
 

 

 

 

 

   

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

CITY HALL AUDITORIUM, 250 NORTH 5TH STREET 
 

WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 1, 2007, 7:00 P.M. 
 
 
 

Call to Order   Pledge of Allegiance 
Invocation – Retired Pastor Mark Harris, New Horizon Four 
Square Church 

 

Certificates of Appointments 
 
To the Commission on Arts and Culture 
 
To the Avalon Theatre Advisory Committee  
 
To the Airport Authority 
 

Citizen Comments 

 

 

* * * CONSENT CALENDAR * * *® 

 
 

1. City Manager’s Contract                                                                             Attach 1 
 
 ®Action:  Approve the Contract with the City Manager 
 
 Staff presentation: John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

*** 2. Oaths of Office for Members of Various City Boards, Committees, and 

Commissions               Attach 4 
 

In order to clarify the role and responsibility of City appointed board, committee 
and commission members, the City Council has determined that those members 
should swear or affirm that they will fully, faithfully and lawfully perform the duties 
of the board, committee or commission and that they will strive to serve the public 

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

http://www.gjcity.org/
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and to protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of the City of Grand 
Junction. 

 
Resolution No. 117-07 – A Resolution Adopting a Policy Whereby Members of City 
Boards and Commissions Accept an Oath of Office and Adopting the Form of the 
Oath 
 

 ®Action:  Adopt Resolution No. 117-07 
 
 Staff presentation:  John Shaver, City Attorney 
 

* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

 

* * * ITEMS NEEDING INDIVIDUAL CONSIDERATION * * * 
 

3. Public Hearing - Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation and Zoning, Located at 

3139 D ½ Road [File #PP-2006-214]                                 Attach 2  
 
 Request to annex 5.03 acres, located at 3139 D ½ Road.  The Mesa Ayr 

Subdivision Annexation consists of one parcel. 
 

 a. Accepting Petition 
 
 Resolution No. 116-07 – A Resolution Accepting a Petition for Annexation, Making 

Certain Findings, Determining that Property Known as the Mesa Ayr Subdivision 
Annexation, Located at 3139 D ½ Road 

 

 b. Annexation Ordinance 
 
 Ordinance No. 4107 - An Ordinance Annexing Territory to the City of Grand 

Junction, Colorado, Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation, Approximately 5.03 Acres, 
Located at 3139 D ½ Road 

 

c. Zoning Ordinance 
 

Ordinance No. 4108 - An Ordinance Zoning Mesa Ayr Annexation to R-5, Located 
at 3139 D ½ Road   
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 ®Action: Adopt Resolution No. 116-07 and Hold a Public Hearing and Consider 
Final Passage and Publication of Ordnance Nos. 4107 and 4108 

 
 Staff presentation: Lisa Cox, Planning Manager 
 

4. Public Hearing – Zoning the Fletcher Annexation, Located ½ Mile West of  

 Monument Road on South Camp Road [File #ANX-2006-108]                Attach 3 
 

Request to zone 139 acre Fletcher Annexation, on South Camp Road ½ mile west 
of Monument Road, Planned Development 1.12 dwelling units per acre. 

 
 Ordinance No. 4109 - An Ordinance Zoning the Fletcher Annexation to Planned 

Development 1.12 (PD), Located Approximately ½ Mile West of Monument Road 
on the North Side of South Camp Road 

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

Ordnance No. 4109  
 
 Staff presentation: Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 
 

5. Non-Scheduled Citizens & Visitors 
 

6. Other Business 
 

7. Adjournment 



 

 

Attach 1 
City Managers Contract 
 

City Manager’s Contract 

 

 
 

Documentation will be provided on Wednesday. 



 

 

Attach 2 
Public Hearing – Mesa Ayr Subdivision and Zoning, Located at 3139 D ½ Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation and Zoning - Located at 
3139 D ½ Road 

Meeting Date August 1, 2007 

Date Prepared July 26, 2007 File #PP-2006-214 

Author Ken Kovalchik Senior Planner 

Presenter Name Lisa Cox Planning Manager 

Report results back 

to Council 
 Yes  X No When  

Citizen Presentation   Yes X  No Name  

 Workshop   X Formal Agenda  Consent X 
Individual 

Consideration 

 

Summary:  Request to annex 5.03 acres and zone to R-5 (Residential 5du/ac), located 
at 3139 D ½ Road.  The Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation consists of one parcel. 

 

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt a Resolution accepting the petition for 
the Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation and hold a public hearing and consider final 

passage of the annexation ordinance and the zoning ordinance. 
 

Background Information:  See attached Staff Report/Background Information 
 

Attachments:   
1. Staff report/Background information 
2. Annexation / Site Location Map; Aerial Photo Map 
3. Future Land Use Map; Existing City and County Zoning Map  
4. Resolution Accepting Petition 
5. Annexation Ordinance  
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STAFF REPORT / BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: 3139 D ½ Road 

Applicants:  
3P Development, LLC, - Owner 
River City Consultants, Inc. - Representative 

Existing Land Use: Single-family residential 

Proposed Land Use: Residential 

Surrounding Land 

Use: 

 

North Residential 

South Residential 

East Residential 

West Residential 

Existing Zoning: RSF-R (County) 

Proposed Zoning: R-5 (City) 

Surrounding 

Zoning: 

 

North R-5 and R-8 (City) 

South RMF-5 (County) 

East PUD and RSF-R (County) 

West PUD (County) 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Medium 

Zoning within density range? X Yes  No 

 
Staff Analysis: 
 

ANNEXATION:   
This annexation area consists of 5.03 acres of land and is comprised of one 

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 
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Mesa Ayr Subdiivsion 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 

June 20, 
2007 

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

June 26, 
2007 or 

July 10, 2007 
Planning Commission considers Zone of Annexation 

July 18, 2007 Introduction Of A Proposed Ordinance on Zoning by City Council 

August 1, 
2007 

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

September 2, 
2007 

Effective date of Annexation and Zoning 
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MESA AYR SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION SUMMARY 

File Number: PP-2006-214 

Location:  3139 D ½ Road 

Tax ID Number:  2943-153-00-062 

Parcels:  1 

Estimated Population: 0 

# of Parcels (owner occupied): 0 - 19 

# of Dwelling Units:    15 - 19 

Acres land annexed:     5.03 

Developable Acres Remaining: 5.03 

Right-of-way in Annexation: D ½ Road and D ¼ Road 

Previous County Zoning:   RSF-R 

Proposed City Zoning: R-5  

Current Land Use: Residential/Agriculture 

Future Land Use: Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac) 

Values: 
Assessed: $19,260 

Actual: $241,990 

Address Ranges: 3139 D ½ Road 

Special Districts:  

  

Water: Clifton Water 

Sewer: Central Grand Valley Sanitation District 

Fire:   Clifton Fire 

Irrigation/ 

Drainage: 
Grand Junction 

School: District 51 

Pest: 
Upper Grand Valley Pest & Grand River 
Mosquito 

 

ZONING:   
 
The 5.03 acre Mesa Ayr Annexation consists of one parcel located at 3139 D ½ Road.  
The property owners have requested the R-5 zone district to allow for development of 
the property.   
 
Consistency with the Growth Plan: 
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The requested zone district is consistent with the Future Land Use designation of 
Residential Medium (4-8 du/ac). 
Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 of the Zoning and Development Code: 
 
Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the R-5 zone district is 
consistent with the Growth Plan density of Residential Medium.  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. 
 
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 and 4 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. 

 
Applicant’s Response:  The proposed zone is compatible with the future land use 
for the area of Residential Medium.  Several developments at similar density are 
located in the surrounding area.  Preliminary drainage and Geotechnical reports 
are provided with this submittal and any concerns/impacts will be addressed.  
Impact to the street network will be minimal and any concerns/impacts will be 
addressed.  The project is a proposed residential subdivision and no adverse 
impacts are anticipated as far as water, air or noise pollution, excessive 
nighttime lighting or other nuisances. 
 
Staff Response:  The R-5 zone district is in conformance with the following goals 
and policies of the Growth Plan and the Pear Park Neighborhood Plan: 

 
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. 
 
Policy 10.2: The City will consider the needs of the community at large and the 
needs of individual neighborhoods when making development decisions. 
 
Goal 11: To promote stable neighborhoods and land use compatibility 
throughout the community. 
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Goal 12: To enhance the ability of neighborhood centers to compatibly serve the 
neighborhoods in which they are located. 
 
Goal 2, Pear Park Plan, Land Use and Growth: Provide for adequate 
neighborhood commercial areas that will serve the Pear Park Neighborhood. 

 

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

 
Applicant’s Response:  Public facilities and services, including sewer, are 
available to or can be extended to the proposed project. 
 
Staff Response:  Adequate public facilities are available or will be supplied at the 
time of further development of the property. 
 

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. R-4 
b. R-8 

 
If the City Council chooses to recommend this alternative zone designation, specific 
alternative findings must be made. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Mesa Ayr Annexation, PP-2006-214, for a Zone of Annexation, 
Planning Commission made the following findings of fact and conclusions: 
 

1. The requested zone is consistent with the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 
2. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 of the Zoning and Development 

Code and Pear Park Plan have all been met.  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Planning Commission recommended approval of the R-5 zone district for the Mesa Ayr 
Annexation, PP-2006-214 with the findings and conclusions listed above.  
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Site Location Map 

Figure 1 
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Aerial Photo Map 

Figure 2 

SITE 
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Future Land Use Map 

Figure 3 
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Residential 

Medium 

Commercial 

             Public 

SITE 
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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." 

 

County Zoning 

RSF-R 

SITE 

R-5 

R-5 
R-8 

R-5 

County Zoning 

PUD 

County Zoning 

RSF-4 

County Zoning 

PUD 

County Zoning 

RMF-5 

County Zoning 

RSF-R 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 

 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ____ 

 

A RESOLUTION 

ACCEPTING A PETITION FOR ANNEXATION, MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS, 

DETERMINING THAT PROPERTY KNOWN AS THE 

 

MESA AYR SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION  

 

LOCATED AT 3139 D ½ ROAD 
 

IS ELIGIBLE FOR ANNEXATION 

 
 

WHEREAS, on the 20th day of June, 2007, 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: 
 

MESA AYR SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian, 
County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15 and 
assuming the North line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15 bears N89°57’40”W 
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Commencement, N89°57’40”W along the North line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said 
Section 15, a distance of 491.32 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, S00°07’50”E along the agreed boundary line per Book 4349, Page 
357 – 5 pages (also being the West boundary line of Replat of Brookdale as recorded 
in Book 13, Pages 262-263 and the Third Replat of Brookdale Subdivision as recorded 
in Book 13, Page 411) both of the Mesa County, Colorado Public Records, a distance 
of 1319.94 feet to a point on the South line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15; 
thence N89°56’36”W along said South line, a distance of 167.26 feet to a point on the 
East line of Carpenter Annexation No. 2, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3922 
and Carpenter Annexation No. 1, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3921; thence 
N00°19’12”W along said Annexation lines a distance of 1319.91 feet to the  Northeast 
corner of said Carpenter Annexation No. 1, said corner also being a point on the North 
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line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15; said line also being the Southerly line of 
Summit View Meadows Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3460; 
thence S89°57’40”E along said North line a distance of 171.62 feet, more or less to the 
POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 5.03 acres (218,923 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
 WHEREAS, a hearing on the petition was duly held after proper notice on the 
Mesa Ayr Subdivision Annexation 20

th
 day of June 2007; 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 
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 the   day of   , 2007. 
 
 
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 

 

MESA AYR SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION  

 

APPROXIMATELY 5.03 ACRES 
 

LOCATED AT 3139 D ½ ROAD 
 

 

WHEREAS, on the 20
th

 day of June, 2007, 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 1st 
day of August, 2007; 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: 
 

MESA AYR SUBDIVISION ANNEXATION 
 

A certain parcel of land located in the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter (NE 
1/4 SW 1/4) of Section 15, Township 1 South, Range 1 East of the Ute Meridian, 
County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly described as follows: 
 
COMMENCING at the Northeast corner of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15 and 
assuming the North line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15 bears N89°57’40”W 
with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence from said Point of 
Commencement, N89°57’40”W along the North line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said 
Section 15, a distance of 491.32 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence from said 
Point of Beginning, S00°07’50”E along the agreed boundary line per Book 4349, Page 
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357 – 5 pages (also being the West boundary line of Replat of Brookdale as recorded 
in Book 13, Pages 262-263 and the Third Replat of Brookdale Subdivision as recorded 
in Book 13, Page 411) both of the Mesa County, Colorado Public Records, a distance 
of 1319.94 feet to a point on the South line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15; 
thence N89°56’36”W along said South line, a distance of 167.26 feet to a point on the 
East line of Carpenter Annexation No. 2, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3922 
and Carpenter Annexation No. 1, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3921; thence 
N00°19’12”W along said Annexation lines a distance of 1319.91 feet to the  Northeast 
corner of said Carpenter Annexation No. 1, said corner also being a point on the North 
line of the NE 1/4 SW 1/4 of said Section 15; said line also being the Southerly line of 
Summit View Meadows Annexation No. 3, City of Grand Junction Ordinance No. 3460; 
thence S89°57’40”E along said North line a distance of 171.62 feet, more or less to the 
POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
Said parcel contains 5.03 acres (218,923 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 20
th

 day of June, 2007 and ordered 
published. 

 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2007. 
 
 

Attest: 
 
 
                                                                  ___________________________________ 
        President of the Council 
 
 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE MESA AYR ANNEXATION TO 

R-5 
 

LOCATED AT 3139 D 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 Mesa Ayr Annexation to the R-5 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 R-5 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 R-5 (5 du/ac). 
 
A parcel of land situated in the NE1/4 SW1/4 of Section 15,  Township 1 South, Range 
1 East of the Ute Meridian being  described as follows:  Beginning at a point on the 
North line of the NE1/4 SW1/4 being 494.90 feet N89°54'48"W of the C1/4 corner of 
Section 15, T1S, R1E, U.M. (also being 815.30 feet S89°54'48"E of the NW corner of 
the NE1/4 SW1/4 Sec. 15, T1S, R1E, U.M. and considering the North line of the NE1/4 
SW1/4 Sec. 15, T1S, R1E, U.M. to bear S89°54'48"E and all bearings contained herein 
to be relative thereto:  [Point of beginning also being the NW corner of Brookdale 
subdivision as platted and recorded in Book 13 at Pages 162-163 of the Mesa County 
Clerk and Recorder's Office] thence S00°04'58"E 1320.05 feet along the agreed 
boundary line per Book 4349 at Page 357 -5 Pages (also being the West boundary line 
of Brookdale as recorded in Bk. 13 at Pgs. 162-163, and The Third Replat of Brookdale 
as recorded in Bk. 13 Pg. 411) to  the intersection with the South line of the NE1/4 
SW1/4 Sec. 15; thence N89°52'59"W 163.32 feet along the South line of the  NE1/4 
SW1/4 Sec. 15 to the intersection with the agreed boundary line as describe in Book 
4349 at Page 362 - 4 Pages; thence N00°18'22"W 1319.99 feet along the agreed 
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boundary  line as described in Book 4349 at Page 362 - 4 pages to the intersection with 
the North line of the NE1/4 SW1/4 Sec. 15; thence S89°54'48"E 168.46 feet to the 
Point of Beginning. 
 
EXCEPTING THEREFROM the right-of-way for D ½ Road. County of Mesa, State of 
Colorado 
 
CONTAINING 5.03 Acres (219,106.8 Sq. Ft.), more or less, as described. 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading the 18
th

 day of July, 2007 and ordered published. 
 

ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2007. 
 
ATTEST: 
  
 ____________________________ 
       President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 3 
Public Hearing –Zoning the Fletcher Annexation, Located ½ Miles West of Monument 
Road on South Camp Road 
 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Zoning of the Fletcher Annexation – Located ½ mile 
west of Monument Road on South Camp Road 

File # ANX-2006-108 

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, August 1, 2007 

Placement on the Agenda Consent   Individual X 

Date Prepared July 23, 2007 

Author Name & Title Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 

Presenter Name & Title Lori V. Bowers, Senior Planner 

 

Summary:  Request to zone 139-acre Fletcher Annexation, on South Camp Road 1/2 
mile west of Monument Road, Planned Development, 1.12 dwelling units per acre. 

   

Budget: N/A 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Hold a public hearing on August 1, 2007 to 
adopt an ordinance zoning the Fletcher Annexation as Planned Development, not to 
exceed 1.12 dwelling units per acre (PD 1.12), and a Preliminary Development Plan 
(hereinafter "Plan").   Planning Commission recommend approval of the Plan, with the 
inclusion of private streets and sidewalks and paths described herein not shown on the 
Plan. 
 

Attachments:   
1. Site Location Map / Aerial Photo Map 
2. Future Land Use Map / Existing City and County Zoning Map 
3. Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting 
4. Letters from neighbors 
5. Preliminary Development Plan 
6. Zone of Annexation Ordinance 
 

Background:  
The proposed Red Rocks Valley Subdivision (also the Fletcher Annexation) is 
approximately 138.97 acres in size, located in the Redlands bounded on the southwest 
by South Camp Road, the northwest by the last filing of Monument Valley Subdivision, 
the north and east by Redlands Mesa Subdivision and the south by private property.  
The topography on part of the site is steep with approximately 160 feet of relief.  Red 
Canyon Wash and another minor wash on the east side connecting to Red Canyon 
Wash cross through the parcel from southwest to northeast.  The land use classification 
for the area is Residential Low.   
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 BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Location: South Camp Road and Monument Road 

Applicant:  
Redlands Valley Cache, LLC, owner and 
developer; LANDesign Consulting, Bill 
Merrell, representative. 

Existing Land Use: Vacant land 

Proposed Land Use: Residential subdivision 

Surrounding Land 
Use: 
 

North Redlands Mesa Golf and residential  

South Residential subdivision  

East Vacant land and Redlands Mesa 

West Residential subdivision 

Existing Zoning:   County PD 

Proposed Zoning:   PD (density 1.12 Du/Ac) 

Surrounding Zoning: 
 

North PD 

South RSF-E and PD 

East RSF-E and PD 

West PD 

Growth Plan Designation: Residential Low (1/2 to 2 AC/DU) 

Zoning within density range?      X Yes 
    
    
  

No 

 
The Applicant sought annexation into the City on March 31, 2006 with a zoning at R-2, 
a designation at the high end of the zoning allowed by the Growth Plan.  A 
neighborhood meeting at Wingate Elementary on May 18, 2006 brought in 
approximately 25 neighbors who voiced concerns about sewer, drainage, road capacity 
for South Camp Road, flooding in the area, the site's geologic attributes, density and 
lighting.  The Preliminary Development Plan (hereinafter "Plan") proposed at this time is 
considerably different from the plan presented at the neighborhood meeting.  County 
zoning on this property was planned development at 3 units per acre.   
 
The Applicant provided a site analysis as required by Zoning and Development Code 
(ZDC) Section 6.1, including map overlays indicating development potential of all areas 
and a description of assumptions and methodology used to reach those conclusions. 
Based on the site's physical constraints, Staff recommended the Applicant request a 
zoning designation of Planned Development (PD).  The Applicants, its designers and 
engineers, City Staff and outside review agencies have come to what we feel is a 
workable and sensitive plan, developing the potential of the property while taking into 
account its physical constraints.  
 

 

Planning Commission Recommendation: 
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1) The Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval of the Planned 
Development zone district, not to exceed 1.12 dwelling units per acre, for the Fletcher 
Annexation, ANX-2006-108 to the City Council with the findings and conclusions listed 
herein.  
 
2) The Planning Commission forwards a recommendation of approval of the Preliminary 
Development Plan, file number PP-2006-217, to the City Council with the findings and 
conclusions listed herein, with the specific addition of direct sidewalk or path 
connections for those lots that do not have a direct connection shown on the proposed 
plan.  This aspect of the recommendation is described more fully herein and is 
incorporated in the proposed Ordinance. 
 
Minutes from the Planning Commission meeting of June 28, 2007, are attached. 
 

Discussion of Key Features   
 
1. Community Benefits.   
 
Zoning and Development Code Sections 5.1 A and 2.12 A provide that PD zoning 
should be used only when long-term community benefits are derived.  This proposed 
Plan provides the following community benefits. 
 
 (a)  A greater quality and quantity of public and /or private open space (§5.1 A.3.) 
than that in a typical subdivision is provided.  The Plan provides 46.69 acres of open 
space, 33.6% of the overall site.  
 
 (b)  The Plan provides needed housing types and/or mix (§5.1 A.5).  The housing 
mix includes large-lot single-family residential and patio homes, which are currently in 
demand in the Grand Valley.  The housing mix will be that of large lot single-family 
residential as the Redlands area has been known for, and patio homes similar to the 
Seasons at Tiara Rado.   
 
 (d)  The Plan includes innovative design features (§5.1 A.6.).  The character of 
the site with steeper slopes on the north and east, and interesting geologic features 
shall be protected by no disturbance and no build zones to be shown on the Final Plat. 
 
 (e)  The Plan protects and preserves natural resources, habitat areas and natural 
features (§5.1. A.7.).  The character of the site with its steeper slopes on the north and 
east, and interesting geological features are protected by "no-disturbance" and "no-
build zones," which will be shown on a final plat.   
 
2. Physical hazards and mitigation.  
 
The site's physical constraints include poor soils and the two washes referred to above, 
which carry the potential for flash flooding as evidenced by signs of past slope failure, 
slope creep and rock fall throughout the site.  To mitigate this potential and to protect 
the safety and welfare of the community, the proposed ordinance requires engineered 
foundations and strict building envelopes for all structures, site grading plans, drainage 
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swales and berms with boulder barriers, to redirect small storm flows without radical 
changes from the natural drainage, placed so as to allow reasonable and necessary 
cleaning.  These low-tech barriers may consist of existing larger boulders with additional 
boulders positioned to protect the building envelopes. These features must be 
constructed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, treated as “as-builts,” covered by a 
Development Improvements Agreement, and maintained in perpetuity by a 
homeowners' association.   
 
The flash flood areas located in the site's two major drainage channels will require more 
review prior to recordation of a final plat.  An analysis of possible wetlands areas and 
delineation of other waters was prepared by Wright Water Engineers and was 
submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers (hereinafter Corps) for their determination of 
their wetlands jurisdiction.  Because the Corps has not yet determined what its 
requirements for these areas will be, the Applicant’s engineer is requesting flexibility on 
how and where to design the required drainage basins.  Staff feels that with the liberal 
amount of room in the channels and the placement of the channels in a Tract, it can 
support the general locations shown in the Plan regardless of how the Corps claims 
jurisdiction.  The drainage basins will, however, need to be specified in more detail and 
in compliance with wetlands restrictions imposed by the Corps, if any, before a final plat 
is recorded.   
 
The Colorado Geologic Survey (CGS) has also commented on the Plan, stating that the 
Lincoln DeVore study was detailed and suggesting that a CGS representative be on site 
during construction of the rock swales and berms, and that each feature be inspected 
and approved by the City Engineer (Ceclia Greenman letter dated May 9, 2007). This 
recommendation has been incorporated into the PD Ordinance. 
 
The Colorado Natural Heritage Program was contacted by Wright Water Engineers for 
any concerns about endangered species or rarity of plat forms.  The report area is 
extensive covering Glade Park, the Monument out to Fruita, etc. No significant findings 
are claimed for this parcel.    
 
The Colorado Division of Wildlife, in their letter dated November 16, 2006, stated: 
“While it is always unfortunate to lose open space, given the location and the condition 
of the surrounding properties, the Division of Wildlife had no major issues with the 
development as proposed;” there is further discussion of this in this report. 
 
3. Requested exceptions and alternatives.   
  
(a)  Reduced lighting.  A Transportation Engineering Design Standards (TEDS) 
exception was requested to address the lighting concerns of the neighbors.  Given that 
the Redlands Area Plan encourages reduced lighting intensity in streets and other 
public places, TEDS Exception #13-07 was granted, allowing for minimal placement of 
street lights and low level lighting for the entrance to pedestrian areas.  Street lights are 
limited to public street intersections and one is required on the bulb out on Red Point 
Court.  These lights are required for police and fire protection services.  No street lights 
will be required on the private streets in the patio home area. 
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(b)  Alternate streets.  Applicant requested benefit of the Alternate Residential Street 
Standards found in Chapter 15 of TEDS.  City Staff supports their design, with one 
exception described below.  The Applicant proposed non-traditional streets to create a 
less “urbanized” feel to the area, based on the fact that much of the neighboring area 
was developed in Mesa County where the requirement for sidewalks and pedestrian 
paths was minimal, or non-existent.  The proposed design has one remaining flaw, 
however; its pedestrian facilities do not meet the Alternative Street Standards in 
Chapter 15 of TEDS, which requires equal or better than the existing adopted street 
sections.  Based on these standards Staff recommends that direct access to a trail or 
sidewalk should be provided, while the Applicant proposes no sidewalks in certain 
areas (typically but not limited to cul-de-sacs).  Further discussion of this item is found 
later in this Staff report.     
 
(c)  Private Streets.  The Applicants requested private streets in the interior of the 
proposed subdivision (the patio home area).  This request requires City Council 
approval.  Staff recommends approval subject to a requirement of a private streets 
maintenance agreement in conformance with TEDS and recorded before the final plat.  
 

Conformity with Code Standards and Criteria 
 
1. Consistency with the Growth Plan:   
 
The Plan is consistent with the following goals and policies of the Growth Plan: 
 

Goal 1: To achieve a balance of open space, agricultural, 
residential and nonresidential land use opportunities that reflects 
the residents' respect for the natural environment, the integrity of 
the community's neighborhoods, the economic needs of the 
residents and business owners, the rights of private property 
owners and the needs of the urbanizing community as a whole.   

 
The Plan meets this goal by providing 46.69 acres of open space, which is 33.6% of the 
overall site.  The flood and drainage mitigation measures incorporate natural features, 
thereby respecting the natural environment.   
 

Policy 1.4: The City and County may allow residential dwelling 
types (e.g., patio homes, duplex, multi-family and other dwelling 
types) other than those specifically listed for each residential 
category through the use of planned development regulations that 
ensure compatibility with adjacent development. Gross density 
within a project should not exceed planned densities except as 
provided in Policy 1.5.  Clustering of dwellings on a portion of a 
site should be encouraged so that the remainder of the site is 
reserved for usable open space or agricultural land. 

 
The Plan clusters dwellings on the site in the "high" developable areas identified in the 
Site Analysis.  Patio homes will be developed in this area.  The outlaying parcels are 
larger in size and reflect the adjacent neighborhoods.  Several pedestrian paths are 
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provided through the project for usable open space and interconnectivity to other 
properties.   
 

Policy 13.6: Outdoor lighting should be minimized and designed to 
reduce glare and light spillage, preserving “dark sky” views of the 
night sky, without compromising safety. 

 
This policy (which also reflects that of the Redlands Area Plan) is implemented by 
reduced street lighting, for which a TEDS Exception (#13-07) has been granted.   
 
 Redlands Area Plan goals. 
 
The Redlands Area Plan was adopted as part of the Growth Plan.  A goal of this plan is 
to minimize the loss of life and property by avoiding inappropriate development in 
natural hazard areas.  The proposed subdivision was closely reviewed by the 
developer’s engineers, City engineers, Colorado Geological Survey, Lincoln DeVore, 
and is currently undergoing review by the Army Corps of Engineers.  The natural hazard 
areas have been mapped and mitigation measures have been proposed.  The 
mitigation measures are addressed elsewhere in this report as well as in the proposed 
PD Ordinance.  Staff believes that although the details of some of these measures are 
left to be worked out at a later development stage, which is not ideal, the Plan provides 
sufficient assurance that loss of life and property can and will be minimized by the 
features in the Plan and the proposed ordinance. 
 
Another goal of the Redlands Area Plan is to achieve high quality development in terms 
of site planning and architectural design.  The Plan proposed does not include any 
references to types of or to specific architectural design(s); however, the site analysis 
process has resulted in what Staff feels is a quality subdivision.  The subdivision 
incorporates the natural hazard areas by grouping higher density patio homes in the 
"high" developable area, while the larger lots (minimum ½ acre in size) surround the 
patio homes in the "medium" developable areas.  The lot sizes, proposed setbacks and 
bulk standards for the default zone of Residential – 2 dwelling units per acre (R-2) will 
work for this subdivision.  The overall density proposed is 1.12 dwelling units per acre, 
which is just under the Redlands area average of 1.14 dwelling units per acre. 
 
2. Section 2.12.C.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
 
Requests for a Planned Development Preliminary Development Plan must demonstrate 
conformance with all of the following: 
 

a) The Outline Development Plan review criteria in Section 2.12.B of the Zoning 
and Development Code, which are as follows: 

 
1) The Growth Plan, Major street plan and other adopted plans and 

policies. 
 
The Growth Plan designation for this area is Residential Low (½ to 2 acres per dwelling 
unit), which allows for R-E zone (one dwelling unit per 2 acres) at the low end and R-2 
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(2 dwelling units per acre) at the high end.  The proposal is consistent with the Growth 
Plan by providing an overall density of 1.12 dwelling units per acre.   
 
The Grand Valley Circulation Plan shows only South Camp Road; the proposed 
subdivision will access this road.  Private streets are proposed for the patio home area. 
 All other local streets are designed using the alternate street standards as provided for 
in Chapter 15 of TEDS (Transportation Engineering Design Standards).  The proposed 
subdivision needs a secondary access that is not included in the Plan.  The Plan does 
include a proposed stub street to the property directly to the east (the Azcarraga 
property).  The Applicant anticipates that the Azcarraga property will develop, including 
an access to South Camp Road, before 100 homes are constructed in the Red Rocks 
Subdivision, and that the stub street will provide the required secondary access.  (The 
“100 lot rule” establishes the maximum number of homes that may be accessed by a 
single point of ingress/egress).  In the event that this does not occur, a secondary 
access must be constructed across Lot 1, Block 1.  The ordinance provides for the 
activation of the “100 lot rule” in the event that the Azcarraga property is not developed 
by the appropriate time, and requires a DIA with guarantee for the road's construction.   
It also requires that potential buyers be alerted to the existence of building restrictions 
by use of a recording memorandum. 
 
The Urban Trails Master Plan requires useable public trails through this subdivision and 
along South Camp Road.  These trails have been provided in coordination with 
requests from the Parks and Recreation Department and the Urban Trails Committee.  
The developer will work with the City to ensure that existing trails will connect through 
this subdivision.  The Parks & Recreation Department requests a dedication of the 
corner of land which would connect and make contiguous the City's two holdings north 
and east of this parcel, sufficient to allow maintenance access.  Also a trail access 
across Red Canyon is provided along the north end of the property adjacent to the 
Redlands Mesa Golf Course, providing bicycle/pedestrian access from Redlands Mesa 
to the west and the future trail development in the area.  The developers are currently in 
conversation with the Parks and Recreation Department and by the time of final design 
the details of the trail connections and possible land dedication shall be in place.  The 
area is currently part of an open space tract.  A dedication of land in the area to attach 
to the other City owned parcels is above and beyond the Code requirements for open 
space.   

 
2) The rezoning criteria provided in Section 2.6 of the Zoning and 

Development Code is applicable to rezones.  Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 
of the Zoning and Development Code are applicable to 
annexations: 

 
Zone of Annexation:  The requested zone of annexation to the PD district is consistent 
with the Growth Plan density of Residential Low.  The existing County zoning is PD 3, 
although no plan was approved.  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 and 4 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 surrounding neighborhood 
if developed at a density not exceeding 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  The 
applicants have requested that the underlying default zoning of R-2.  Other 
existing densities in the area are similar to the County RSF-1 (Residential Single-
Family – one dwelling unit per acre).  The overall average density throughout the 
Redlands, as provided in the Redlands Area Plan, is 1.14 dwelling units per acre. 
 Therefore the PD zoning of 1.12 dwelling units per acre is similar to the existing 
area.   
 

 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. 
 

 
3) The planned development requirements of Chapter Five of the 

Zoning and Development Code.   
 
Chapter Five of the Code lists examples of types of community benefits that can 
support a planned development zoning designation.   The Plan meets several of those 
as discussed earlier in this report under the heading "Community Benefits."   
 
Further requirements of Chapter Five are to establish the density requirement for the 
Planned Development Ordinance.  The proposed PD ordinance establishes the density 
requirement of 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  The R-2 zone as a default zone is 
appropriate.  It has the same bulk standards and setbacks as what is being requested 
for the new PD zone district.  Deviations from the R-2 zone would be in the patio home 
area.  The Code states that the ordinance shall contain a provision that if the planned 
development approval expires or becomes invalid for any reason, the property shall be 
fully subject to the default standards of the R-2 zone district.  The patio home area 
could then be reviewed using the cluster provisions, but the density may drop in that 
area.  The proposed setbacks for this PD are discussed further in this staff report. 

 
4) Section 5.4, Development standards.   

 
Setback standards shall not be less than the minimum setbacks for the default zone 
unless the applicant can demonstrate that the buildings can be safely designed and that 
the design is compatible with lesser setbacks.  The setback standards for the single-
family homes is consistent with the R-2 default zone:  The front setback is 20 feet for 
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the principle structure and 25 feet for accessory structures.  Side setbacks are 15-feet 
for the principle structure and 3 feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-
feet for the principle structure and 3 feet for an accessory structure.   
 
Setbacks for the patio home area are less than the default zone and are allowed to be 
reduced because of the amount of common open space and the protection of the 
environmentally sensitive areas that were determined through the Site Analysis process 
and is allowed through the Planned Development process of the Code.  The Planning 
Commission will make recommendation to City Council that the patio home area 
setbacks are adequate as follows for what is being proposed for the ordinance:  A 
minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area tract 
for the multi-purpose easement as well as a landscape buffer.  This setback is 
measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red Point Road, Red 
Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  No access will be obtained directly from these 
perimeter streets.  All access for the patio home area will be obtained from the interior 
private streets functioning more as a driveway than a street.  This does require City 
Council approval.  Required is a front setback for all garages at 20 feet.  The principle 
structure front setback will be a minimum of 10-feet, measured from the back edge of 
the private street.   The side setback between buildings is 10-feet, except for those 
units that are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  At final, a site plan shall be 
recorded to show the proposed building layout and further establish the setbacks that 
are proposed on the preliminary plan.  It is the intention of the patio home area of the 
subdivision to sell the patio homes in fee simple and the areas surrounding the homes 
to be landscaped and maintained by the HOA.  No accessory structures will be allowed. 
  This is a deviation of the Zoning and Development Code Section 9.32. which talks 
about single-family detached dwellings on a single lot; and two-family dwellings located 
on separate lots.  The intent is for the home to be “the lot” surrounded by common open 
space, maintained by the HOA.  At final design the applicant will provide a dimensioned 
final site plan depicting this area.  This will be recorded with the final plat for verification 
of building placements    
 
The Open Space requirements established in Chapter Six are exceeded with this plan.  
Over 33.6% of the site is dedicated to Open Space, which totals 46.69 acres.  Fourteen 
Tracts of land are provided totaling 16.67 acres or 12.0% of the land.  These Tracts are 
for various purposes, and sometimes dual purposes, such as trails, utilities and 
drainage.  Tract N is reserved for future development to adjoin the property to the east. 
 This was a decision that was reached with the applicant when a good design for this 
area could not be found.  It made sense to include it with the development of the 
property to the east when it develops.   
 
Planned Developments are to provide uniform perimeter fencing in accordance with 
Chapter Six.  It is Staff’s position that no perimeter fencing is required with this 
subdivision since the density and intensity of the surrounding subdivisions are similar, 
and in places it would be very difficult to install, nor would it serve a purpose.  This is 
further discussed in number 9 below. 
 
Development standards require compatibility with adjacent residential subdivisions.  
Compatibility does not mean the same as, but compatible to.  It is Staff’s opinion that 
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residential compatibility exists but single family lots abutting other single family lots on 
the west side.    
 
Landscaping shall meet or exceed the requirements of Chapter Six.  The landscaping 
requirements of the Code do not apply to a lot zoned for one (1) or two (2) dwelling 
units.  Landscaping in the single-family area will be done by the home owner with 
approval from the HOA, subject to easements for maintenance of slopes and berms in 
the sensitive areas.  The Plan provides the required landscape buffer along South 
Camp Road and pedestrian trail per the Urban Trails Master Plan.  Landscaping in the 
patio home area will be maintained by the HOA.  Because the soils report prepared by 
Lincoln DeVore recommends that the steeper slopes be non-irrigated due to the high 
possibility of slope failure, the majority of the steep slopes are in open space tracts.  
This should also serve to notify the developer of the soil conditions of this area and to 
landscape appropriately.    
 
Colorado Division of Wildlife reviewed the proposal as the Redlands Area Plan (Figure 
10, page 65) specified the Red Canyon Wash as having a potential impact to wildlife in 
this area.  The DOW stated that they had no major issues with the development; 
however they recommended that the main drainage be left in its native state with a 100-
foot buffer for wildlife to travel on their way to the Colorado River and back.  They also 
strongly encouraged native and xeric landscaping for the existing wildlife of the area 
and not to disturb areas where it is not necessary beyond the roads and homes. 
 
Parking has been addressed through a parking analysis done by the applicant to 
ensure adequate off-street parking exists for the patio home area and additional parking 
is obtained “on street” surrounding the development.  Parking is further addressed 
below in item 8.  
 
Deviation from the above development default standards shall be recommended by the 
Planning Commission to the City Council to deviate from the default district standards 
subject to the provision of the community amenities that include more trails other than 
those listed on Urban Trails Master Plan and open space greater than the required 20% 
of the site. 
 

5) The applicable corridor guidelines and other overlay districts in 
Chapter Seven. 

 
Chapter Seven of the Zoning and Development Code addresses special regulations 
and are discussed below.  There are no corridor guidelines in place for South Camp 
Road. 

 
6) Section 7.2.F. Nighttime Light Pollution.   

 
This section of the Code is to enforce that all outdoor lights mounted on poles, buildings 
or trees that are lit between the hours of 10:00 PM and 6:00 AM shall use full cutoff light 
fixtures.  This in conjunction with the TEDS exception that was granted for reduced 
street lighting in this area.  Reduced lighting should help protect the night sky and the 
neighborhood from excessive lighting.  Minimal street lighting will be required where the 
TEDS committee determined it to be necessary for the public safety of this subdivision. 
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 Street lights will be required at the intersection of public streets, not private streets, and 
at the bulb out on Red Point Court.  Low level lighting is encouraged at the entrance to 
pedestrian paths.   

 
7) Adequate public services and facilities shall be provided concurrent 

with the projected impacts of the development. 
 
Adequate public utilities are present in the area and the services will be extended 
throughout the subdivision.  Sewer will be extended through the site and an existing lift 
station will be removed once all the sewer improvements are completed.  Presently 
there is an ingress/egress easement on Lot 1, Block 5, for maintenance of the existing 
lift station.  As part of the future requirements of the development, the easement will be 
vacated when the lift station is taken out of service.  There is an existing 12” Ute Water 
line for service located in South Camp Road.  Telephone, electric and gas is also 
available in South Camp Road. 

 
8) Adequate circulation and access shall be provided to serve all 

development pods/areas to be developed. 
 
LSC Transportation Consultants prepared the traffic analysis for this project.  The study 
showed no need for improvements to South Camp Road.   
 
The applicants have provided adequate vehicle circulation throughout the proposed 
subdivision by taking advantage of Chapter 15 in the TEDS manual using the 
alternative street standards (with the exception of the secondary access requirement, 
which is addressed elsewhere herein).  The applicants are also requesting City Council 
approval of the private streets proposed in the patio home area.   
 
The intent of using in the “Alternate Residential Street Standards” is to provide flexibility 
in the creation, approval and use of public street infrastructure that varies from the 
cross-sectional standards provided in Chapter 5 of TEDS.  These proposals are 
approved administratively and the implementation of these standards should result in “a 
better solution” allowing alterations to the standard street section that produce benefits 
to the community.  Staff supports the road layout and configuration but does not agree 
with the applicant as to their lack of sidewalks or paths in some areas.   
 
Section 15.1.6 of TEDS states that the design must provide adequate pedestrian 
facilities equal or better than existing adopted street sections.  Detached walk and 
additional walk width are encouraged are by TEDS.  Sidewalks are required to create 
continuous pedestrian walkways parallel with the public roadway.  Generally, if lots front 
both sides of the street, sidewalk will be required on both sides of the street.  In this 
proposal there are trails provided through open space areas that may be accessed from 
the rear or sides of the properties, therefore Staff agreed that sidewalks would not be 
needed on the street side where a path ran along the backside or side yard of the lots.  
The alternate streets, as proposed, include 40-foot right-of-way, sidewalk on one side of 
the street and only a 25-foot wide asphalt section.  The applicants further feel that 
narrow streets will help with traffic calming.  There is a network of pedestrian paths 
proposed to be installed.  Most of these paved trails will include both a paved bicycle 
path and a smooth gravel jogging path.  
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There are several areas where the Plan does not provide direct access to sidewalks 
and/or paths from lots.  Staff does not agree with the Applicant’s reasoning for not 
providing them since TEDS requires that the proposal “be a better solution”.  The 
Applicants feels that the lack of sidewalks in the cul-de-sacs provides a more rural feel 
to the subdivision therefore less urbanized, and similar to other subdivisions in this area 
that were developed in the County.  The Applicant requested the Planning Commission 
to determine if this is “a better solution”, and allow these areas to remain as proposed 
without direct access to a pedestrian feature.  The Planning Commission declined to 
make this finding, and forwarded a recommendation to the Council of approval of the 
Plan with the addition of the specific sidewalk requirements described herein and 
prescribed in the proposed ordinance.   
 
Private Streets are generally not permitted.  The applicants are requesting the use of 
private streets in the patio home area of the plan.  Section 6.7.E.5. requires the City 
Council to authorize the use of private streets in any development to be served by 
private streets.   Since there will be no “on-street” parking allowed in the patio home 
area on the private streets, a parking analysis was provided to show that there is 
sufficient on street parking provided on the streets surrounding the patio home area.  
Sidewalks and paths will direct pedestrians from the exterior sidewalks to the interior 
sidewalks and to a 20-foot wide pedestrian trail that will run through this portion of the 
subdivision.  While these will be classified as Private Streets, they will act more as 
driveways since they do not interconnect, they are a series of small drives with cul-de-
sac turn-a-rounds at the end.  Staff supports the private streets given the overall design 
of the Plan including the effective clustering of home types and preservation of unique 
natural features.  

 
9) Appropriate screening and buffering of adjacent property and uses 

shall be provided. 
 
Along the eastern most portions of the site will be an extensive open space area that 
will provide a natural buffer.  The northern most portion of the project abuts the 
Redlands Mesa Golf Course, therefore no screening or buffering is required.  The 
western most portion of the project is where eight residential properties will abut 
another residential subdivision.  There is no screening or buffering requirements for 
residential districts that adjoin other residential districts.  The remainder of the site is 
adjacent to South Camp Road where a landscaping tract is being provided along that 
section of the road. 

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

development pod/area to be developed. 
 
The density for the overall site is 1.12 dwelling units per acre (138.97 acres).  The patio 
home area density, which is 9.66 acres, will be 5.38 dwelling units per acre (7.0% of the 
site).  The single-family residential area consists of 55.91 acres, with a density of 0.80 
dwelling units per acre (40.2% of the site).  The open space area equals 46.69 acres 
(33.6%).  Public right-of-way consists of 10.04 acres (7.2%).  The remainder of the site, 
placed in tracts for various uses, equals 16.67 acres or 12.0% of the site. 
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11) An appropriate set of “default” or minimum standards for the entire 
property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 

 
The default standard for the single family residential areas on ½ acre lots will be those 
of the R-2 zoning district.  The front setback is 20-feet for the principle structure and 25-
feet for an accessory structure.  Side setbacks are 15-feet for the principle structure 
and 3-feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-feet for the principle 
structure and 3-feet for an accessory structure.   
 
The patio home area standards are as follows:   
A minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area.  
This setback is measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red 
Point Road, Red Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  The front setback for all garages 
shall be 20-feet.  The side setback between buildings is 10 feet, except for those units 
that are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  At final, a dimensioned site 
design plan shall be recorded with the Final Plat showing the exact building 
placements.  No accessory structures will be allowed. 

 
12) An appropriate phasing or development schedule for the entire 

property or for each development pod/area to be developed. 
 
A phasing schedule for the property has been provided.  Five phases are proposed with 
the first phase to platted by March 1, 2008; Phase 2 - March 1, 2011; Phase 3 - March 
1, 2013, Phase 4 - March 1, 2015 and Phase 5 - March 1, 2017.  A graphic depiction of 
the phasing is shown on sheet 3 of the drawings.  

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

 
The property is about 139 acres in size, well over the required 20 acre requirement.       
                                  

 
b) The applicable preliminary plat criteria in Section 2.8.B of the Zoning and 

Development Code. 
 

1) The Growth Plan, major street plan, Urban Trails Plan, and other 
adopted plans: 

 
This was discussed above in regards to Section 2.12.C.2. 

 
2) The purposes of this Section 2.8.B 

 
The purpose of Section 2.8.B. is to ensure conformance with all the provisions of the 
Zoning and Development Code.  Staff feels that the Applicant has addressed the 
seventeen criteria of conformance with the Growth Plan and other adopted plans and 
policies; coordination of the public improvements; safeguarding the interests of the 
public; preserving natural features of the property; prevention and control of erosion, 
sedimentation and other pollution of surface and subsurface water; restricting building 
in areas poorly suited for construction; and prevent loss and injury from landslides, 
mudflows, and other geologic hazards.   
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3) The Subdivision standards (Section 6.7) 

 
The subdivision standards have been met by providing open space integrated with the 
subdivision and adjacent property to create an attractive area for active and passive 
use.  There is adequate access to public roads and existing trails in the area.  
Additional interior trails are planned.  Along with single family units there is also zero lot 
line development in the patio home area.  This provides greater usable yard space as 
suggested in the Zoning and Development Code for Planned Developments, innovative 
design and a mix of housing types.  Although the clustering provisions do not apply to 
planned developments, the concept is being employed here, derived through the site 
analysis process.  Should the default zone of R-2 become effective due to the 
expiration or lapse of the Ordinance, the clustering provisions could be applied. 
 
There are some shared driveways in the single family area, and there are several cul-
de-sacs provided.  The subdivision standards further require that the subdivision 
include and protect as much of the natural, geologic and other hazard areas as 
possible.  The Plan identifies drainages, washes, and flash flood areas and the 
detention basins are generically shown on the Plans in the Red Canyon Wash channel. 
 The Applicant’s Engineer is requesting flexibility on how and where to design the 
basins until the final design process because the Corps of Engineers has not yet 
determined their requirements.  The general location shown on the Plan is still effective, 
from the Staff’s point of view, because there is plenty of room within the channel, 
regardless of how the Corps claims jurisdiction, for location of the specific basins.  
Specific drainage basin design and location shall be shown on the final plat. Mitigation 
berms and swales for drainage and rock fall areas are shown on the Plan as 
easements, which shall be granted to the HOA and designated appropriately on the 
Final Plat.  Based upon general agreement between Staff, Colorado Geological Survey, 
and Ed Morris of Lincoln DeVore, these will be treated as “as-builts” and covered in the 
Development Improvements Agreement (DIA).  The City will further require that a 
representative be on site during construction of the rock swales and berms, and that 
each feature be inspected and approved by the City Engineer.  Construction and 
installation of these berms is discussed in the report by Lincoln DeVore, Inc.  Also a 
note on the final plat shall state that construction outside of the designated building 
envelopes is not permitted.  Engineered foundations and site grading plans will be 
required for all lots.   Each of these requirements is reflected in the proposed ordinance. 
 

4) The Zoning standards (Chapter 3) 
 
The Zoning of the subdivision to PD is consistent with Section 5.1 of the Zoning and 
Development Code.  The desired flexibility is not available through the application of the 
standards established in Chapter Three, but the bulk standards of the R-2 district will 
apply to the single-family residential lots. 
 

5) Other standards and requirements of the Zoning and Development 
Code and other City policies and regulations 
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Staff feels that the standards of the Zoning and Development Code as well as TEDS, 
SWMM and the Redlands Area Plan have been met with this application and can be 
applied at the Final Plat stage. 
 

6) Adequate public facilities and services will be available concurrent 
with the subdivision 

 
Adequate public facilities are in the area and can be extended to serve the proposed 
subdivision. 
 

7) The project will have little or no adverse or negative impacts upon 
the natural or social environment 

 
With the proposed easements and supervised construction there should be minimal 
adverse impacts upon the natural environment.  The social environment will change as 
more needed housing is provided for the community when none existed previously, but 
this should not be an adverse impact. 
 

8) Compatibility with existing and proposed development on adjacent 
properties 

 
Compatibility will be obtained by providing single family residences on the periphery of 
the property where the development potential is more constrained, and cluster of higher 
density homes in the area where higher development potential exists.  This was 
determined through the site analysis process. 
 

9) Adjacent agricultural property and land uses will not be harmed. 
 
There are no agricultural uses adjacent to this site.  Adjacent residential uses will not be 
harmed by more residential uses. 
 

10) Is neither piecemeal development nor premature development of 
agricultural land or other unique areas. 

 
The proposed plan is neither piecemeal nor premature development of agricultural land. 
 The property is unique in its geological formations; these are being preserved as open 
space areas.   
 

11) There is adequate land to dedicate for provision of public services. 
 
There is adequate land available throughout the proposed subdivision for easements 
for public utilities and services. 
 

12) This project will not cause an undue burden on the City for 
maintenance or improvement of land and/or facilities. 

 
The City should not see an undue burden for maintenance or improvements.  There are 
currently discussions with the City’s Parks and Recreation Department regarding land 
dedication or trail easements.  The Parks Department would like to obtain a section of 
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property that will connect two existing parcels owned by the City in the upper north east 
section of the project.  The discussions are such that the area could be dedicated to the 
City for continuation and access of existing pedestrian trails, or easements provided for 
connecting the trails.  At final design stages this will need to be decided.  Ownership 
would then dictate who maintains the area. 
 
The HOA will be responsible for maintenance of drainage and detention areas and the 
developer will be required to grant an access and maintenance easement to said HOA 
for this purpose. The City will also have access to these areas for stormwater 
management purposes in accordance with the law.  The HOA will also be responsible 
for the maintenance of the private streets.  TEDS as well as the proposed ordinance 
requires a TEDS-compliant Private Streets Agreement to be in place and recorded with 
the Final Plat. 
 

c) The applicable site plan review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and 
Development Code. 

 
1) Adopted plans and policies such as the Growth Plan, applicable 

corridor or neighborhood plans, the major street plan, trails plan 
and the parks plan. 

 
These items have previously been addressed in this Staff report. 

 
2) Conditions of any prior approvals 

 
There are no prior City approvals on this site.  The County had previously zoned this 
property with a Planned Development designation but not other action was taken on the 
property that conditions it. 

 
3) Other Code requirements including rules of the zoning district, 

applicable use specific standards of Chapter Three of the Zoning 
and Development Code and the design and improvement 
standards of Chapter Six of the Code. 

 
These items have been addressed above and with the preliminary plat criteria in 
Section 2.8.B. 
 

4) Quality site design practices: 
 
Quality site design practices are outlined in Section 2.2.D.4.b (4) (A thru K) in the 
Zoning and Development Code.  The Plan efficiently organizes the development in 
relation to the topography.  Erosion areas are left to their natural state with the addition 
of mitigation measures described herein and sufficient to protect life and property. 
Exterior lighting will be minimized to lessen impact on night sky visibility.  All utility 
service lines shall be undergrounded.  Pedestrian and bicycle access are provided 
through the site.  Some pedestrian accesses will also double as maintenance vehicle 
access points to drainage and detention areas.  All public facilities and utilities shall be 
available concurrent with the development. 
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d) The approved ODP, if applicable. 
 
There is no approved ODP for this project. 
 

e) The approved PD rezoning ordinance, if adopted with an ODP. 
 
The PD Ordinance is also the zone of annexation for this project.  There is no ODP for 
this project, therefore the PD zoning shall be established with the Preliminary 
Development Plan and approved by City Council. 
 

f) An appropriate, specific density for all areas included in the preliminary plan 
approval. 

 
The specific density for this project is 52 patio homes, which calculates to 5.38 dwelling 
units per acre; and 103 single family detached homes located on ½ acre or greater lots, 
for a density of 0.80 dwelling units per acre. 
 

g) The area of the plan is at least five (5) acres in size or as specified in an 
applicable approved ODP. 

 
There is no ODP for this project and the plan extends well over five acres in size at 
almost 139 acres. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT/CONCLUSIONS: 
 
After reviewing the Fletcher Annexation, ANX-2006-108 and the Red Rocks Valley 
application, file number PP-2006-217 for a Planned Development, Preliminary 
Development Plan, Staff makes the following findings of fact and conclusions with 
respect to the zoning and Plan proposed by the Applicant: 
 

1. The Planned Development zone and Preliminary Development Plan are 
consistent with the goals and policies of the Growth Plan. 

 
2. The goals and policies of the Redlands Area Plan have been met. 

 
3. The review criteria in Section 2.6.A.3 and 4 of the Zoning and Development 

Code have been met.  
 

4. The review criteria in Section 2.12.C.2 of the Zoning and Development Code 
have been met.  

 
5. The review criteria in Section 2.8.B of the Zoning and Development Code have 

all been met.  
 

6. The review criteria in Section 2.2.D.4 of the Zoning and Development Code have 
all been met.  

 
7. The review criteria of Section 15.1.6 of TEDS are not entirely met by the Plan 

due to the lack of a direct connection for some lots to sidewalks or paths in the 
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subdivision.  Staff and Planning Commission recommend direct connections 
from all lots to pedestrian facilities.  These connections include:   

 
 Sidewalk on both sides of Slick Rock Road; 
 Sidewalks on both sides of Red Park Road; 
 Sidewalk on Grand Cache Court, continuing around the entire cul-de-sac and 
 both sides of the street; 
 Sidewalk on both sides on Red Pointe Road between Red Mesa Road and 
 Red Park Road. 
 Sidewalk around the cul-de-sac on Crevice Court to the trail in Red  Canyon. 
 
      8.  The proposed phasing schedule shall be as follows: 
 First phase to be platted by March 1, 2008;  
 Phase 2 - March 1, 2011;  
 Phase 3 - March 1, 2013,  
 Phase 4 - March 1, 2015 and  
 Phase 5 - March 1, 2017.  A graphic depiction of the phasing is shown on  sheet 
 3 of the drawings.  
 

      9. TEDS exception #13-07 has been granted for reduced lighting. 
 
     10. City Council approval is required for the private streets proposed for the patio 
 home area.  All other local streets meet the Alternate Residential Street 
 Standards found in Chapter 15 of TEDS. 
 

11.  A dimensioned site plan for the patio home area is required with the final plat.   
 

12.  Trail connections near the existing City properties in the northeast area of the 
site shall be dedicated to the City and shown on the Final Plat being recorded. 
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Site Location Map 

Fletcher Annexation 

 

Aerial Photo Map 

Fletcher Annexation 
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GRAND JUNCTION PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 26, 2007 MINUTES  (condensed)  

7:00 p.m. to 1:55 a.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 A. Dibble 
(Chairman), Roland Cole (Vice-Chairman), Tom Lowrey, Bill Pitts, William Putnam, 
Reggie Wall and Patrick Carlow (1

st
 alternate).  Commissioner Lynn Pavelka-Zarkesh 

was absent.  
 
In attendance, representing the City’s Public Works and Planning Department, were 
Lisa Cox (Planning Manager), Kristen Ashbeck (Senior Planner), Ronnie Edwards 
(Associate Planner), Lori Bowers (Senior Planner) and Ken Kovalchik (Senior Planner) 
 
Also present were Jamie Beard (Assistant City Attorney), Rick Dorris (Development 
Engineer), Eric Hahn (Development Engineer and Jody Kliska (City Transportation 
Engineer).    
 
Wendy Spurr (Planning Technician) was present to record the minutes.  The minutes 
were transcribed by Lynn Singer.   
 
There were approximately 200 interested citizens present during the course of the 
hearing. 
 

6. ANX-2006-108 ANNEXATION – Fletcher Annexation  
   Request approval to zone 139 acres from a County PD (Planned 
Development) to a City Planned Development district. 

   PETITIONER: Redlands Valley Cache LLC 

   LOCATION:  South Camp Road & ½ Mile West  
     Monument Road 

   STAFF:  Lori Bowers, Senior Planner 
 

7. PP-2006-217  PRELIMINARY PLAN – Red Rocks Valley Subdivision 
   Request approval of the Preliminary Development Plan to develop 
155 lots on 139 acres in a PD (Planned Development) zone district. 

   PETITIONER: Redlands Valley Cache LLC 

   LOCATION:  South Camp Road & ½ Mile West  
     Monument Road 

   STAFF:  Lori Bowers, Senior Planner 
 

APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION 
Sid Squirrell appeared on behalf of applicant.  Mr. Squirrell stated that a neighborhood 
meeting was conducted with regard to the Fletcher Annexation and Red Rocks Valley 
Subdivision.  He stated that this project is located north of South Camp Road, west of 
Monument Road and south of Redlands Mesa Golf Course and Subdivision.  He stated 
that it was zoned under the County plan at 3 units per acre.  The Growth Plan 
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Amendment is zoned ½ acre to 2 acre sites.  Applicant is proposing a total of 155 lots 
on the 139 acre site.  He also pointed out that there are two drainages on the property 
which will not be built upon; however, a jogging trail and a bike trail will be built through 
the drainages.  Mr. Squirrell stated that ½ acre lots will be on the outside of the property 
and patio homes would be clustered in the center of the property.  Additionally, he 
pointed out that there would be 46 acres (33%) of open space in this project.  He also 
stated that all utilities are existing and in place and were designed to accommodate 3 
units per acre.  He addressed the expansive soils and rockslide issues by stating that 
each site will have a designed drainage system that will incorporate and coordinate 
other lots.  Additionally, drainage structures and berms will be built during construction 
to serve multiple lots so that water is collected above the lots and brought down 
between lots which will be maintained by the homeowners’ association.  Mr. Squirrell 
next stated that there will be 5 phases of the project.  He also addressed architectural 
controls and street lighting that will be put in place.                   
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Putnam asked if applicant is proposing to complete all infrastructure 
before houses are constructed.  Mr. Squirrell stated that they do not anticipate that lots 
will be sold and built upon immediately.   
 
Commissioner Cole asked if there is only one access off of South Camp Road and if a 
traffic study has been performed.  Mr. Squirrell stated that there will be only one 
entrance up until the 100

th
 lot is sold.  At that time, there will be a second entrance.  

Applicant has performed a traffic study.   
 
Commissioner Wall asked how many of the 46 acres that will be dedicated as open 
space are buildable lots.  Sid Squirrell stated that he was not sure but believed it would 
be a small percentage. 
 
Commissioner Lowrey suggested that there should be a sidewalk on the proposed 
street that will provide the second access for safety concerns.   
 
Chairman Dibble asked about the traffic study that has been performed.  Mr. Squirrell 
stated that the traffic engineer is not present.   
 
Commissioner Carlow asked if applicant believes the proposed reduced lighting will be 
adequate.  Mr. Squirrell stated that applicant believes it will be adequate for this project. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the minimum lot size is.  Mr. Squirrell stated that the 
single-family lots are half acre lots.   
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Lori Bowers of the Public Works and Planning Department spoke first about the 
annexation criteria.  She stated that the requested zone of annexation to the PD district 
is consistent with the Growth Plan density of Residential Low.  The existing County 
zoning on this property was PD-3 although there was no approved plan.  She further 
stated that the proposed zone is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood if 
developed at a density not exceeding 1.12 dwelling units per acre.  Applicant has 
requested the underlying default zoning of R-2.  Ms. Bowers finds that adequate public 
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facilities are available or will be supplied at a time of further development of the 
property.  Ms. Bowers stated that due to the size of the property, applicant was required 
to perform a site analysis of the property.  She also stated that the final plat will require 
building envelopes for geotechnical reasons, part of the mitigation of the rockfall and 
drainage areas will be the construction of small drainage berms combined with boulder 
barriers.  As part of the ordinance, applicant is required to have an inspector be on site 
during the construction of the berms and drainage pathways.  She stated that staff is 
requesting that there be sidewalks around the entire perimeter of this area.  Alternate 
street standards are being proposed by applicant.  Staff is suggesting that all lots 
should have direct access either to a sidewalk or to a pedestrian path.   
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Cole asked if there was any need for an accel/decal lane at the entrance 
of the property.  Ms. Bowers stated that according to the information she has received 
an accel/decal lane is not warranted. 
 
Commissioner Putnam asked if the proposed development is adjacent to the Colorado 
National Monument.  Lori Bowers stated that it is not adjacent to the Colorado National 
Monument.   
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the long term benefits of this development might be.  Ms. 
Bowers enumerated those benefits to be protection of a lot of open space area, 
innovative design, protection of the flash flood areas, among others. 
 
Chairman Dibble asked what the minimum lot size for the backup zoning would be.  Lori 
said that that smallest lot on this plan is .49 acres with the largest being .89 acres.   
 

STAFF’S PRESENTATION 
Rick Dorris, City Development Engineer, confirmed that a traffic study has been done 
and turn lanes were not warranted on South Camp Road.  A TEDS exception for 
reduced street lighting was submitted and it was determined the number of required 
street lights to be 11.   
 

QUESTIONS 
Commissioner Pitts asked if from an engineering standpoint that water will not come 
down the two water contributories.  Mr. Dorris stated that applicant has analyzed the 
100 year flood plain.  He also stated that it is applicant’s engineer’s responsibility to 
calculate what the 100 year flow rate is to determine how wide that will be.   
Chairman Dibble stated that he has a concern with only one entrance until the 100

th
 lot 

is sold.  Mr. Dorris confirmed that you can develop 99 lots with a single access provided 
there is stubbing for another access in the future.  He also stated that applicant has 
provided a contingency plan to be able to develop the subdivision past the 99 lot 
threshold.   
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Karen Urban, 313 Rimrock Court, stated that the numbers the developers are providing 
are deceiving because of the 46 acres of open space.  She believes that a park is 
needed more than bike paths.  She further stated that she believes the density is 
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inappropriate.  “It will take away all of the rural feel of that whole end of South Camp 
Road.”   
 
Gary Liljenberg of 2297 Shiprock Road stated that school buses will have a great deal 
of difficulty turning into the subdivision without turn lanes.  He stated his biggest 
concern is with the widening of Monument Road at the same time of this development 
and wants to assure that both roads are not closed at the same time. 
 
Nancy Angle (325 Dakota Circle) stated that she has many concerns, some of which 
are wildlife issues, the drainage off Red Canyon, lights, traffic, density and irrigation. 
 
Gary Pfeufer, 351 Dakota Circle, stated that he does not believe the traffic study.  He 
believes South Camp Road will need to be widened with a third lane in the middle for 
turning all the way to Monument Road.  Additionally, he does not believe the soil 
engineer’s study of the water.   
 
Gregory Urban, 313 Rimrock Court, stated that looking at the most critical portion of 
where this development is, it’s a high density plan.  “What this development does is 
place exceedingly high density housing right in the middle of that migratory pattern 
which is the only migratory path that these animals have from Monument to Broadway 
because there’s sheer rock walls all of the rest of the distance and that is where all the 
animals travel.”  He suggests a review by the Division of Wildlife and National Park 
Service to see what kind of impact this development will have on the migratory patterns 
on the animals that come down the wash before any type of high density is approved. 
 
John Frost (2215 Rimrock Road) stated that two items of concern are innovative slope 
failure control and the open space.   
 

APPLICANT’S REBUTTAL 
Sid Squirrell confirmed that they have addressed the wildlife issue with the Division of 
Wildlife.  Further, the culverts will be engineered to allow the water to come through.  
They are proposing native plantings and xeriscaping using limited irrigation water. 
 

QUESTIONS 
Chairman Dibble asked about the use of sidewalk and gutter around certain portions of 
the development.  Mr. Squirrell stated that, “We’re trying to create an urban feel, trying 
to blend in with our surroundings and instead of having sidewalks, we’ll have 
landscaping up to the roads or gravel.  It’s just a softer feel than a traditional two 
sidewalk neighborhood.” 
 
Commissioner Carlow asked whether or not South Camp Road would need to be 
expanded.  Rick Dorris addressed the traffic study, which has been reviewed by the 
City, and stated that turn lanes are not warranted.  He believes that ultimately South 
Camp Road would be expanded to three lanes all the way down to Monument Road.  
“It’s not warranted now and it’s not warranted twenty years from now based on the 
numbers used in the study.” 
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Commissioner Pitts had a question regarding the need for only one entrance.  Rick 
Dorris stated that it is fire code driven.  It is necessary to have a second physical 
access when the 100

th
 dwelling unit is built.   

 

DISCUSSION 
Commissioner Wall stated that he does not think that this planned development is 
compatible with other neighborhoods.  “I think it’s an abuse of the planned development 
code by saying that we’re giving 47 acres to open space which basically 46 of it isn’t 
usable.”   
 
Commissioner Pitts stated that he concurs with Commissioner Wall.  “It doesn’t conform 
with the neighborhood so I cannot support the proposal.” 
 
Commissioner Carlow stated that he is reluctant to vote without the Corps of Engineer’s 
decision on this project.   
 
Commissioner Lowrey stated that he can support the project.  He believes that the 
density does conform with the Redlands.  He finds the diversity is something that is 
needed and creates a healthier neighborhood.  He also is in favor of applicant not 
building on geological features.   
 
Commissioner Putnam stated that the patio home feature makes it attractive and 
supports the project. 
 
Commissioner Cole stated that opponents and proponents of any project need to be 
considered as well as whether or not it is going to be an asset for the entire community. 
 He believes a tremendous amount of planning has gone into this proposal.   
 
Chairman Dibble stated that with regard to the zone of annexation, a default of R-2 
would be appropriate.  He believes the planned development overlay fits better because 
most of the surrounding development is an overlay district of planned development to 
utilize the intricate conditions of the area.  He also concurs that more sidewalks and 
pedestrian crosswalks are necessary. 
 

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, on the Fletcher Zone of 

Annexation, ANX-2006-108, I move that the Planning Commission forward to the 

City Council a recommendation of approval of the Planned Development (PD) 

zone district for the Fletcher Annexation with the facts and conclusions listed in 

the staff report.” 

 
Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 5-2. 
       

MOTION:  (Commissioner Cole) “Mr. Chairman, on item number PP-2006-217, I 

move that we forward to the City Council a recommendation of approval of the 

Preliminary Development Plan for Redrocks Valley Subdivision conditioned upon 

the applicant providing direct access to either a sidewalk or path for those lots 
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that do not currently have direct access and a sidewalk on one side of Boulder 

Road its entire length.” 

 
Commissioner Lowrey seconded the motion.  A vote was called and the motion passed 
by a vote of 4-3, with Commissioners Pitts, Wall, and Carlow opposed. 
 
A brief recess was taken. 
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Lori, 
 
After reading the staff report I have several comments about the zone of  
annexation and Red Rocks Valley Subdivision. 
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I have been interested in how this land would develop.  With the natural  
topography and drainages on this property I knew it would be a challenge.   
After reading the report several things have come to mind. 
 
1.  Even though there is more open space than is required of a development  
of this size I question whether this open space is really usable for the  
future residents.  It might be nice to look at but can they do anything with  
it?  I would hope at final design there is open space that is actually  
usable by the residents rather than just drainages and steep hillsides. 
 
2.  I believe having private streets in the patio home area is not a good  
idea.  What is the reasoning of the developer for private streets?  Are they  
private so they can escape city street requirements?  No on street parking  
is allowed in the patio homes since there will be no room.  Where will  
visitors park?  Will the visitors park on the streets behind the patio homes  
across from the single family dwellings?   There must be parking within the  
patio home development for excess vehicles of residents as well as visitors.  
  Where will residents of the patio homes park their recreational vehicles?   
Many will have boats, RV's etc.   Also, it is stated in the project report  
that the HOA will maintain the private streets.  Will there be a separate  
HOA for the patio homes?  It does not seem right that all the single family  
homes in the subdivision would be required to maintain the private streets  
in the patio home development. 
 
3.  When looking at the preliminary plans which I realize are not the final  
plans, I see a much denser subdivision than the existing subdivisions which  
surround this development.  It does not appear to be compatible as most are  
on 1-5 acre lots.  Because of the topographical issues with this parcel it  
appears the developer is trying to crowd as many homes into the subdivision  
as possible to make up for the topigraphical constraints. 
 
4.  The developer does not want to build sidewalks and connecting pedestrial  
trails in some portions of the development.  I question the reasoning of the  
developer for wanting to build this subdivision similar to other  
developments that were built in the county.  The county has not typically  
designed to urban standards since it deals with more rural settings.  If the  
developer is asking for annexation to the city with all city services he  
should be required to design to city standards. 
 
5.  There was no mention of a traffic study.  Doesn't there need to be a  
traffic study for a development of this size which will generate over a  
thousand trips a day upon buildout? 
 
6.  What about accel and decel lanes on Southcamp Road? 
 
7.  Will there be a provision for a street connection between the adjacent  
development to the north or to Redlands Mesa or will everyone have to go to  
Southcamp Road to access this subdivision by vehicle. 
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8.  I see the old lift-station will be removed.  Won't the developer have to  
build a new lift-station since much of this development is below Southcamp  
Road?  Who is responsible for the maintenance of this lift-station if one is  
required? 
 
I believe this land will be developed but I question the density being  
proposed even though the developer is providing lots of open space.  The  
questions is--Did he really have a choice due to the topography and is it  
really desirible for the future resident's use?  Also, is this development  
compatible with existing developments adjacent to it?  I think not. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Terri Binder 
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CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
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ORDINANCE NO. 

 

 

AN ORDINANCE ZONING THE FLETCHER ANNEXATION TO 

PLANNED DEVELOPEMET 1.12 (PD) 
 

LOCATED APPROXIMATELY 1/2 MILE WEST OF MONUMENT ROAD ON THE 

NORTH SIDE OF SOUTH CAMP 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 Fletcher Annexation to the PD 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 and the requirements 
of Chapter 5, regarding Planned Developments.  The default zoning is R-2, Residential 
– 2 units per acre. 
 
 After public notice and public hearing before the Grand Junction City Council, 
City Council finds that the PD 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 Planned Development not to exceed 1.12 dwelling 
units per acre. 
 

PERIMETER BOUNDARY LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
FLETCHER ANNEXATION 

2945-194-11-001 & 2945-301-12-001 

 
A certain parcel of land located in the Southeast Quarter (SE1/4) of Section 19 and the 
Northeast Quarter (NE1/4) of Section 30, Township 1 South, Range 1 West of the Ute 
Principal Meridian, County of Mesa, State of Colorado and being more particularly 
described as follows: 
 
BEGINNING at the Southeast corner of Block D, Monument Valley Subdivision, as 
same is recorded in Plat Book 16, page 269-270, Public Records of Mesa County, 
Colorado, and assuming the East line of the NW1/4 NE1/4 of said Section 30 bears 
S00°00’15”W with all other bearings contained herein being relative thereto; thence 
from said Point of Beginning; S11°52’16”W to a point on the South right of way line of 
South Camp Road, as same is recorded in Book 997, pages 945-946, a distance of 
100.00 feet; thence along said right of way N78°07’44”W  a distance of 204.77 feet; 
thence 662.69 feet along the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, 
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having a central angle of 37°46’59” and a chord bearing N59°14’14”W a distance of 
650.75 feet; thence N40°20’44”W a distance of 457.15 feet; thence 390.46 feet along 
the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central angle of 
22°15’42” and a chord bearing N29°12’52”W a distance of 388.01 feet to a point on the 
centerline of Rimrock Drive, as same is shown on the plat of Monument Valley 
Subdivision Filing No. 5, as same is recorded in Plat Book 14, Pages 212-214, Public 
Records of Mesa County, Colorado; thence N71°52’16”E a distance of 50.00 feet to a 
point on the East line of the Monument Valley Annexation, City of Grand Junction 
Ordinance No. 2850, and the centerline of said South Camp Road; thence 353.46 feet 
along the arc of a 954.93 foot radius curve concave East, having a central angle of 
21°12’28” and a chord bearing N07°28’38”W a distance of 351.45 feet; thence 
N03°07’36”E along a line 429.61 feet; thence 602.38 feet along the arc of a 954.93 foot 
radius curve concave West, having a central angle of 36°08’35” and a chord bearing 
N14°55’27”W a distance of 592.44 feet; thence N57°08’32”E a distance of 50.00 feet to 
a point on the North right of way of said South Camp Road; thence S32°59’44”E a 
distance of 45.59 feet; thence 633.56 feet along the arc of a 1004.93 foot radius curve 
concave West, having a central angle of 36°07’20” and a chord bearing S14°56’04”E a 
distance of 623.12 feet; thence S03°07’36”W a distance of 429.95 feet; thence 686.60 
feet along the arc of a 904.93 foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central 
angle of 43°28’20” and a chord bearing S18°36’34”E a distance of 670.25 feet; thence 
S40°20’44”E a distance of 457.15 feet; thence 596.27 feet along the arc of a 904.93 
foot radius curve concave Northeast, having a central angle of 37°45’09” and a chord 
bearing S59°13’19”E a distance of 585.54 feet; thence S78°07’44”E a distance of 
205.25 feet; more or less to the Point of Beginning, TOGETHER WITH Block C and 
Block D, of said Monument Valley Subdivision. 
 
Said parcel contains 144.43 acres (6,291,761 square feet), more or less, as described. 
 
This Ordinance prescribes as follows: 
 

1)    Default zoning standards.  If the planned development approval expires or 
becomes invalid for any reason, the property shall be fully subject to the default 
standards.  The default standards of the R-2 zoning designation will apply.      
 

2) Phasing schedule.  The Phasing Schedule is: 
  First Phase shall be platted by March 1, 2008;  
 Phase 2 – by March 1, 2011;  
 Phase 3 – by March 1, 2013,  
 Phase 4 – by March 1, 2015  
 Phase 5 – by March 1, 2017.   
 
 A graphic depiction of the phasing is shown on sheet 3 of the approved 
preliminary drawings, dated 4/24/07, included in development file number PP-2006-
217. 
 

3)   Number of units allowed.  155 residential units allowed – 103 single family 
residential lots, 1/2 acre in size or larger; 52 patio homes (attached and detached). 
 

4) Applicable setbacks.   
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 a)  Patio homes.  The setback standards for the patio homes are as follows:  A 
minimum 14-foot setback is required around the perimeter of the patio home area.  This 
setback is measured from the back of walk and includes Red Park Road, Red Point 
Road, Red Mesa Road, and Slick Rock Road.  The front setback for all garages shall 
be 20 feet.  The side setback between buildings is 10 feet, except for those units that 
are attached, and then a zero setback is allowed.  No accessory structures will be 
allowed.  A dimensioned final design of the patio home area will be recorded with the 
Final Plat. 
 

 b)  Other homes.  The setbacks for the single-family homes not designated as 
patio homes are as follows:  The front setback is 20 feet for the principle structure and 
25 feet for accessory structures.  Side setbacks are 15-feet for the principle structure 
and 3 feet for accessory structures.  The rear setback is 30-feet for the principle 
structure and 3 feet for an accessory structure.   (These setbacks are consistent with 
the R-2 default zone.) 
 

5) Future development.   A tract (shown as Tract N on the approved preliminary 
drawings dated 4/24/07, found in development file number PP-2006-217) is reserved 
for future development to adjoin the property to the east.     
 

6) Construction restrictions.   

 
 Construction outside of the designated building envelopes will not be permitted.  
Engineered foundations and site grading plans shall be required on all lots.  The Final 
Plat shall include a note requiring construction with the designated building envelopes, 
engineered foundations and site grading plans for each and every lot.  
 
  Mitigation berms, swales for drainage and rock fall areas shall be constructed.  
City engineer(s) and Colorado Geological Survey representatives shall be permitted to 
supervise the construction of these features and these features must be inspected and 
approved by a City engineer.  These features will be considered and treated as “as-
builts.”  The construction of these features shall be guaranteed and secured by 
Development Improvements Agreement (DIA) and associated security.   Maintenance 
of these features shall be provided by an association of the homeowners in perpetuity, 
and easements in favor of said association for this purpose shall be granted.   
 
         No planning clearance or building permit shall issue for any construction on the lot 
designated as Lot 1, Block 1 on the approved preliminary drawings dated 4/24/07, 
included in development file number PP-2006-217, and said lot shall not be sold, unless 
and until a secondary access is constructed in the subdivision to the east.  No more 
than 99 homes shall be constructed in area comprised by the Plan (referred to 
presently as the Red Rocks Valley Subdivision) unless and until a secondary access to 
a public roadway or street is constructed, whether within the Red Rocks Valley 
Subdivision or in the subdivision / development to the east.  A Recording Memorandum 
setting forth in detail these restrictions shall be recorded so as to inform potential 
buyers of such restrictions.   Construction of said secondary access shall be 
guaranteed and secured by a DIA and associated security.   
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 If no access to South Camp Road that can serve as a secondary access for Red 
Rocks Valley Subdivision is completed in the subdivision / development to the east by 
the time a planning clearance or building permit for the 99th house issues, the 
developer shall promptly construct the secondary access in the location of Lot 1, Block 
1 on the approved preliminary drawings dated 4/24/07, included in development file 
number PP-2006-217. 
 
 No planning clearance or building permit shall issue for any construction on the 
lot designated on the approved preliminary drawings, dated 4/24/07 and included in 
development file number PP-2006-217 as Lot 1, Block 5, unless and until the 
ingress/egress easement is vacated and the lift station associated with it has been 
relocated or is no longer needed, as determined by City staff.  A Recording 
Memorandum setting forth in detail these restrictions shall be recorded so as to inform 
potential buyers of such restrictions.   
 
 The Final Plat shall show any and all "no-disturbance" and/or "no-build" zones as 
designated by the Army Corps of Engineers or City engineers. 
 

7) Private Streets Agreement.    Private streets as proposed by the Applicant are 
approved; an agreement for the maintenance of all private streets in the subdivision in 
accordance with City Transportation Engineering and Design Standards (TEDS) shall 
be required and shall be recorded with the Final Plat. 
             

8) Sidewalks.  The following sidewalks not shown on the approved preliminary 
drawings dated 04/24/07 included in development file number PP-2006-217 shall be 
provided: 
 

o Sidewalk on both sides of Slick Rock Road. 
o Sidewalks on both sides of Red Park Road. 
o On Grand Cache Court, continue the sidewalk around the entire cul-de-sac and 

both sides of the street. 
o Sidewalk on both sides on Red Pointe Road between Red Mesa Road and Red 

Park Road. 
o Continue sidewalk around the cul-de-sac on Crevice Court to the trail in Red  
o Canyon. 

 

9)  Park land dedication.  The final plat shall include a dedication to the City for a 
public park holding in the corner of land which connects with and would make 
contiguous City's two holdings to the north and east of this parcel.  Said dedication shall 
be sufficient, at a minimum, to allow maintenance access, and shall be to the 
reasonable specifications of the Parks and Recreation Department.   
 

10)  Trails.  Existing public trails in the area shall connect through this subdivision. 
 
 

 
 

INTRODUCED on first reading the 18th day of July, 2007 and ordered published. 
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ADOPTED on second reading the   day of   , 2007. 
 
ATTEST: 
  
 __________________________ 
       President of the Council 
 
____________________________ 
City Clerk 
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Attach 4 

Oaths of Office for Members of Various City Boards, Committees, and 

Commissions 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION 
 

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

Subject 
Oaths of Office for members of Various City Boards, 
Committees, and Commissions 

File #  

Meeting Day, Date Wednesday, August 1, 2007 

Placement on the Agenda Consent  X Individual  

Date Prepared August 1, 2007 

Author Name & Title Stephanie Tuin, City Clerk 

Presenter Name & Title John Shaver, City Attorney 

 

Summary:  In order to clarify the role and responsibility of City appointed board, 
committee and commission members, the City Council has determined that those 
members should swear or affirm that they will fully, faithfully and lawfully perform the 
duties of the board, committee or commission and that they will strive to serve the 
public and to protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of the City of Grand 
Junction.  

 
 

Budget:  None  

 

 

 

Action Requested/Recommendation:  Adopt Resolution 

 

 
 

Attachments:  Resolution 

 

 
 



 

 

CITY OF GRAND JUNCTION, COLORADO 
 

RESOLUTION NO. __-07 
 

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A POLICY WHEREBY MEMBERS  

OF CITY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS ACCEPT AN OATH OF OFFICE  

AND ADOPTING THE FORM OF THE OATH 
 

Recitals.   
 

The City Council appoints members to various boards, committees and commissions.   
Even though the specific work of those boards, committees and commissions is 
different, the mission of all is to be supportive of the City.  From the perspective of the 
citizens that are appointed to those boards, committees and commissions their role 
may not always be perfectly clear, especially when the board, committee or commission 
may have infrequent contact or direction from the City Council. 
 

In order to clarify the role and responsibility of City appointed board, committee and 
commission members, the City Council has determined that those members should 
swear or affirm that they will fully, faithfully and lawfully perform the duties of the board, 
committee or commission and that they will strive to serve the public and to protect the 
health, safety and welfare of the people of the City of Grand Junction.  Each member 
shall agree in writing, subject to removal from the board, committee or commission that 
his or her duty shall be first and foremost to protect and advance the best interests of 
the City. 
 
 

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

The attached oath or affirmation shall be completed by each new City appointed 
member of the City boards, committees and commissions. 

 

PASSED and ADOPTED this ____ day of ____________ 2007. 
 
      
          

James J. Doody  
                                                      President of the Council 
ATTEST: 
 
__________________________ 
Stephanie Tuin 
City Clerk 



 

 
 

 
 
 
Board or Commission Volunteer Oath or Affirmation 

 

 

I, ______________ , solemnly swear or affirm that I will support the Constitution of the 
United States, the Constitution of the State of Colorado, the Charter and Ordinances of 
the City of Grand Junction and will faithfully perform, according to law the duties of  
______ (board or commission) for the City of Grand Junction, for which I have 
volunteered and been appointed.    
 
I will fully, faithfully and lawfully perform those duties and do swear or affirm that I will 
strive to serve the public and to protect the health, safety and welfare of the people of 
the City of Grand Junction.   
 
I acknowledge that my work for the City of Grand Junction is purely voluntary.  
Notwithstanding that I may be compensated by the Board, my duty shall be first and 
foremost to protect and advance the best interests of the City. 
 
I acknowledge that any violation of this oath may result in my being removed from the 
____ (board or commission).   
 
I do hereby waive, relinquish, release, discharge and hold harmless the City of Grand 
Junction and its officer and employees from any and all liability for any physical or 
mental injury or aggravation of any pre-existing illness or handicap or any other harm or 
loss of any nature whatsoever which may be sustained by me due to my volunteer work 
with the City of Grand Junction. 
 

 

         

 

 
 
 
 
 
 


