973 / 979; thence along 
said centerline the following three courses: 

(1) North 77°10‘53‖ West 56.75 feet; 
(2) 141.09 feet along a curve turning to the left with a radius of 5729.58 feet and a 

chord that bears North 77°53‘12‖ West 141.09 feet; 



9 

(3) North 78°35‘32‖ West 56.37 feet to the West line of the E1/2 SW1/4 SE1/4 of 
said Section 4; thence along said West line North 00°08‘39‖ West 163.84 feet 
to the Pont of Beginning. 

 
The above parcel, as described, contains 11.06 acres, more or less. 
 
 

 
PASSED on this ________day of ___________________, 2006. 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ ___________________________ 
City Clerk     President of Council 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
    
 
 
 
 

 
   

 
 


